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GIAPTER I 

TIm DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS: 

1HE LEGISIATIVE MANDATE 

Solomon Kobrin:" and " Frank' R.' Helltnn 
Passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 

1974 marked the beginning of a major federal effort to prohibit the 

incarceration of juvenile status offenders in our jails, detention 

centers, correctional facilities and other institutional settings. 

Status offenders are youths who have been charged with violations that 

would not be criminal if committed by an adult. "These violations encom

pass such categories as incorrigibility, beyond control, truancy, ".\."1.ll1.away 

and various acronymic designations based on the phrase "in need of sup

ervision." In contrast to dependent or neglected children who may be 

regarded as victims of either circumstance or the actions of others, the 

status offender is viewed as having engaged in behavior that is subject 

to official sanctions. The behavior, however, is only an offense for 

those ~ilo occupy the age-based status of juvenile. 

The federal objective with regard to status offenders has been 

termed "deinstitutionalization" and implies at least a partial accept

ance of a non-interventionist philosophy toward juvenile justice. In 

conceptualizing this objective it may be helpful to distinguish between 

three other related strategies: divestment, diversion, and decarcer

ation. The first of these, divestment, would require the removal of 

status offenses from the juri5~,iction of the juvenile court system 
\' 
.:1 

and clearly represents the most extreme form of non-intervention. 
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This strategy has also been labeled decriminalization, but, since 

status offenses are non-criminal to begin with, use of this term 

may be somewhat co~using. A number of prestigious groups have en

dorsed removal of status violations from juvenile court jurisdiction 

(President's Commission, 1967; National Council on Crime and Delin

quency, 1961); although not required by the provisions of the Juve

nile Justice Act, a few States (Alaska, Maine, Washington) have recent

ly revised their statutes to achieve either partial or total divest

ment of status violations. 

Use of the term diversion is currently applied to "the employment 

of non-justice centered resources in responding to juvenile offenders. 

Not only are these youths diverted "from" juvenile court processing, 

but they are also diverted Uto" service and treatment alternatives 

available wi thin the community. Wi thout the availability of an al

ternative service capacity, diversion becomes the equivalent of a di

vestment strategy. In many respects diversion has been a traditional 

fe'lture in the processing of juvenile violations. Juvenile courts 

have utilized both informal agreements and probationary provisions to 

require community based services for juveniles as an alternative to 

further court action (Nejelski, 1976). However, with regard to sta

,tug offenders, recent emphasis has been given to "front end" diversion 

inwhich police, schools, parents and 9thers have been encouraged to 

completely bY":Vass the juvenile justice system and refer incidents 

involving status violations directly 1:0 the appropriate community based 

service agency. Since diversion is likely to rely rather heavily on 

discretionary decision making, it usua.lly amounts to a form of selec

tive non-intervention. The full range of official options, including 

9 
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the coercive powers of the juvenile court, are left intact and are 

available if diversion fails to produce a desired outcome or is viewed 

as inappropriate for the juvenile. 

In contrast to diversion, the decarceration of status offenders 

does involve a reduction in the coercive powers of the juvenile justice 

system.· This strategy is non-interventionist only in the sense that it 

limits or removes the auth.ority of the juvenile court to detain a youth 

prior to, or following, adjudication of an alleged status offense vio

lation. Within these limitations, decarceration maintains the juris

diction of the juvenile court over status offenders and allows inter

vention measures that are not accompanied by secure detention or corree·· 

tional placement. However, if removal of the authority to incarcerate 

youth forcibly results in official inaction toward status violations, 

then decarceration may lead to a form of de facto divestment of such 

cases from the juvenile justice system. As will be discussed later, 

most jU'Ienile courts are currently operating under either statutory, 

administrative or judicially imposed' requirements for some form of 

decarceration of status offenders. But it is not uncommon in these 

jurisdictions to find "come back" provisions governing status offenders 

who violate court ordered probation conditions. These provisions gen

erally treat non-criminal acts in violation of a court order as a de

linquent offense which then permits detention and/or commitment of the 

status offender. 

In light of these distinctions, then, the federal effort to foster 

the deinstitutionalization of status offenders can be described as an 

attempt to implement the strategies of both decarceration and diversion. 

~nile divestment also logically includes the decarceration of status 

offenders, it is neither a necessary nor a sufficient requirenlent for 

_f1t _________ ... ~ ________________ --------------------------
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achieving compliance with federal provisions. As amend~d in 1977, the 

Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 re

quires that status offenders ". • • shall not be placed in juvenile 

detention or correctional facilities" (223(a)(12)(A), and provides for 

the termination of a State's eligibility for funding under the Act if 

full complirulce is not reached within a specified period of time (223 

(c)). While the Act recognizes the possibility of limited 24 hour 

detention, federal definitions suggest that "come back" statutes allow

ing detention or commitment of previously adjudicated status offenders 

for non-criminal behavior would be contrary to the decarceration ob

jective (White, 1976). In li.eu of detention and correctional place

ment, the Act also manda.tes the use of "least restrictive" alternatives 

in providing services for statUs offenders (223(a)(12)(B). The cri

teria used in defining these alternatives clearly reveal an intention 

to encourage the diversion of status offenders to community based 

services and facilities. Beyond these requirements, federal guide

lines also prohibit alternative, non-secure placement of status offen

ders in facilities that are'similar, either by virtue of thleir size 

or function, to institutional settings traditionally used in provid

ing custodial care for juvenile offenders. This objective offers the 

defining characteristic of federal efforts. Deinstitutionalization 

not only attempts to decarc.erate and divert, but it also seeks to block 

the re-creation of institutionalized treatment of status offenders at 

the community level. 

The Act thus had the double objective of removing from correc-

tional institutions status offenders currently incarcerated and 

preventing their re-entry; and of terminating the practice of placing 

, 
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status offenders in sel."Ure detention. The intent of the Act was to 

foster the replacement of incarceration and detention by the use of 

conmruni ty based youth services. As will be seen in the course of 

this report, the first set of demonstration programs funded under 

the Act was focused primarily on the task of ending the use of se

cure detention and of providing alternative youth serving facilities. 

DEVELOPMENT· OF FEDERAL LEADERSHIP 

The history of federa.l involvement in the delinquency control 

field has been marked by two quite distinct phases. The first par

alleled the rise and diffusion of the juvenile court movement, lasting 

from the early 1900's through the 1950's. It was governed by a tra

ditional model of federalism in which all major decisions and sub

stantive support for delinquency programs emanated from the state 

level. Federal leadership was limited to an advisory function in the 

fonnulation of policy toward youth. The second phase began with the 

efforts of the Kennedy administration to extend the New Deal philos

ophy of the 30's to the social problems of the 60's. It launched an 

era of active federalism in the field of delinquency. Leadership was 

asstnned not only in the development of policy !I but also in the connni t

ment of resources for the implementation of policy. 

Traditional Federalism 

Over the course of this period ever/ State succeeded in establish

ing a separate court system with jurisdiction over the behavior of 

youth, both criminal and non-criminal. The development of special 

statutes and special courts dealing with youthful misconduct rested 

I , 
i 

-6-

on a theory of htnnan development respecting the cause of juvenile de

linquency, a related legal principle, and a corresponding philosophy of 

treatment. The attainment of adulthood with its privileges and respon

sibilities was seen as requiring a protracted period of development 
\ 

during which the young nee-.1ed guidance, instruction, nurturance, control 

and protection. When these needs were met, children were law abiding; 

when they were not, children became delinquent. The prolongation of 

innnaturity in modern society implied the raising of the legal age of 

criminal responsibility variously to the middle and late stages of the 

adolescent period. The associated philosophy of treatment held that the 

court should function as the parent of last resort in cases of extreme 

youthful misbehavior, intervening to provide for the developmental needs 

of the wayward. To accomplish this goal, courts assumed ultL~te parent

al responsibility for the control of the child and undertook to supervise 

and correct his or her misconduct. Attempts were made to furnish what

ever additional services that in the court's judgment were needed, 

available, and affordable. 

The ideal prescriptions were not easily met. To process the flow 

of youthful offenders, new administrative structures had to be created 

ruld st~fed, judges of requisite sensitivity and wisdom had to be se

lected, and treatment services had to be d.eveloped and routinized. 

Standards were also required to govern the selection and recruitment 

of personnel and to determine the character and quality of services 

designed to rehabilitate young law violators. In addition, it was 

necp.ssary to encourage and maintain public support for the juvenile 

court and th philosophy on which it rested. Federal leadership was 
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most in evidence with respect to this last set of issues during the 

rise and diffusion of the juvenile court movement. 

These efforts took two forms. A White House Conference on 

Children and Youth was sponsored by the federal Executive Office and 

held every ten years beginning in 1909. The Corrterence actively pro

moted a sense of national responsibility for the 1velfare of children, 

of whom delinquent cfflldren were viewed as a subset. The constitu

ency of the decennial conferences were the professional welfare work

ers in communities around the country and those lay publics concerned 

with child welfare issues. Presidential sponsorship of the conferences 

lent legitimacy, prestige and visibility to a growing national welfare 

movement. 

The second form of federal involvement in delinquency prevention 

and control came 'rlth the establishment of the U.S. Children'S Bureau 

in 1912. As a major feature of its mission, the Bureau lmdertook to 

provide guidance in the development of the juvenile court movement by 

promulgating standards for court operations. In addition, it initia

ted the development of national statistics on juvenile delinquency by 

. enlisting the cooperation of court jurisdictions throughout the United 

States. 

Thus, following the creation of the Children's Bureau there was 

to be no major federal legislation in the juvenile justice field for the 

next half century. In light of the basic structure of federal-state 

relations, and given that states were assumed to retain exclusive juris

diction in matters of criminal and juvenile justice, the federal role 

of advisor and standard setter appeared to be altogether appropriate. 

-

·1 
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Until the end of the 1950's there was little expectation of a more 

active federal participation in the efforts of states to cope with 

their delinquency problems. 

Active Federalism 

The advent of the 1960's marked an historic watershed respecting 

the federal role in the delinquency control problem. The preceding 

decade had witnessed an uninterrupted increase in reported arrests of 

juveniles and ir~ the number of juvenile court cases, with a corres

ponding rise in public concern and anxiety. However, the politically 

quiescent years of the Eisenhower administration produced little in

clination on the part of the federal establishment to break away from 

its traditional role in the delinquency field. It was not until the 

inauguration to cope with domestic social problems, that the federal 

government was brought into an emphatically activist posture in relation 

to the issue of delinquency. 

Early in his brief tenure, President Kennc~y established the 

President's Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, con

sisting of the Secretaries of Labor and HEW, and the U.S. Attorney 

General. They were charged with the task of coordinating the programs 

of their several agencies having some bearing on conditions productive 

of delinquency. The ini.tiative was given legislative form by the en

actment of the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Act of 1961. 

In addition to providing for the coordination of all deli:i1quency related 

federal programs, the Act was designed to improve ~conomic and social 

conditions among the disadvantaged segments of the population, and to 

bring together at the local level the political, economic, educational 

and social welfare institutions that impacted on the lives of youth. I 
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Congress appropriated what now seems a modest sum of $10 million annual

ly for implementation of the legislation during its first three years 

(Empey, 1978: 326-527). 

Apart from the vicissitudes of program outcome, the significant e.' 

feature of this initial effort was the ground breaking it performed 

in redefining the place of the federal establishment in the nation's 

effort to deal with the problem of delinquency. Br.iefly, it introduced 

and legitimated the federal government as a source of both leadership 

and funds in the development of state and local community juvenile 

justice policy. Having thus been. established, federal leadership in 

this field entered its current activist phase. It has been marked by 

a steady increase in the prominence of federal legislative and execu

tive initiatives in moving both the thinking and the practice in juve

nile justice toward new ground. 

DECLINE OF TIIE TIIERAPEUTIC MJDEL. 

As the juvenile court movement expanded and took hold during the 

period of traditional federalism it was accompanied by an extensive 

'~'refinement of the original developmental theory of delinquency. Pro

fessional interest in the field of delinquency control gradually began 

to focus on the intervening psychological processes linking abnormal 

development to delinquent behavior. From this perspective the delin

quent act came to be viewed as merely symptomatic of an lmderlying psy

chologi~al disorder. The initial developmental disturbance, especially 

from a Freudian view, would have occurred in very early childhood at a 

point too distant from the delinquent act to permit remediation. The 

professional practitioner, therefore, was left to apply the theories 
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and techniques of an emerging the,rapeutic model to the proximal psy

chological causes of delinquent b,eha:vior. 

By t.1-te 1950' s the therapeut:l;;c model had come to dominate the field 
, 

of delinquency prev1ention as weI]; as efforts to deal wi til other forms 

of deviant behavior. However, ass a vehicle for the implementation of 

social policy the utility of the/therapeutic model came to be questioned 

for a number of reasc.\ns. First:i it is exclusively concerned with indi

vidual pathology and as a conset::~uence can offer very little insight into 

the broader social and economic! causes of delinquency. Secondly, the 

orientation toward individuali2:,ed treatment has limited practical value 

in attempting to prevent or amfi~liorate delinquency on a broad scale. 

Preventative use of the therapfi~utic model requires the early diagnosis 

and prediction of delinquency 'm the general populati~n. Such attempts 

have n?t only failed to survive close scientific scrutiny but have also 

been Stlh')ject to charges of cle/.ss, race, and sex discrimination. Finally, 

the therapeutic model has traditionally been followed under the assump

tion that treatment is at worst a benign experience. While the clinical 

patient may not be cilred through therapeutic intervention, those with 

psychological disorders will not have worsened as a result of treat-

ment and those who might not have initially required attention will not 

be harmed by the experience. Beneath the political sonmolence of the 

1950's these limitations of the therapeutic model were not a major issue. 

However, alternative perspectives were emerging that would have consi

derable force in the ensuing dlecade for the theory and practice of de

linquency prevention. 

Challenges to the adequacy of the therapeutic model WId its exclu

sive use in the delinquency field has been a penchant of sociologists 

, 
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in particular. In their view, the model obscured VJlO types of important 

causal factors. The first concerned the social environment, that is, 

the positive inducements to delii{quent behavior sterrming from the pre

vailing economic and social conditions of life among the acutely disad

vantaged populations of the urban metropolis (Shaw arid McKay , 1969) .. 

Delinquent acts in response to inequities in the distribution of matt:)r

ial, as well as personal, rewards could well reflect a rational form of 

adjustment rather than the pathological response assmed by the thera

peutic model (Merton, 1968). Building upon these earlier sociological 

theories, two major publications appeared durulg the transition from 

traditional federalism an~ attempted to trace the linkage between social 

factors and delinquent behavior. The first of these ?ffered the hypo

thesis of "status frustration" in which working class youth are motivated 

to adopt a delinquent solution as a means of attaining their own defin

ition of self-worth in a middle class world that denigrates their work

ing class origins (Cohen, 1955). The second provided a statement of 

"opportuni ty theory" in which the blockage of access to conventional 

occupational goals led lower class males to generate variant strains of 

a delinquent subculture (Cloward and Ohlin, 1960). It was on their 

theory that the prevention program of tbe President'S Committee of the 

early 1960's was founded. 

The other domain of ca',~sal factors neglected by the therapeutic 

model concerned the response of the child to efforts aimed at the cor

rection or treatment of delinquent behavior. The impact on the child 

of categorizing and defining activity by the police, courts and case

workers came increasingly to be viewed as at least equally important 

--- ... liE 
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in the genesis of delinquent careers as were the problems of pathology 

and personal deficiency (Lemert, 1951; Becker, 1963; Schur, 1971). lfillch 

of the delinquent behavior, particularly as it occurs early in delin-

quent careers, was seen as "natural" in the sense of childhood exper-

imentation with the limits of the prohibited (Lemert, 1951). The de

viant behavior of children initially acquires its meaning for the youth 

only as it is responded to and defined by adult authorities (Tannen

bam, 1938). In the case of delinquent behavior, the intervention of 

the police, incarceration in detention centers, and placement in cor

rectional institutions were seen as carrying the potential fOT imposing 

on the young person a stigmatized conception of self. In contrast to 

the assumption of the therapeutic model, the malevolent impact of of

ficial processing was as likely to result from efforts to treat the 

delinquent offender as it was from those who sought to punish him. 

Further undesirable consequences, espet:ially for youthful, non-serioUls 

offenders, included enforced association with more sophisticated delin

quents in jails and detention centers, and rejection by conforming peers 

for reputed delinquent behavior. Consistently higher recidivism rates 

among those exposed to processing by the juvenile justice system and to 

institutional placements were adduced ~lS evidence of the negative ef

fects of labeling experiences. 

These, then, were the major alternatives to the therapeutic model 

that were offered by sociology as the move toward active federalism 

gathered force. This revised federal stance required new theories if 

there was to be a movement toward a national delinquency policy. Hard 

empirical support for the sociological perspectives of that period 
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were no m.ore adequate than the "evidence" supporting the therapeutic 

model, prominent in the practice of psychology and psychiatric social 

work in the delinquency field. The sociological theories, however, 

offered a logic that simultaneously e~gaged the major emerging issues 

in juvenile justice and resonated with prevailing political policy. 

Under the Kennedy administration, opportunity theory was to become an 

intellectual linchpin in the early efforts to prevent delinquency. It 

would also serve as a basic strategy in the declaration of a war on 

poverty. Labeling theory would enter at a later point, first as the 

basis for critically appraising the system of juvenile justice, and 

eventually as a rationale for deinstitutionalization. While the thera

peutic model 'would continue to reign at 'the level of individual prac-

,,-tice, its position of prominence was destined to decline in the realm 

of policy determination. 

TIlE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION OBJECTIVE 

As previously noted, the shift toward active federal leadership in 

the delinquency field was. initially given legislative force in the Ju

venile Justice ruld Youth Offenses Act of 1961. The legislatio~ was de

signed to furnish planning and seed money to cities that would attempt 

to coordinate the activities of youth serving agencies and institutions 

in both the public and private sectors. The theory that explicitly 

guided the federal effort viewed delinquent behavior as a product prin

cipally of social conditions which blocked opportunity for the young 

in achieving occupational and other culturally valued goals. In focus

ing on the causal factors cited by opportunity theory, federal leader

ship moved beyond the practitioner's concern with treatment and 
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attempted to implement a program of primary prevention. TIle objective 

of the program was to develop and direct existing resources in a uni

fied attack on the basic causes of the delinquency problem OMarris and 

Rein, 1973). 

TIle first federally supported programs in the early 1960's employed 

a combination of two basic strategies in attempting to lau~ch delin

quency prevention efforts. The first involved the mobilization of youth 

service and welfare institutions in a coordinated approach to delinquency 

problems. The second encouraged the organization of residents in poverty 

areas to deal with the entire range of social problems influencing youth. 

,Cities that participated in the federal effort tended to emphasize one 

or th.~ other qf these strategies. Mobilization for Youth in New York 

City, for example, devoted its efforts largely to conmrunity organization 

and local political action. In Los Angeles, Chicago, New Haven, Cleve

land, and most other cities, program effort was directed principally to 

the coordination task. 

These early delinquency prevention programs were relatively short 

lived, in very large part because soon after inception the core ideas 

of opportunity enhancement, conmrunity'action, and coordination of effort 

were adopted by federal programs dealing with the more general problem 

of poverty. Indeed, the War on Poverty, init~ated in the Kennedy ad

ministration and expanded by President Johnson, was modeled on the key 

elements of the Mobilization for Youth program in New York's lower east 

side. As Empey observes: 

21 
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Mobilization for Youth and the President's Committee 
(on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime) had scarely 
gotten under way when opportunity theory became the ra
tionale for social intervention on an even grander scale. 
A nationwide War on Poverty was declared. In October 
1963, the President's Council of Economic Advisors asked 
David Hackett to submit a proposal for a series of pro
grams, something like MFY, which would cost $500 million 
in the frst year of operation. (After Kennedy's assassi
nation one month later) • • • Lyndon Johnson decided to 
go ahead with it. (M)ost of the senior staff who had 
worked on the President's Committee now became leaders 
in the War on Poverty. They simply took many of the 
ideas originally outlined in the MFY proposal and trans
ferred them to the new agency (Empey, 1978: 297-298). 

Having been established as the major objective of federal efforts, de

linquency prevention was thus absorbed by the War on Pover~f. This 

development clearly reflected the idea that delinquency was in the 

main a result of the more ftmdamental problem of poverty, and as the 

la'tter was ameliorated the fonner would come under control. The fact 

was, however, that whatever the. accomplishments of the War on Poverty, 

reported arrests for delinquency and juvenile court cases continued to 

escalate and became a major political problem in its own right. 

THE PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION 

The unabated rise in crime rates generally during the 1960's led 

finally to the establishment in 1965 of the President's Commission on 

Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. The Commission was 

charged with the task of conducting a searching re-examination of the 

problem of crime and delinquency and of the operations of the nation's 

juvenile and criminal justice system. Published in 1967, its report on 

j~~'{enile delinquency recoxmnended programs addressed to two sets of con-
-: J"' 
u 

cerns. The first included conditions in urban poverty areas that 
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denied equality of opportunity to youth. The second involved the ex

cessive intervention of the juvenile justice system in the live~ of 

youthful offenders, particularly in regard to minor delinquencies and 

in non-criminal cases such as status violations. Tile report was cri

tical as well of practices: that denied due process to youths in juvl;;.

nile court proceedings. 

Accordingly, the President's Commission (1967: 66-77) offered 

two sets of recommendations. The prevention of delinquency, the report;. 

asserted, lay outside the powers of the juvenile justice system. To 

provide equa.lity of opportunity to poverty area youth, the needed re

fonns were a responsibility of the political, economic, and educational 

institutions of society. Specific proposals were directed toward the 

reductJ.on of unemployment and provision of min:iJm.nn incomes to strengthen 

the family unit, establishment of pre-school educational enrichment, 

elimination of discrimination in job opportunities, linkage of schools 

to the world of work, and participation of young people in community 

decision making. These proposals and the underlying concern expressed 

by the Commission indicate an acceptance of both opportrnlity theory 

and the delinquency prevention initiative that had already been under

taken at the federal level. 

The recommendations relating to the Commission IS copcern with juve

nile justice are especially noteworthy in that they interject a label

ing theory critique as a basis for advocating changes in the operation 

of the juvenile justice system. While a majority of the recommenda

tions are directed toward establishing procedural regularity and due 

process within juvenile courts, major proposals are aimed at avoiding 

, 
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. 
tile unnecessary stigmatization of youth and the potential criminogenic 

influence of official processing. These latter proposals include the 

development of youth service bureaus and community based services as 

alternatives to justice system involvement, screening of cdrninal and 

non-criminal cases with diversion to community services whenever feas

ible, elimination of secure correctional placement for status offenders, 

and prohibition of the co-mingling of jUV'eniles with adult offenders. 

Citing the "uncertain gain" and the inevitable stigma of juvenile court 

processing for status offenses, the Report went on to suggest t.h.at care~ 

ful consideration be given to the complet~~ removal Clf. these cases from 

the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice Isystem. 

The President's Commission Report wa.s significant not only in re

inforcing federal efforts toward delinquency prevention, but it also 

added the reform of juvenile justice to the agenda of active federalism. 

In so doing, the labeling perspective entered as an alternative rationale 

to opportunity theory in selecting the course of future federal action. 

The effect of the Commission's recommendations on federal initia-

tives was not long in coming. In 1968 Congress enacted the Juvenile 

Delinquency Prevention and Control Act, administered by the Youth De

velopment and Delinquency Prevention Administration (YDDPA) of the 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare. The principal thrust of 

the Act was to assist in the development of youth programs in local 

communities through the allocation of modest federal grants. Only as 

a minor motif, the program was expected to foster reform in the juve

nile justice system by encouraging a fuller use of diversion through 

the establishment of youth service bureaus. 
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THE YDDPA PERIOD 

The period between 1968 and 1972 were years of uncertainty re

garding future steps. A more conservat.ive administration had come into 

office with a less sanguine view of the leadership role of the federal 

government in dealing with social problems. However, the urgency of 

the crime issue generally had already resulted, in the 1968 establish

ment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration CLEM). Located 

wIthin the Department of Justice, its mandate was to assist the states 

through the use of a block grant program in reducing their crime pro

blems. While there was uncertainty as to how the states might accom

plish this aim, LEM had taken as its central progranl interest the im

provement of the law enforcement function. The issue of whether this 

extended to the juvenile justice system as well was resolved through 

the enactment of the Juvenile Delinquency Act of 1972. This legisla

tion ratified an agreement between HEW and LEAA in which the YDDPA 

would confine its efforts to fostering COIIIDluni ty youth programs and 

LEAA would attempt to improve the delinquency prevention capabilities 

of the juvenile justice system. This division of effort amounted to a 

major re-casting of the overall federal role as it had developed prior 

to the YDDPA period. 

In confining LEM programming efforts to the juvenile justice 

system there was a concentration of effort in precisely the area which 

the President's Commission had viewed as fallow ground for delinquency 

prevention acti vi ty • However, with the dismantling of the War on Pover

ty initiative of the previous administration, and the return to the 

more traditional form of federalism, the character of federal efforts 
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to prevent delinquency shifted from the orientation of opportunity 

theory to an emphasis on efficiency and deterrence consistent with a 

law enforcement perspective. Any effort to increase the preventive 

reach of the juvenile justice system became the responsibility of the 

states and local communities. 

The responsibility of YDDPA was similarly constrained by the 

requirement that its programming should focus exclusively on community 

efforts, principally the development of youth service bureaus. This 

effort would logically fulfill the recommendations for diversion pro-

posed as part of an attempt to reform juvenile justice. However, in 

being closed off from the juvenile justice system, the .efforts of YDDPA 

lacked a necessary mechanism for insuring support for the development 

of community based services for diversion purposes. 

The break in continuity between the YDDPA period and previous 

federal leadership in the delinquency field was moderated by a single 

exception. The 1968 legislation that created YDDPA also gave to the 

Department of HEW the task of developing a national approach to the 

problem of juvenile delinquency. This was implemented by organizing 

a series of conferences which attracted a continuing group of academic 

and program specialists in the delinquency field. They were asked to 

address anew the causal roots of delinquency and to suggest the policy 

innovations implied by their analysis. The document generated by these 

deliberations highlighted the practices of schools and justice agencies 

that operate to alienate large numbers of youth, creating major barriers 

to the formation of legitimate identities. It recommended the develop

ment of a national youth policy that would end the sharp segregation of 
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adolescents into youth ghettos, link the young to the world of adult 

interests by establishing continuity between school and work, and con

fine the reach of the juvenile justice agencies to only the most serious 

and persistent youthful offenders (Empey, 1978: 534-5). This effort 

followed 'the reasoning underlying the previous federal concerns with de

linquency prevention and the reform of the justice system. It also 

expanded the focus of labeling and opportunity theory to include the 

role of non-justice iF~titutions such as the schools in accounting for 

the delinquency of middle as well as lower class youth. 

Briefly, then, the years following the President's Commission 

Report, the YDDPA period, were marked on the one hand by a political 

climate of skepticism regarding the appropriateness of federal lead

ership in dealing with domestic social issues, and on the other hand, 

through the continued support of LEAA, the most massive federal int~~r

vention in the crime problem in the history of the country. While it 

was generally acknowledged that youth are heavily involved in the crime 

picture, there ~~s a basic ambivalence in mounting a coordinated fed

eral approach. The division of labor betw'een LEM and YDDPA resulted 

in a curious set of "catch-22" regulations. The delinquency preven

tion efforts of LEAA could only reach those youths who were already 

delinquent, and the YDDPA was prohibited from focusing their reform 

efforts on the juvenile justice system. The modest level of federal 

activity in achieving the t~ objectives developed prior to 1968 

was to continue until the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delin

quency Prevention Act of 1974. 
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1HE JUVENILE JUSTICE Al\TI DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT 

Established in 1970, the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate 

Juvenile Delinquency provided legislative oversight specifically con

cerned with federal efforts in responding to delinquency related issues. 

Chaired by Senator Birch Bayh, its initial attention was focused on the 

activities of the two major federal agencies having responsibility in 

this area, YDDPA and LEAA, both of which evidenced basic deficiencies in 

mounting delinquency related programming. A fundamental problem in 

YDDPA was the absence of effective leadership. Although created in 

1968 within HEW, the agency did not have an appointed director for more 

than 'a year and a half, and by 1971 had fallen seriously behind in 

achieving its original purposes. During this period the agency had been 

authorized by the congress to expend $150 million for juvenile delin

quency programs; of this amount $30 million was actually appropriated 

for operation of the agency, and only half, or $15 million, was event

ually spent. On the other hand, the efforts of LEAA to deal with the 

delinquency problem were handicapped by the absence of a clearly de

fined legislative intent in the Omnibus Crime Control on Safe Streets 

Act of 1968, which created the agency. The original Act did not 

provide even a reference to juvenile delinquency. The Subcommittee, 

therefore, undertook during the period from 1971 thr~ugh 1973 to de

sign and promote legislation that would remedy this deficiency. 

Over a four-year period the Subcommittee conducted extensive 

hearings on these matters and eventually concluded that the bifurca

tion of federal effort had been ineffective in contributing to the 

prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. In its final analysis 
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the Senate Subcommittee cited three major problems: (1) the absence 

of centralized, national leadership in addressing the problems of ju-. 
venile delinquency; (2) an inability to coordinate the efforts of the 

various federal agencies with responsibilities toward youth; and (3) 

the inadequate level of funding available for the accomplishment of 

an effective federal program. The results of Congressional hearings 

were succinctly summarized in the characterization of federal juvenile 

delinquency efforts as a "national disgrace and dilennna." On the 

basis of its extended hearings, the Senate Subcommittee drafted the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, endorsed with 

minor modifications by the appropriate House Subcommittee. 

The proposed Act l~dertook to remedy the specific problems of 

prior federal delinquency programs identified by the Bayh subcornmitte~s. 

The leadership issue was resolved by creating the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) and placing it within LEAA 

as the single agency with primary responsibility in the area of juve

nile delinquency. The administrator of OJJDP was to be appointed by 

the President wib~ Senate approval, providing a high degree of policy 

control in implementing the Act and in coordinating federal efforts. 

The willingness to inve~t adequate resources was particularly manifest 

in providing an authorization unprecedented in the federal annals of 

delinquency programming: rising from $75 million for fiscal year 1975 

to $125 and $150 million in 1976 and 1977. The bulk of these monies 

were to be used in a program of grants to participating states under 

a formula requiring conformity to a set of specific provisions. These 

provisions defined the appropriate areas of prograrnming at the state 

-------~---------~-----------
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level and included requirements for the deinstitutionalization of 

status offenders as well as prohibitions on the co-mjngling of juveniles 

wi th adult offenders. As the former principal member of the Bayh sub

connnittee staff and current administrator of OJ.JDP has described it: 

Formula grants are authorized for states that sub
mit comprehensive juvenile delinquency plans as pro
vided in the Act. Of these monies 75 percent must be 
expended on prevention, diversion and alternatives to 
incarceration including foster care and group homes; 
connnunity based programs and services to strengthen 
the family unit; youth service bureaus; programs pro
viding meaningful work and recreational opportunities 
for youth; expanded use of paraprofessional personn~l 
and volunteers; programs to encourage youth to remam 
in school; youth initiated programs designed to 
assist youth who otherwise would not be reached by 
assistance programs; and, subsidies or other incen
tives to reduce connnitments to training schools and to 
generally discourage the excessive use of secure incar
ceration and detention (John Rector, 1975). 

In addition to the formula grants program, the Office of Juvenile 

Justice engaged in four other major areas of activity. The first of 

these is the special emphasis programs, which involve direct grants to 

st,ates and local communities for the implementation and testing of 

action programs that are consistent with the purposes of the Act. The 

second is the provision of technical assistance to participants in both 

the fonnula and special emphasis grant programs. The third area con

cerns concentration of federal effort and is directed toward the co

ordination of federal juvenile programs. The fourth activity can be 

described as a general research and information function carried out 

by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre

vention. The Institute was created by the Act as a specialized com

ponent of the Office of Juvenile Justice, mandated to perform four 

delinquency' related tasks: collection and dissemination of information, 
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research and evaluation, development and review of standards, and 

training related to juven.i1e justice issues. 

Clearly, then, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act of 1974 emphatically reversed the historical tmcertainty respecting 

the use of federal leadership in carrying through the policy objectives 

that emerged from the shift to active federalism during the 1960's. 

The assumption of national leadership, the coordination of federal 

effort, and the provision of fiscal muscle were firmly established in 

OJJDP. In addition, this agency was provided an internal structure 

and legislative guidelines for the general task of developing effective 

responses to the problem of delinquency. The 1977 amendments to the 

Act sharpened and clarified the language of the original legislation, 

but did not substantially alter its major provisions. Moreover, the 

revisions provided for further authorization of funds amounting to 

$525 million through fiscal year 1980. A portion of all other LEAA 

block grant funds amounting to at least 19.15% are also required to 

be appropriated for juvenile delinquency programs. These features of 

the current Act have given the federal establishment a strategic 

position in the future development of delinquency prevention and con

trol policy. Prediction of the direction in which the strengthened 

federal leadership will take that policy is hazardous. But an exami

nation of the general outline of the current legislative mandate and 

the evidence of its partial implementation can provide some clues as to 

future trends. 
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THE LEGISLATIVE MANDATE: PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS 

When posed in relation to previous policy objectives in the de

linquency area, the sllbstantive thrust of current federal legislation 

can be described as having two basic characteristics. First, the Ju

venile Justice Act rejects very few, if any, of the objectives that 

have previously been undertaken in the area of juvenile delinquency. 

Secondly, however, the legislation does establish priorities in the pur

suit of answers to the underlying problems of juvenile crime and youth

ful misconduct. Viewed in this manner, it becomes apparent that the 

f~deral legislative mandate reside~ in the priorities accorded a wide 

range of objectives, rather than in the endorsement of a single policy 

aim or a narrow set of objectives. It is also clear that relative 

to the two general policy directives emerging from the federal exper

ience of the 60' s, the current mandate emphasizes the goal of juvenile 

justice reform.over that of delinquency prevention. 

As noted earlier, reform of juvenile justice as an area of fed

eral concern was highlighted in the President's Commission Report of 

1967. Tne recommendations were directed to two levels of reform-

d~version, or the removal of youth from juvenile court processing, and 

the establishment of procedural regularity for all remaining cases. 

With the exception of the emphasis on due process, diversion is con

sistent with the federal effort to encourage the development of national 

standards as pursued even during the period of traditional federalism. 

While providing opportunities for achieving both types of reform, the 

Juvenile Justice Act clearly emphasizes diversion as the first order 

of business in modifying the system (If juvenile justice. The federal 
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initiative prescriptively endorses the development of community based 

alternatives as was attempted during the YDDPA period, but also pro

vides for the utilization of these alternatives through prohibitions 

on the institutionalization of status offenders and for support for 

the diversion of minor criminal offenders as well. 

In pursuing the objective of deinstitutionalization, the 1974 

Act in effect has given substantial impetus to a nationwide movement to 

end the use of detention and incarceration in correctional institutions 

for dealing with status offenders. The scope of the movement during 

the past eight years to prohibit their pre-adjudication detention and 

their post-adjudication commitment is set forth in detail in Appendix II. 

Brie£:'y sUImnarized, Wisconsin and Alaska prohibited post-adjudication 

commitment in 1971, with New Mexico following this lead in 1972. By 

1973 three states, South Dakota, Texas, and Nevada, followed suit, as 

did five additional states in 1974: New Jersey, Massachusetts, Iowa, 

and Illinois, with I~ryland and New Jersey prohibiting pre-adjudication 

detention as well. In 1975, three more states prohibited detention, 

and three eliminated commitment. During the following three years, 

17 additional states acted to restrict or eliminate the use of deten

tion, and 25 to pr?hibit or reduce the use of post-adjudication com

mitment. This objective was achieved in some of the states by revis

ing their administrative practices or regulations, or through execu

tive or court order rather than by statutory change. Of the 40 states 

now in the process of deinstitutionalizing status offenders, two 

~ine and Alaska) have removed status offenses from court jurisdic

tion; three (Arkansas, Oregon, and Virginia) limit their detention 
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Table I 

Jurisdictions Having Prohibited Pre-Adjudication Detention 
and Post-Adjud'jcation Commitment of Status Offenders, 

by Effective Year and Type of Authority 
(unless otherwise indicated, authority is statutory) 

Pre-Adjudication Post-Adjudication 
Jurisdiction Detention Commitment 

Alabama 1978 1978 
Alaska 1977 a 1971 (ct order) 
Arizona 1977 
Arkansas 1977 b 1977 
California 1977 1977 
Connecticut 1977 (admin prac) 
Delaware 1978 1976 
D. of Columbia 1978 (admin prac) 1978 (admin prac) 
Florida 1975 1975 
Georgia 1977 c 1976 (admin prac) 
Idaho 1977 (admin reg) 
Illinois 1977 1974 e 
Indiana 1976 d 
Iowa 1974 
Kentucky 1976 
Louisiana 1975 1976 
Maine 1977 a 1973 
Maryland 1974 1974 
Massachusetts 1977 (ex order) 1974 (ct order) 
Michigan 1976 (admin reg) 
Minnesota 1978 1978 
Mississippi 1975 (admin reg) 
Missouri 1977 (admin reg) 
Nevada 1973 
New Hampshire 1977 1977 
New Jersey 1974 1974 
New Mexico 1976 1972 
New York 1976 
North Carolina 1977 
Ohio 1977 (admin prac) 

34 
i 
I. 

.. 
(j 

-

-28-

~Table I (cont'd) 

Pre-Adjudication Post-Adjudication Jurisdiction Detention Commitment 
Oklahoma 1977 1977 
Oregon 1975 b 1975 
Pennsylvania 1977 1977 
South Carolina 1976 (admin prac) 
South Dakota 1973 
Texas 197.3 f 
Virginia 1977 b 1977 
Washington 1978 1977 
Hest Virginia 1977 1977 
l~isconsin 1978 1971 

a. Removed status off~mder~from juvenile court jurisdiction 
b. Maximum limit of 72 hours detention . 
c. Limit of 72 hours with'added court ordered 48-hour detention 
d. Applies only to juve(liles charged as runaways 
e. Commitment allowed ~f parents found to be unfit 
f. Commitment all owed .. for viol ation of probation conditions 

l' 
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to a maximum of 72 hours; and one (Georgia) permits a court ordered 

48 hour extension to the 72 hour limit. Indiana prohibits secure 

detention only for TIxnaways. Illinois permits post-adjudication commit

ment only if parents are found to be unfit, and Texas may commit for 

the violation of probation. l 

Thus, 40 of the 50 states have now moved eitber totally or pa~tially 

down the road to legislative deinstitutionalization. In making eligibilit"j 

for federal delinquency prevention funds contingent on progress toward 

total deinstitutionalization, the 1974 Act offers the states a power-

ful incentive to continue their efforts in this direction. However, 

the very vitality of the movement tends to create problems of another 

order. Except for the still rare cases in which the juvt.mile court has 

been divested of jurisdiction over status offenses, courts face the 

task of dealing with these cases in a constructive and responsible man

ner" Recognizing this, the Act has also mandated the development of 

community based alternatives to secure detent.ion and incarceration. Un

less such facilities are available in a jurisdiction on a scale corres

ponding to the volume of status offense cases, progress in deinstitu

tionalization is likely to be imped.ed. But access to facilities of the 

required capacity and quality is only one o~ the problems confronting 

the status offender deinstitutionalization effort. 

A second problem likely to be encountered is opposition to the 

movement on the part of a substantial segment of the public. As em

bodied in the Act, the conception of the status offender as a misbe

having, non-criminal offender is largely restricted to those whose 

professions and occupations have brought them into direct contact 

1 Further changes may have occurred subsequent to this survey which was 
taken in 1977. 
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with the delinquency problem. There remains a large pool of public 

sentiment, reflected in existing state statutes, that defines status 

as well as youthful criminal offenders as constituting the delinquent 

population. Resistance to a discriminating and less "stern" treatment 

of status offenders may. be expected in many jurisdictions. 

Two further interlocking problems may be anticipated. The de

velopment ~ld use of alternative community based facilities implies a 

substantially reduced use of detention and incarceration facilities 

that are already in place, each with its complement of personnel with 

a vested interest in their jobs. Moreover) the continued need for se

cure facilities for young criminal offenders means that the diversion 

of status offenders to non-secure facilities will leave the fixed costs 

of detention centers and correctional facilities unaltered. Hence, it 

may well be the case that the development and use of alternative 

facilities will entail increased costs in many jurisdictions. Juris

dictions that may be ambivalent respecting the wisdom of deinstitu

tionalization may thus be persuaded that the tradeoff between delin

quency prevention and increased costs is unfavorable. The related cost 

problem concerns the possible need for an expansion of services for a 

segment of the status offender population, whose numbers cannot yet be 

estimated. It includes the incorrigibles or ungovernables and the 

chronic runaways who come 'to official att~ntion after repeated episodes 

of misbehavior. They are likely to have come from problem impacted 

families and in some proportion to have developed severe behavior dis

orders. These problems are not readily remediable through brief inter

vention. They often require prolonged and costly treatment by skilled 

-- , 
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workers. An adequate response to this aspect of the deinstitution

alization problem requires a comnitment by the local community to ex

pand, often substantially, the resources allocated to the youth wel

fare function. 

A fifth problem is likely to arise in jurisdictions operating 

under juvenile statutes that definitively prohibit the use of secure 

detention for status offenders. These statu.tes, most of which have 

been enacted in recent years, are often phased in long before there 

has been opportunity to develop alternative facilities. In these 

circumstances the police and the courts may be constrained to resolve 

the problem by refusing to deal with status offense cases. This may 

well result in a situation of massive neglect, with the unintended con

sequence in many cases of a possible escalation of minor misbehavior 

to serious delinquency. Alternatively, and equally problematic, if 

connnunity sentiment insists on positive official intervention in all 
~i. d 

cases of delinquency, however minor, the resolution may t~ke the form 

of upgrading the formal complaint from a status to a criminal charge, 

or downgrading a status offense to neglect/dependency in order to 

create eligibility for secure detention. Such "relabeling" is tech

nically feasible, given the enormous discretion available in juvenile 

offense cases. 

Finally, in according priority to the deinstitutiona1ization of 

status offenders, the 1974 Act has given decisive support to the ther

apeutic model ,of delinquency prevention. It is likely that some 

status offenders differ from many types of delinquent offenders in 

exhibiting severe developmental and associated psychological problems. 

, 
i 
I, 

1 

I 
I , ' 

., ~ 

38 

!J 

-32-

In these cases remediation requires individual treatment of the sev

eral kinds embodied in the therapeutic model. While this approach 

may be unexceptionable where appropriate, it poses the danger of being 

legitimized as either the sole or the principal jntervention strategy 

for the prevention of delinquency. This is particularly likely' in 

view of the support it normally receives from prestigious professional 

groups engaged in the practice of individual therapy. As was noted 

earlier, the 1974 Act was intended to encourage a range of interven

tion strategies, including "youth advocacy" approaches. These em

p11'1size the importance of improving conditions known to be associated 

in the aggregate with delinquency, in particular those related to 

education, employment, and neighborhood subcultures. Because youth 

advocacy seeks institutional reform, occasionally of a radical character, 

it is programmatically diffuse and, unlike the therapeutic model, with-

out an established body of practice. 

Given this feature of the youth advocacy approach, and the current 

salience of the deinstitutionalization drive with its implicit revital

ization of the therapeutic model, there exists a potential problem of 

imbalance among program approaches. Doctrinaire conceptions of the 

nature of the delinquency problem are frequently entertained and with . , 
them a tendency to apply the limited remedies with which they are 

associated. A1 though neither the therapeutic nor the youth advocacy 

model necessarily fits all cases, the use of either in the program of 

any jurisdiction tends to subordinate or totally exclude the use of 

the other. As the emphasis on deinstitutionalization operates to en-

hance the relevance of the therapeutic model, the program is likely 

~~ _______ ~1~ __ ~ __ ~~ _________________________________________________________ '~ __ ~~ ________ ~ ____ ~~ __________ ~ ________ ~.=-=-... ~---=.-~. ~ 
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to encounter informed and vocal opposition from sl~porters of the 

advocacy model. The resolution of such controversy will determine the 

survival of those elements of the 1974 Act that go beyond the innnediate 

interest in deinstitutionalization. Awareness of an imbalance in 

legislative s~port for the two approaches was already reflected in 

the JDDPA 1977 reauthorization bill (S.12l8). Its language emphasized, 

among other things, youth advocacy, due process, and neighborhood 

courts. 

In one form or another each of the problems described has become 

evident in the implementation of the first program "initiative" of the 

Office of Juvenile Justice. In 1975, OJJ issued guidelines soliciting 

program proposals designed to foster the deinstitutionalization of 

status offenders. In conjunction with the program, the Office estab

lished an evaluation study of the experience in order to examine pro

gram achievements and the problems encountered in the course of pro

gram implementation. The content of the solicitation, the criteria for 

site selection, the administrative structure of both the program and 

evaluation components, and the characteristics of the programs funded 

will be presented in the next chapter. Following this, the model 

represented by each of the eight programs that were included in the 

evaluation study will be described. 

J' 
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CHAPTER II 

THE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATI0N PROGlW1 INITIATIVE 

Selomon K<!>brin and Frank R. HelIum 

President Ford signed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre

vention Act into law late in the summer of 1974. Its central feature 

was the offer of federal funds to states that agreed to undertake pro

grams of delinquency prevention in conformity with the objectives stip

ulated in the Act. Of these, a high priority was given to the removal 

of status offenders currently held in detention facilities and cor

rectional institutions, and the prevention of their future entry into 

these facilities. This WaS to be accomplished by providing community 

based alternatives through the use of existing youth agencies and the 

development of new services. 

The Act also made available funds to be used at the discretion of 

the Office of Juvenile Justice for a variety of purposes, including the 

development of special programs designed to explore effective ways of 

implementing the Act. These were designated as "program initiatives." 

In March of 1975 LEAA provided $8.5 million of these funds fOl' use by 

public mld private agencies to develop model programs for the deinsti

tutionalization of status offenders. Progran~ proposals were invited 

nationwide, and a detailed set of guidelines was published and dis

tributed setting forth the requirements the program proposals would be 

expected to meet in order to obtain funding. Federal support was to 

be limited to two years with an expectation that the programs would then 

be continued with local resources. 

h 
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To orient prospective grant applicants in developing their pro-

gram proposals, four goals were specified: 

Establish procedures to utilize alternatives to secure 

detention at both the pre- and post-adjudication stages. 

Remove status offenders incarcerated in correctional insti

tutions. 

Provide community based services as an altenlative to de

tention and institutional placement and establish procedures 

that "hold service providers accountable on a per child 

basis." 

Evaluate the effectiveness of va.rious program models in 

order to provide guidance for the future development of 

. status offender deinstitutionalization programs (LEAA, 

1975:207). 

In order to accomplish these general objectives, it was assumed by 

OJJ that various program strategies would have to be adopted. Juris

dictions were expected to differ in the conditions affecting the feas

ibility of program implemention. OJJ hoped to attract a set of programs, 

each of which was hopefully representative of differences with respect 

to the following five factors assumed to be relevant to the effort to 

establish an ongoing deinstitutionalization effort: 

(1) Not all communities were assumed to be equally toierant of 

status offenses and offenders, and it seemed to be useful 

to provide an opportunity to test program strategies fitted 

to situations of intolerance as well as tolerance • 

!~ .. 
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(2) Differences among communities are known to exist as well 

in the scope of available alternative program resources. 

(3) Differences among communities exist in the discretion state 

stanltes accord their courts to divert status offenders 

from detention and from correctional institutions. 

A fundamental assumption of the status offender deinstitutionalizatio:Fi 

program*held that its value lay in the avoidance of stigma associated 

with contact and processing by official agencies of juvenile justice. 

To test this assumption an effort was made to include: 

(4) programs varied in degree of sponsorship and management by 

official justice agencies so it could be determined if the 

amount of justice involvement might, in effect, subvert the 

stigma avoidance aim, and 

(5) programs that varied in the use of treatment alternatives 

which maintain the type of control over client behavior 

connnonly found.in official justice processing. 

There were, thus, five dimensions of conmn.mity and program varia

tion that were considered important in selecting proposals for funding: 

communi ty tolerance of offender behavior; access to youth services 

resources; statutory provisions respecting status offenders; juvenile 

justice control of programs; and program control of client behavior. 

SPECIFICATION OF PROGRAM STRATEGIES 

Program strategies were designated in general terms. These in

cluded at a minimum the removal of staulS offenders from detention 

facilities and correctional institutions, and the prevention of their 

* Commonly referred to as the DSO (Deinstitutionalization of Status 
Offender) program. 

--~~--------~-------------
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future placement in such facilities. In addition, where needed, pro-

grams were to be designed to press for new legislation or the modifi

cation of existing codes in the interest of fostering the diversion 

of status offenders. In all instanc'es programs eligible for funding 

would be expected to join the twin objectives of reducing the use of 

locked facilities and expanding community based facilities, whose ca

pacity to provide services was to be strengthen~,,~. 

PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS 

"The guidelines issued in conjunction with the solicitation of 

program proposals also attempted to serve an educational function by 

listing the assumptions on which the deL~stitutiOhalization effort 

rested. As derived from the JJDP Act, three assertions were offered, 

stating a specific view of the character of the status offender pro

blem: 

The detention of status offenders and their incarceration 

in correctional institutions "is inappropriate and often 

destructive." Non-criminal youth stigmatized as delin

quents are more likely to become delinquents. 

Yne adjustment problems of status offenders are "centered 

in the family and community and can best b~ treated 

through conmnmi ty based services." 

Status offenders "can be treated more effectively and 

economically outside incarcerative settings" (LEAA, 1975~ 

208-209). 

With respect to co~ity resaarces, the stated assumption was 

that they "have the responsibility, interest, and capacity to respond 

47 
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in creative and responsible ways to the development and delivery of 

services which support more constructive juvenile behavior patterns" 

(LEAA, 1975: 209) • Of substantial importance, however, was the fact 

that in discussing community resources, the OJJ guidelines accepted the 

possibility that variant assumptions OT theories entertained by proposal 

proponents regarding the causes of status offense behavior might modify 

the character of the services provided. It was evident that while the 

program took as its point of departure the conception of the status 

offeru5e problem embodied in the 1974 Act, the possibility of alterna

tive conceptions was not excluded. As placed in the field, the OJJ 

deinstitutionalization initiative thus remained marginally open to 

alternative conceptions of the problem and the acquisition of new 

knowledge. As will be seen in Section II, a number of the ftmded pro

grams did indeed modify the view of the status offense problem as pre

sented in the guideline document. 

Three features of the juvenile justice system were defined as 

favorable to the implementation of the program. Stated as assumptions, 

these were, first, its tendency to detain and incarcerate status of

fenders only as a last resort when less restrictive and more construc

tive community resources were not available or were unable to respond; 
, 

second, it was assumed that juvenile justice agencies would use their 

distretion to support alternatives to institutionalization and deten

tion; and third, it was expected that the interest of juvenile justice 

agencies in making more efficient use of their resources w~uld be 
I~! 

served by deinstitutionalizing status offenders, particul~:l;:tly in dealing 

with the more serious juvenile offenders. 

I 
I 
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STAITrS OFFENDER RESEARCH A!'ID PROGRAM RATIONALE 

The assumptions guiding the development of the program were more 

fully elaborated in a presentation of the program rationale. However, 

the presentation followed a summary statement of research findings in 

existing studies of status offenders and the status offense problem. 

Nine principal conclusions were drawn from the review: 

The statistics available for assessing the Scope of the 

status offense problem are grossly inadequate. 

Despite this, the available data strongly suggest that a 

large proportion of all youth dealt with by agencies of 

juvenile justice are status offenders, although they are 

on.ly loosely distinguished from delinquent offenders in 

most jurisdictions. 

The detention and institutionalization of all JUVenile 

offen,ders, including status offenders of both sexes, has 

been decreasing in recent years. 

The incarceration of all types of juvenile offenders in 

training schools and similar institutions is ineffective 

in' rehabilitating delinquent youth. 

Detention appears to be unnecessary to assure the appearance 

of s ta tus offenders for court hearings. 

There is little evidence to support the view that status 
offenders are clinically distinguishable from delinquent 

offenders, although this is likely to be the case. 

I 
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Delinquent offense complaints are frequently reduced to 

status offense complaints for first time delinquent of

fende'rs, with the reverse true for multiple offenders. 

There exists no firm research evidence for the proposition 

that there is a progression from status to delinquent of

fenses in the careers of juvenile delinquents. 

Females continue to constitute a disproportionately large 

segment of institutionalized status offenders because of 

taboos on youthful female sexuality and the una:lTailabi1i ty 

of suitable alternatives (LEAA, 1975:6-13). 

The' guideline statement of the state of research knowledge about 

1ihe status offense problem is noteworthy on several counts. First, it 

became necessary to justify the commitment of substcmtial federal funds 

to a set of program procedures for the solution of a problem, when 

many of its major features were not known with certainty. The justifi

cation took two forms, empirical and philosophical. On the assumption 

that there exists in fact a population of youth who connnit only status 

funded programs would be required to establish procedures that offenses" 

would provide differential dispositions for delinquent and for status ' 

offenders. This provision was designed to counteract existing tenden

cies among juvenile justice agencies to designate the same individuals 

interchangeably as either status or delinquent offenders for substan

tially similar offense behavior. The expected effect would be to reduce 

detention and incarceration in the jurisdictions where programs would be 

funded. 

') 
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Second, as stated in the guidelines: 

The primary basis for Congress' concern about secure 
confinement of status offenders comes not from com
plete findings about the effects of institutionaliza
tion on youths or reduced or increased recidivism 
rates, but rather from moral repugnance of the in
carceration of young persons who have not committed 
crimes,. Therefore, although we will carefully assess 
the consequences of deinstitutionalization, we will 
not be 'testing' the basic princip1e--one which is 
primarily philosophical in nature (LEAA, 1975:10). 

In effect, therefore, the program was presented as resting on prin

ciples of justice and humaneness, and on evidence suggesting the failure 

of institutional treatment. It was the basis of these considerations 

that the Office of Juvenile Justice provided its statement of the pro

gram rationale. The spirit of the statement was tentative and judicious, 

taking fully into account the need to shed further light on the dark 

corners of the status offense problem, but confident that the removal 

of non-criminal but troubled youth from detention and incarceration 

served important social values. These considerations notwithstanding, 

the program rationale may be paraphrased as followed: 

.1) As a group, status offenders differ in important ways from 

delinquent offenders. The difference is obscured because both 

groups are processed by the juvenile justice system, which 

frequently fails 'to label youths on the basis of the actual 

behavior that brings them to the court r S attention. lAs a 

result, delinquent offenders may be frequently adjudicated 

as status offenders, and vice versa. 

. -
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2) The incarceration of youths for non-criminal offenses is 

3) 

unjust. Moreover, research on training schools does not 

support the justification that secure residential placement 

has a rehabili ta ti ve effect. However, there may be a small 

number of status offenders who require secure residential 

placement for their developmental needs. 

It is also unnecessary to use detention centers and jails 

for status offenders priQr to court processing of their 

cases. This is true even for runaways, regarded in the 

Juvenile Justice Act as insufficiently serious conduct to 

justify secure custody. 

4) The services that status offenders need can be provided 

most effectively and economically within their own co~

ities. Suggested examples of needed services are family 

counselling, health and psychiatric care, remedial educa

tion, and job skills development and placement. 

5) 

6) 

In providing federal funds, .the program will encourage conmuxn-

ities in their efforts to improve the services available for 

status offenders, and the mechanisms for delivering existing 

services. 

Community services are expected to be more effective than 

institutional programs in reducing the subsequent criminal 

behavior of status offenders, and in the improvement of their 

general social adjustment. The extent to which this outcome 

is achieved will be assessed by an evaluation study. 
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7) Targeting services for status offenders for those who would 

8) 

otherwise be detained or incarcerated will reduce the insti-

tutionalization of status offenders in the United States. 

Since t~e specific content of programs in various types of 

communities will differ in relation to community differencp.s, 

various program models will be developed. Through evaluation 

study it will th(~n. be possible to assess the relative effect

iveness of altern.a.tive program models (LEAA, 1975:10-13). 

These assertions of fact and expectations of program outcome con-

stitute the program rationale. However, in the face of the questions 

raised in the guidelines regarding the validity of the facts asserted 

and the probability level of expected outcomes, there was a clear and 

acknowledged need for careful program evaluation. 

SELECTION OF PROGRAMS FOR FUNDING 

Programs selected for funding represented the survivors of a multi

stage screening process. Of the several hundred initial concept papers 

received in response to the program announcement, a subset of their pro-

ponents was invited to submit preliminary grant applications. These 

were assessed in relation to a set of 12 criteria of varying valence, 

with each accorded a score value. 

First to be eliminated from consideration were those which failed 

to attain a pre-set total score on two criteria: specificity of justice 

agency agreement to reduce the detention an.d incarceration of status 

offenders, and agreements from youth serving agencies to participate in 

the program. 

, 
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The survivors of this cut were then examined with reference to 

seven additional criteria: 

- Allocation of supplemental local funds to the program 

- Prospects of program continuity at the terminatio~ of federal 

flIDds 

- The number and quality of youth serving agencies prepared to 

provide services for status offenders 

- The "quality" of the program, Le., its administrative and 

organizational coherence and the professional sophistication 

of its leadership 

- Provision for accountability in the expenditure of program 

funds 

The expected effectiveness of the program in wiI.L~ing public 

acceptance 

- The evaluabili ty of the program 

Programs failing to score sufficiently high on these elements were also 

eliminated. 

Finally, proposals surviving the earlier stages of selection were 

.'Subj ected to further screening on the basis of three additional cri

teria: the expected number of status offenders in the jurisdictions who 

would be benefited by the progra.'1l; the prospect of inducing needed 

changes in the procedures and policies of juvenile justice agen<:.ies 

supportive of deinstitutionalization; and the capacity of the program to 

reach the jurisdiction's population of disadvantaged youth. Programs 

located in jurisdictions with large populations of status offenders 

were given the largest score values. 
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The task of selecting for funding a limited number of the proposals 

that survived the final cut posed serious problems. The scoring pro

cedure provided no more than a general guide in identifying for ex

clusion the proposals for which reasonable grounds existed for their . 

disqualification. There was no way that final judgments cauld be re

duced to quantifiable fom; they had to be made on the ba"is of sub

jective assessments of prospects each proposal offered for achieving 

program objectives. Many were of presumably equal merit in meeting 

the most stringent of the funding eligibility criteria, and there were 

multiple candidates representative of specific locations on the range 

of variation sought. The scoring procedure thus met only part of the 

program selection problem. 

The more serious difficulty concerned the issue of whether, given 

two equally meritorious proposals, preference should go to the one that 

was more advanced or the one more retarded in the degree to which the 

juvenile justice system in the jurisdiction had already developed de

institutionalization activity. On the one hand, those that had entered 

on this path could more predictably make effective use of federal funds 

in advancing the cause of deinsti tutionalization. Li ttle time and 

effort would be needed to mobilize public support for the program, and 

their juvenile justice systems already had in place the policies and pro

cedures necessary for the expansion of an existing program. Funding 

program proposals from such jurisdictions would have predictable payoff 

in demonstrating OJJ effectiveness in the use of federal funds to dein

stitutionalize status offenders. The certainty that increased numbers of 

non-criminal youth would be spared detention and incarceration was an 

attractive prospect. 

1 
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On the other hand, the more pressing need was represented precise-
~ 

ly by the jurisdictions in which there was little interest in, or active 

opposition to, the exclusion of status offenders from detention or to 

removing them from correctional institutions. Proposals from such 

jurisdictions came typically from public or private youth welfare agen

cies having only nominal commitment of support from some of their juve

nile justice agencies. Yet it was evident that from a national stand

point these were the jurisdictions where the main problem lay. Status 

offenders were commonly detained, they were indiscriminately mixed 

with delinquent offenders in juvenile detention centers and often in 

local jails, and commitments to correctional institutions tended to 

occur more frequently and for longer periods than for delinquent of

fenders. In such jurisdictions efforts to move forward the de~nsti

tutionalization movement would have to begin at its earliest stages. 

Community support would have to be mobilized and the cooperation of 

the juvenile justice system won. In view of the brief two-year span of 

federal funding support, the likelihood of reducing the d~tention and 

incarceration of status offenders, or the continuation of the pr~gram 

on local resources, appeared to be minimal., 

The program proposals ultimately selected for funding represented 

an uneasy compromise between these conflicting interests and motives. 

In all, 12 programs were funded and were scheduled to begin operations 

during the first half of 1976. Of these, five were statewide (Illinois, 

Connecticut, Delaware, South Carolina, and Arkansas) and six encompassed 

county or city jurisdictions (Spokane and Clark counties in Washington 

state, Alameda County and Eldorado County in California, Pima County in 

I, .-
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Arizona, and Newark, Ohio). The twelfth program funded was the general 

effort of the National Assembly of National Voluntary Health and Social 

Welfare Organizations to increase the interest of their affiliates in 

the status offender problem and to induce affiliates to increase the 

r.esources devoted to the problem. 

As will be seen in the program model descriptions to be presented 

in Section II, of the eight programs included in the national evaluation 

study two were located in jurisdictions well advanced in the deinsti

tutionalization of status offenders, two were heavily retarded in this 

respect, and the remaining four fell on various pojnts of the continuum 

between these extremes. It can be argued, of course, that the Congres

sional mandate would have been most fully implemented by selecting for 

funding only the programs located in the most backward jurisdictions, 

where it was routine practice to treat non-criminal youth as delinquent 

offenders. However, the inclusion of advanced jurisdictions turned out 

to be advantageous in providing an opportunity to discover the problems, 

and some of their possible solutions, that emerge in deinstitutionali

zation programs that are more fully developed. 

I 
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rnAPTER III 

THE EVALUATION STUDY: 

PROBLFMS OF ORGANIZATION AND STRUC'IURE 

.. Solomon K<:>brm and Malcolm W. Klein 
For some years prior to the inception of.the status offender pro-

gram the demand for the evaluation of all social programs came with in

creasing insistence from federal administrative and Congressional 

sources. _ The demand was fueled by skepticism regarding the effective

ness of the New Frontier and Great Society social programs of the 1960s, 

directed in particular to the War on Poverty program of the Johnson 

The additional concern with the cost effectiveness of social years. 

programs suggested the use of evaluation study of all federally funded 

programs as providing the only adequate grounds for their improvement, 

reconstruction, or elimination. It was consequently taken for granted 

that an evaluation study would be included in the plarming stages of 

the status offender program. The task of designing and organizing' the 

study fell to the research arm of OJJ, the National Institute of Juve

nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). 

During the 1975 plarming year, NIJJDP provided a grant to the 

Social Science Resear~ Institute of the University of Southern Califor

nia to design an evaluation study of the status offender program. The 

design established by sociologists at SSRI, and endorsed by NIJJDP, took 

as its primary study objective the task of ascertaining the effective

ness of the national status offender program in achieving its delin-

quency prevention and control goals • In essence the question was posed: 

. , 

.' 
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To what extent, and under what conditions of community support and the 

availability of community based alternative youth services, were status 

offenders who were to be accorded program services less prone to persist 

in status and/or delinquent offense behavior than were members of com

parable groups of status offenders subjected to the traditional pro

cedures of secure detention and commitment to correctional institutions? 

Additional questions to be addressed included program effects on the 

social adjustment of program clients; on the procedures and personnel 

of the juvenile justice system; on leaders of other community institu

tions that j~acted the lives of youth; and on the community's YOUL1 

service network. The design called as well for an examination of pro

blems of program implementation, with special attention to strategies 

employed in their solution. 

To answer the major question of program effect on the offen~e be

havior of status offenders, the study design incorporated two princi~ 

pal elements. The first was the use of the strongest, i.e., the most 

conclusive, experimental design permitted by the program proponents at 

each site. The recommended procedure for program client llltake into 

the program was a rculdom assignment model. In this, youths eligible 

. for program services by virtue of referral £01' a status offense would 

be aSSigned randomly (e.g., by use o~ a table of random numbers) to the 

status offender program or to traditional treatment, without respect to 

judgments regarding the "needsll of the client. If this procedure were 

not acceptable, provision was made for use of a number of weaker but 

possibly more acceptable experimental designs. OJJ had made proponent 

agreement to accept one of these designs as an absolute requirement for 

funding eligibility. 
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The second principal element of the evaluation design was the 

development of a data base for analysis. This included infOlination 

respecting socio-economic, demographic, attitudinal, educational, and 

family status characteristics of each program client; the source of 

referral to the program; the formal complaint (if referred by police 

or court) together with a description of the behavior that o~casioned 

the complaint; the record of both stanis and delinquent offenses; the 

conmnmity based services to which the client was both initially and 

subsequently referred so far as the latter informa.tion was recove'rable; 

and the re'cord of client behavior and adjustment subsequent to his ad

mission tiD the program. In addition, data l'[ere to be obtained permit

ting characterization of each program jurisdiction with reference to 

elements assumed to facilitate or impede program implementation. The 

information was deemed essential in order to specify the conditions 

under which the program operated, and the degree of success with which 

various program models and components in each model were able to utilize 

or deal with each of these conditions. Thus, the national evaluation 

study was designed as a comparative study with a view to specifying the 

contextual problems that must be taken into account if the deinstitu

tionalization of status offenders was to produce a demonstrable delin-

quency prevention outcome. 

Information provided in the program guidelines W8.S only moderately 

explicit in presenting the character and thrust of the evaluation study 

of the national program. The major emph?~sis of the design was on am

plifying the sparse current knowledge about status offenders and the 

status offense problem in order to fUl~ish an empirical basis for the 

12 __ 
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improvement of delinquency prevention progranuning. While not opposed to 

this objective, the presentation of evaluation aims in the instruc-

t~onal materials sent L~to the field offered a slight shift in empha-

sis. Two evaluation study goals were specified: measurement of the 

success of the deinstitutionalization program; and assessment of the com-

parative effectiveness of the various program models to be funded. As 

for the first, programs were to be evaluated with respect to their success 

in reaching specified numerical goals in removing status offenders from 

detention centers, jails, and correctional institutions and preventing 

L~eir re-entry into such facilities. In addition, an effort was to be made 

to obtain data relevant to (a) changes in juvenile justice system pro

cessing of offenders, in particular their labeling, delabeling, and re

labeling; (b) the effect of the program on juvenile justice system 

allocation of resources and personnel; and (c) unintended consequences 

of the program. As to the second evaluation goal, the comparative 

effectivene!ss of various program models, this was to be assessed with 

respect to (a) the comparative reduction in offense behavior among 

status violators served by the progrant; (b) change in their general so

cial adjustment in family" school, and work settings; and (c) whatever 

additional criteria were deemed appropriate by the program director and 

the site evaluator in, each program jurisdiction. 

The guideline description of the evaluati.on study was also alert 

to the difficulties it was likely to encounter. Listed under this rubric 

were: 

absence of provision in the OJJ program for a long-time fOllow

up of program'clients to obtain conclusive evidence of program 

effect; 

, 
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the difficulty and cost of developing measurement instru

ments to serve eva1uation research objectives; 

the likelihood that subsequent to their initiation, projects 

would alter their initial designs, reducing the validity of 

comparative effectiveness measurement; 

and the difficulty of establishing controlled experimental 

designs for the comparison of institutional and community 

based treatment procedures for comparable status offender 

groups. 

As to the last, anticipating the reluctance of program proponents 

to a:ccept the need for building rigorous exper:imental design into their 

program intake procedures, the guideline document held out an attractive 

quid pro quo: "Special consideration will. t~eTefore be given to appli

cants who propose to incorporate control groups into their action 

programs ••• " CLEM, 1975:16). 

The experimental design issue was one facet of a wider problem, 

namely, the importance to be accorded program evaluability as a criter-
.. ' 

ion for funding eligibility. Noted earlier was the fact ·~t evalua-

bility constituted one of the seven criteria for program fundability 

employed in the penultimate screening procedure. Evaluability in rela

tion to the total possible score was accorded a weight of only 10 percent. 

Nevertheless, at the insistence of NIJJDP, the Special Emphasis program 

staff requested SSRI, as the evaluation design group, to ass:ist it in 

judging the evaluability of the approximately 70 program pr~posals that 

survived the first cut, and whose proponents might be invited to submit 

fully specified grant applications. These were assessed in :relation to 

____ ~ __________________________________________________________________________________________________ n __ ~ 
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four criteria central 1.:,0 evaluation payoff potential: (1) placement 

l,>Jith respect to the five dimensions along which programs were e:lCpected 

to vary; (2) availability of and access to juvenile justice data; (3) 

the ntnnber of clients the program was e:x-pected to serve and would thereby 

be available for evaluation purposes; and (4) receptivity to the re

quirements of the evaluation study, including in particular the use of 

some form of experimental design. 

The level of concern with enhancing evaluation productivity in the 

proposal selection process is suggested by the outcome of the evalua

bility assessment exercise. Of the 11 programs ultimately funded by OJJ 

(The National Assembly of Voluntary Associations proposal was not in

cluded in the assessment), only one had been reconnnended for funding 

on the basis of evaluability) "!;.lith a -second proposed as a possible sub

stitute for the first. Two had been given secondary ranking, (i.e., others 

were more acceptable), one was given the lowest acceptable ranking, two 

were not included in the set reviewed, and four were rejected as posing 

virtually insuperable problems for evaluation. The following chart 

presents the outcome in more convenient form: 

Assessment 

Reconnnended 

Secondary Ranking 

Lowest Acceptable 
Ranking 

Rejected 

Not reviewed 

Total 

NUmber of Proposals 
Ultimately FUnded 

2 

2 

1 

4 

2 

11 
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To understand this outcome it is necessary again to refer to the 

presentation of evaluation goals in the guideline document. Two goals 

were defined: measurement of the success of the deinstitutionalization 

program in tenns of the mnnber of status offenders remo¥~d and diverted 

from secure detention and inca:.cceration; and assessment6f the compara

tive effectiveness of the various program models in reducing post-program 

delinquent behavior on the part of program clients. In view of the scant 

account taken of program evaluability in the selection process, it is 
., 

likely that this ordering represented a primary and a~econdary concern . 

of program personnel at OJJ. In effect, in presenting to the field ~~e 

character of the evaluatiorl to be conducted, OJJ reversed the priorities 

defined in the original evaluation design. There, the primary forus was 

placed on the examination o~ the comparative effectiveness of various 

program models and justice system contexts in reducing status and delin

quent offenses among youth accorded the alternative of connnunity bi?,.sed 

services. Recognizing that "success" in deinstitutionalizing stat~s 

offenders was heavily dependent on the way in which juvenile justice 

syste~, utilized their discretion in case definition and disposition, the 

evaluation was designed less to asseSiS "success" than to bring to light 

the conditions related to variation in developing and utilizing commun

ity based services in dealing with status offenders. 

Discrepancy in priorities in program evaluation as defined in the 

design of the evaluation study and as represented to program proponents 

is probably traceable to the two basic aims of the deinstitutionalization 

initiative of the OJJ. 1he first of these, increased utilization of 

alternative community based facilities, was defined as socially 

-
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valuable in itself ruld therefore not subject to test. The second was 

the improvement of knowledge about the characteristics of status of

fenders and the nature of the status offense problem in order to lay 

an empirical foundation for the use of deinstitutionalization as a 

delinquency prevention tool. While these aims are by no means mutually 

exclusive, each corresponds to a somewhat limited specialized interest, 

with program personnel inclined to emphasize the first, and research 

personnel the second. Indeed, the divergence of focus was given ex

treme expression at a meeting in whch project proponents were briefed 

on evaluation aims. One participant stated that even if the evaluation 

study found that the deinstitutionalization of non-criminal young of

fenders did not reduce their delinquency, it remained a valid goal 

simply on the grounds of justice and humaneness. This is tantamount to 

the view that the concern with program effectiveness is irrelevant. 

The same divergence of focus and interest existed in the OJJ 

staff itself. Through most of the planning year the NIJJDP and the 

Special Emphasis program groups in OJJ brought conflicting views to the 

issue of primacy in program objectives. Trained in the canons of scien

tific investigation, the fonner had surveyed the research literature 

on the status offense problem by way of laying the groundwork for de

signing the status offlender program. Concerned with the gaps in knOWl

edge disclosed by the survey, and in the interest of implementing the 

Congressional mandate in a systematic and rational manner, the NIJJDP 

staff were inclined to give priority to the need to close the knowledge 

gap. In their view this aim could best be accomplished by selecting 

for ftmding only those proposals that accepted the need for strong 

I 
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experimental design and that indicated a willingness to assist in 

generating the substantial body of data required. Essentially, then, 

the nlIJ:JDPgroup viewed OJJ's status offender program initiative as an 

opportunit.y to build the knowledge base needed to deploy the deinsti

tutionalization approach for delinquency prevention purposes. 

The Special Emphasis program staff, on the other hand, drawn large

ly from the practice field of social work, were more attuned to the 

task of demonstrating the feasibility of replacing detention and incar

ceration with comrrrunity based facilities as an appropriate means of 

dealing with the status offense problem. The 1974 Juvenile Justice anli 

Delinquency Prevention Act had mandated deinstitutionalization on the 

assumption that, among other things, it would in fact reduce delinquency, 

at1 assumption shared by the Special Emphasis program staff.' . The ques

tions they were inclined to address in selecting programs for funding 

concerned the conditions of organization, administration, resources, 

and commitment most calculated to promote and demonstrate progress in de

institutionalizing status offenders. While the NIJJDP staff accepted, 

this question as valid and important, they remained insistent on ex

tending the evaluation to cover the entire gamut of empirical issues with 

which the status offense problem was encumbered. Among other things, the 

available research evidence strongly suggested a need for more definitive 

information in distinguishing status from delinquent offenders, in deter

mining the incidence of neglect and dependency cases within the popula

tion treated as status offenders, and in ascertaining the age, gender, 

ethnic identity, family background, and offense pattern characteristics 

of those identified as status offenders whose response to vari,ous types 

of community based treatment effectively reduced delinquent behavior. 

. . . . . 
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Put bluntly, the issue between the two components of OJJ was whether 

to treat the national status offender program solely as an opportunity 

to promote the status offender deinstitutionalization movement, or as 

an opportunity to generate the kind of discriminating information that 

would "fine tune" the movement as an instrument of delinquency preven

tion and youth welfare. 

The two evaluation aims remained a source of strain with OJJ during 

the program planning year and, in ways that will be noted, during 

program implementation as well. As has been indicated, the divergence 

in evaluation aims was eventually resolved largely by displacing the 

strain from the OJJ office to the field programs. Evaluability as a 

criterion of project selection for funding was accorded relatively low 

priority and, with the exception of one project, a weak "before-after" 

experimental design was substituted for the more rigorous random assign

ment design whose adoption was initially urged. 

These problems were overlaid and rendered even more complex by the 

manner in which the national evaluation study was organized and struc

tured. NIJJDP had already expressed its interest in addressing the un

resolved empirical issues in the status offender problem through its 

close collaboration with the Social Science Research Institute in de

signing the national evaluation study. The study was designed as a 

comparative examination of the conditions under which the deinstitution

alization of status offenders fostered a reduction of their offense 

behavior. This required the acquisition of unifonn data elements to be 

obtained through the uniform administration of instrurr~nts across the 

set of diverse program sites, each varying with respect to data avail

ability and access. 

I 
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th 
. dent that for reasons of economy and efficiency 

I t was us eV'l: .. 
the design g-rantee should· also be retained to employ, tra~'l'!,\\~d super-

. d <\ '\de the 
vise the data collection staff at all program sJ.tes, an PI\?Vl:\\ 

analysis of program effect. However, LEM regula-
required comparative 

tions restricting the permissible dollar amount of.a grant for sole 

source funding foreclosed opportunity to assure the services of the 

Social Science ResearCh IDstitute in conaucting the researCh operation 

at all sites. Hence, separate evaluation study grantees were procured 

competitive bid basis in each of the eight program sites. Of 
on a . 

2 
. t· funded four were excl~ded from the evaluation study: 

the 1 proJec s , 
two (Eldorado ComIty, California and Newark, Ohio) because of low 

ff del'S' one (Arkansas) was insufficiently 
numbers of status 0 en , . 

. . 1 " . and a separate outside 
advanced in its deinstitutionalJ.zatJ.on p ann1ng~ 

du t the evaluation of one (National Assembly). 
Chosen to con c evaluator was 

a sole source grant 
Thus, eight separate evaluation grants were made: 

to seven different organizations to conduct the data 
to SSRI, and grants 

. gh . am loca.tions and, resources 
collection operation at the eJ. t progr 

. al site specific evaluation studies and 
permitting, to pursue specJ. 

. rch m" terests in the status offender problem. 
theJ.r own resea . . 
. . 1· cit in the arrangement. although 
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. scal and administrative gromds, was far from optimal. 
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authority in relations with site evaluators between NIJJDP and SSRI, and 

in creating conmumication barriers. As the funding agency, NIJJDP had 

sole authority with respect to the work of the site evaluators. As the 

organization coordinating the evaluation study and ~0~ducting the com

parative effectiveness analysis, SSRI was responsible for obtaining from 
,1,'1 

·site evaluators an extensive body of data in uniform format and for 

maintaining quality control of the data. 

As a condition of its grant, eaCh site evaluator agreed to provide 

to SSRI the full complement of data as prescribed in the national evalua

tion design. This was clearly defined as their pr:ima.ry task. They were 

encouraged in addition to use the site data tha.t they furnished to SSRI 

and to obtain whatever further data they wished for use in evaluation or 

research studies of specific interest to them. In addition, they were 

expected to furnish information on program operations that would serve 

the needs of program managers at their sites. However, as a condition of 

their grants, site evaluators were obliged to accord highest priority to 

the data requirements of the national evaluation study. This meant, in· 

effect, that the design of their local evaluation studies was not freely 

determined by them, but imposed. .As competent researchers in their own 

right, they were inclined to resent such imposition, despite the fact 

that their grants were based on an acceptance of this condition. Not

withstanding such agreement, as the ev~luation study proceeded, site 

evaluators in many cases came to feel that they were functioning not as 

self-respecting researchers, but as mere data collectors. The difficul

ties were exacerbated by the need to revise the national data formats 

several times in order to accommodate extensive cross-site varia.tion m 

access to program data and to official offense records. The fallout 

, 
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of largely unrepressed resentment was understandable, but altogether 

unavoidable. 

To meet the objectives of the national evaluation s~dy, SSRI had to 
h 

monitor continually and closely the data development work of the site 

evaluators. The major axis of connnunication was, consequently, between 

the eight site evaluators and SSRI. The lin~ of control and authority, 

on the ot~er hand, ran from the site evaluators to NIJJDP. Lines of con

trol from SSRI to site evaluators could move only via NIJJDP. ' The awk

wardness of this arrangement was eventually moderated by unusually sup

portive cooperation. 

A further problematic feature of organizational structure had its 

source in the Office of Juvenile Justice itself.' The program and (wal

uation sides of the deinstitutionalization program were handled by its 

Special Emphasis program staff and NIJJDP, respectively. Well intiO the 

first year of p~ogram operation this arrangement continued to intE"rpose 

barriers to contact between the national evaluation study staff at SSRI 

and the directors of program projects at the eight sites. Directors of 

site programs were responsible only to the Special Emphasis program" " 

staff. As a consequence, what may be termed a climate of "disconnected

ness!! was generated between site program staffs and both SSRI and the, 

site evaluators. This occurred despite the fact tha.t program directors 

were obliged by the tenus of the program grants to pi~ovide assistance to 
\' 

site evaluators in the data collection operation. Con~ication diffi-

culties stemming from the organizational structure of the OJJ deinstitu

tionalization initiative are best reflected in the follbwing chart: 

• • 

". I~\ 
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NIJJDP 
(Evaluation) L ..... 

-,-

Site L.-. -Evaluators i.--' :, 

, 

" ,. 

OJJDP 

;; ~. 

~ 
Special Emphasis 

Staff 

11\ 

Program 
Sites 

\11 

"- Program --:;; 

Directors 

J 
SSRI 

(National Program 
Evaluator) 

Direct communication between pairs of units is indicated by the 

double arrow lines. To obtain information about the structure and oper

ations of si.te programs, SSRI was obliged to route messages through NIJJDP 

and thence to the Special Emphasis program staff at the OJJDP level. In

deed, until well into the second program year SSRI labored under an OJJ 

directive forbiddjng communication with the directors of site programs. 

An alternat~ve route was through 'the site evaluators to program directors. 

But here there existed communication barriers of another kind. In add

ition to the chronic suspicion of evaluation rese,archers entertained by 

program personnel, site evaluators were burdened with the task of pro

viding the voltnninous data required for the national evaluation study. 

They were inclined for the most part to attend only to tnose features of 

program operations relevant to their data collection tasks. Their 

,---------------------------------------------------~-' ------------~~~----~----------~------~-----~----~~~--~ 
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relations were further troubled by the demands imposed on program 

staffs to "paper" their client intake and service activities, Le., 

to complete the required data forms accurately and promptly. 

As is f!equently the case when formal organizational structure im

pedes task accomplishment, by the end of the second program year infor

mal lines of communication had baen developed between the national 

evaluation study staff and the directors of site programs. SSRI staff 

had found it necessary to make frequent site visits to program locations 

to assist site evaluators with data collection and formatting problems. 

In the course of these visits opportunities arose both to observe pro

gram operations and on occasion to confer with program personnel. To 

supplement this source of information, as the funding period was draw

ing to a close several members of the national study staff spent several 

days at each program site obtaining interview data respecting structural 

and operational features of programs from program directors, tlleir staff 

members, contracted service providers, and police and court personnel. 

Three additional problems in conducting the national evaluation 

study deserve mention. The complexity of the task in organizing dein-
'-

stitutionalization programs at multiple sites was initially little appre-

ciated •. Insufficient start-up time Was provided for :in the planning. As 

a result, a ntnnber of the programs did not become fully operational until 

well into their first funding year, drastically limiting the duration 

of the program "test" period. Failure to provide time to resolve 

start-up problems affected the evaluatifJn study as well. Specifically, 

there was no opportunity prior to progtam initiation to field test 

the data collection instruments for th~:ir capacity to accommodate the 

't' "r_ • . ,"--....... - .. ,-, .• _ ... " 
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enormous variation across sites in the character and quality of avail

able data. The concern here was lJlith both program service and client 

offense data. This became a serious problem in view of the need this 

imposed to modify data instruments simultaneously with the need to main

tain data recording concurrently with program operations. 

A second special problem was intrinsic to the scope and complexity 

of the data required to exainine the comparative effectiveness issue 

across the range of program models and program components. In all, 16 
data sets were called for. In order to assure the uniformity of the 

information and to maintain quality control, these data were to be 

centrally processed and reduced to machine readable fom at the Univer

sity Of Southern California. Arrangements had been made with site eval

uators to return to them their own site data, thus relieving them of 

the task of data processing. However, it shortly became evident that 

the time required fOT constructing an analytically useful data system 

capable of handling the massive volume of data was seriously underesti

mated. As a result, it proved difficult to provide site evaluators 

with the information they needed from time to time for purposes of 

monitoring their own progress in completing data collection and data 

correction tasks, in performing-special analyses of interest to them, 

and in some instances of providing client flow information to their 

opposite numbers on the program side. 

The third, and possibly the most serious, of these technical pro

blems was the need to sacrifice data on program services. The evalua

tion design initially called for extensive detail on each youth served 

by the program with respect to the precise content, £requency, and . 

75 

.1 
I. 
I 

I 

\ '" I 

i 
.; 

, 



i ' 

" 

1r.4rt 

-17-

duration of each of the sequences of services provided, as well as the 

professional level and treatment approach or intervention strategy of 

the perso1Ul.el furnishing the service in each service episode. It 

quickly became apparent that the time and resources needed to record 

service history at this level of detail would be massively resisted by 

both service providers and site evaluators. The information was then 

supplemented by survey data describing in some detail the characteris

tics of the services provided by each program facility, pennitting the 

recovery of service detail referenced in the aggregate to all clients 

serviced by that facility. 

Presen.ted in Chapter II in narrative fOl1Il were the significant 

features of the status offender deinstitutionalization prog.ram, includ

ing the ~ler in which the problem was conceptualized, the suggested 

strategies for the development of alternative community ba.sed services, 

and the vicissitudes of selecting programs for funding. Described in 

this chapter were the objectives of the national evaluation study and 

its maL! problems of organization and implementation. The most salient 

of these problems were (1) resistance on the part of program persoPJ1el 

to the use of a random assignment design in order to establish appro

priate control groups; (2) $,,~crifice of the needed scope and detail of 

program service data; (3) the inclusion of sites with unexpectedly 

small mnnbers of status offenders; (4) lack of adequate start-up time 

for the development of data instrumentation prior to program operations; 

and (5) an organizational structure that interposed barriers to commun-

ication between program and evaluation personnel, and between national 

program and site evaluators. 
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Examined in the next chapter are the differences among the eight 

programs funded under the deinstitutionallzation initiative with a 

view to defining each as a distinctive program model and appraising 

their problems, strengths and weaknesses. 

, 
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INTRODUCTION 

Of the 12 programs funded by OJJ in its 

deinstitutionalization initiative, eight were included in 

the national evaluation study. Sharing a set of general 

objectives, the eight programs were designed to prevent the 

placement of $tatus offehders in detention facilities and 

correctional institutions by providing alternative community 

based facilities, and to register progress in reducing the 

number of status offenders currently incarcel'ated in 

correctional institutions. Common to the programs as well 

was a generally defined body of treatment practices. 

However, the programs- shared little beyond these 

ge~eral features. Each was distinctive both in regard to 

the institutional and community setting in which it 

functioned and i; the specific variant of treatment approach 

adopted. 

for all 

As such, each program may be seen as prototypioal 

jurisdictions in which the sa1'J1e contextual 

conditions exist and the same treatment approaches are 

employed. Accordingly, they may be regarded for analytic 
\ 

purposes as ind~vidtlal models open to as(:sessment with 

respect to their :.:Ia!dvantages anld weaknesses. Further, so,.\far 

as each 
~\ II 

prograrnJI 
'il 

was enterpr ise of engaged in an 

institutional changec., and in an effol~tto intrClduce·and gain 

acceptance for no~el proceduris in the treatment of status 
'~ 

I) offenders, 
c) 

in the c our se of each encountered ,0bstac les 

program' implementation that are lik,ely to be typic al 

comparable 60mmunity and institut~onal 
" 

settings. Success 

.......... _.". .. -_ ...... _-- (;-
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and failure in coping with such difficulties t the Victories, 

defeats, 8nd aocommodations the program experienced can 

illuminate further the virtues and sho~tcomings of each 

program model. 

Narrative descriptions of each of the eight programs 

included in the National Evaluation are presented in the 

following chapters, and are based on recorded interviews 

with key participants in the programs. T h f! S e inc 1 u d ed 

program directors and their staffs, court personnel 

including judges and probation workers, the police, the 

leaders as well as the line staff of youth agencies that 

provided community based services, site evaluators, and in 

some·: instances offic ia1s of juvenile justice planning 

agenCies. The a~m of the narrative presentations is to 

provide a concrete and detailed account of the community and 

institutional forces that shaped the pro~ram, including the 

latent and open conflicts that arose, at times resolved ~: 

the cbst of subverting, and at other times in ways entirely 

favorable to the implementation of program objectives. It 
, 

It/as inevitable in this type of situation that a "Ra'shamon" 

problem would arise, in whic'fl~:~the same events and problems 

are diversely peroeived, described, and interpreted. In 

these circumstances, as in all historiography and ethnology, 

the "objective truthll becom~s elusive. However, every 

effort was made tb achieve factual accuracy and, so far as 

possible, to reflect faithfully the various perspectives of 

the informants in order t6 produce a balanced portrayal. 
o 

(,\ 
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Illustrative materials are occasionally introduced in the 

for~ of directly quoted statements, without attribution, and 

. ~. sometimes paraplcased . 

To clarify the program mOdels,· an overview of 

differences aml.>ng programs with reference to their 

fundamental features will be presented. Here, only gross 

typifications will be employed. The program-by-program 

descriptions are intended to provide a close up view of each 

program design, enabling the reader to disc ern the 

contextual and programmatic elements that constitute each 

program as a model. 

PROGRAM DESIGN FEATURES -.--

Figures 1 and 2 respectively provide a general overview 

of two categories of program characteristics. Contextual 

factors differentiate programs in terms of the community and 

justice system conditions within which programs functioned. 

Although at several of the si tes (A.lameda County, 

California; Pima County, Arizona; Vancouver County, 

It/ashington) JuVenile justice agencies were the ·grant 

.. ',,: reCipients, there was siderable variation in the degree of 

control exercised by each of these agencies over program 

'c operations. Justice control as used in this context 

indicates the extent to which the justice system exercised 

'oj ~ 

U I' ~i 
.\~:j' ,/" 

its control over program. Operational factors differentiate 

programs in tprms of their basic desi~~ and operations. The 
J 

-:,1 
characterization of progrnms with reference t.o their 

,i ,', 
, 
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Figure 2. PROGRAM GlARACfERISTICS: SELECTED OPERATIONAL FACTORS 

ORr..ANIZATIONAL ELIGIBILITY FOR PRIMARY PROGRAM SYSTEM PENETRATION Pf-OGRAM CONTROL 
DESIGN PROGRAM SERVICES STRATEGY DURING REFERRAL OF CLIENT C 

Program 
Sites Formal- Mixed Personal- Status Offenses Instant Statu!; Family Youth Ec1ec- Justice Ag<mcy System 

istic istic Only-"Mixed" Offense as Crisis Advocacy tic Referral Penetration 
Cases Excluded Sole Oualifi- Counsel Reguired .---cation ing YES NO HIGH LOW HIGH MEDIUM 

Alameda County X X X X X 
(Calif.) i 

Pima COlUlty X X X X X 
(Arizona) , 

" 
/ 

Connecticut X X X X X 

Delaware X X X X X 

Illinoisb X X X X X -
'C 

South Carolina X X X X X 

-, 
Spokane County X X X X X 

(Washington) 

Clark County X X X X X 
(Washington) 

a. In the formalistic design, referrals, of clients for service are typically routed through a central coordinating agency. Direct and 
umncuinted referrals,from one to another agency in the service network is represented in the personalistic organizational design" 

" h. No attempt was made to obtain information on program control of client. TIloseplaced in group home faciliti.es were presI':!nt for the 
very hricf neriod between arrest and court appearance to pellllit implementation of sanctions for rule violation. 

X 

-

X 

X 

c. Data are based on program facility responses to a list of possible rule violations and the severity of sanctirlls imposed. Overall, 
the DSO programs exercised relatively low control over clients because of the short-term nature of services provided. 'Data were not collcct6J 
from fmiter home facilities. 
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Program 
Site 

Absent 
Alameda County 

(Calif.) 

Pima County 
(Arizona) 

Connecticut X 

Delaware X 

Illinois 

South X 
Carolina 

Spokane Co'. 
(Washington) 

Clark Co. 
, (Washington) 

F1QUre 1. SITE rnARACTER S ' I 'IICS: SELECTED CONTEXTUAL FACTORS 

Statutory Restriction CommlUlity Justice Contro 
on Detention and Tolerance of Program 

Incarceration 

Partly Fully High Medium Low High Medium Low 
Restricted Restricted 

X X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X X 

X X X 

/ 

Availabili ty of 
Residential 
Facilities 

High Medium Low 
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X 
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features was based on a variety of information sources, 

including program directors, site evaluators, and service 

providers. Where appropriate and feasible, classifications 

were based on available data, as in the use of school 

district disciplinary records for the assessment of 

community tolerance, and the use of survey data provided by 

site evaluators to determine levels of residential bedspace, 

and by service providers with reference to the degree of 

client control exercised by program facilities. 

At the most general level, each program may be 

characterized with reference to an ideal typical set of 

contextual and operational features envisioned as opt~mal by 

the deinstitutionalization initiative. Thus, with respect 

to the community and juvenile justice system setting of any 

program, progress in deinstitutionalization would be 

maximally feasible in jurisdictlons (a) highly tolerant of 

status offending youth, (b) with detention and/or commitment 

to correctional institutions either prohibited by statute or 

discouraged by administrative practice; (c) having adequate 

bedspace in non- secure residential facilities as 

31ternatives to detention, and (d) in which the program was 

conducted by a co~munity based youth serving agency outside 

the control of the juvenile justice system. 

Further, as suggested b~ guideline specifications, an 

ideal typical deinstitutionalization program would in~lude 

as critical program elements: 

(a) reasonably non-restrictive eligibility 

6 

I' 
I 
I 
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criteria for admission to program services; 

(b) maximum mutual access to and communication 

among program personnel throughout the 

youth service network of t"le jurisdiction; 

(c) red uc tion vf 11 sys tem penetr Btion" by 

diversion of status offense case~ to the 

program at the police or court intake 

1 ev el; 

(d) pr ov ision of tr eatment fac il it ies ,\that avoid s 

the stigmatization of program client~·.by 

reducing the level of behavioral control 

exercised; ar~d 

(e) an eclectic treatment strategy based on 

both a crisis intervention and a youth 

<9dvocacy model. 

There was, of cour~e, no expectation that any of the 

programs would or could provide all of the elements of this 

prescription. However, it does provide a standard against 

which differences in the character of the several programs 

may be assessed. Figures 1, 2 and 3 present a summq\ y 
'~'-

description of the programs in relation to ;>:.; the conditions 

initially assumed to favor the i~plementation of program 

aims. 

Figure 1 presents a summary ~ccount of selected success 
,-..;:: ' 

in achieving deinstitutionalization aims. qelevant 

conditions are defined by. the legal, community attitude, 
'I 

"t "lllb'l"t -1 t'ne lelnal J"ust"ce comrnun1 y resource aval a 1. 1Y, anu ~ ~ 
I 

(i 
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syster~ in the manag emen t of the 

deinstitutionalization effort. Sites varied respecting 

statutory previsions in their juvenile codes in the d~gree 

to which detention and other forms of secure confinement in 

status offender cases were prescribed or prohibited. Sites 

operating under codes that prohibited such confinement were 

less restricted in the development o~' their programs. 

As measured by the single indicator of rates of school 

expulsion and suspension, communities varied in the climate 

of opinion in which justice and youth services agencies felt 

free to pursue program aims. They differed also in the 

extent to whic~ there was already in place a network of 

facilities for the residential care of those status 

offenders for whom returns to their awn home was precluded. 

Finally, whether the program grant recipient was an 

agency of the juvenile justice system, tYPically a juvenile 

court, a tJblic welfare agency, or a coalition of private 

youth serving agencies, could potentially have important 

consequences for client perceptions of the stigmatizing 

effect of program servic~s. 

Figure 2 ~imilarly summarizes the maj0r di~ensions 

along which site programs differed in concrete content. 

Networks of community-based service ag~ncies Here of two 

main types, with a third possibility "in which the two wera 

combined. Th~, formalistic organizational desQ~n Wr.1S one in 

which all ref rrals to the program ware to a central agency 

for evaluation with respect to eligibility for program 

.'1 
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services and for judgment regarding the type of service 

needed Dy pregram eligibles. Referrals were then made to 

volunteer or contracted service alSencies with the 

requirement for accountable recording arid reporting to the 

central DSO .a(,~~ency. There was little or no interaction and 

communication among the personnel of the service ageqcies 

with respect to problems of individual clients. In 
contrast, the personalistic organizational desi15 n , 

regardless of the source of initial referral to the DSO 
"' II 

p'~,ogram, ene.ouralged active communication among the personnel 
' U 

of service agenCies, such that clients were referred freely 
ff 

from one to q,nother in the search for services deemed 
( 

-/1 

appropr iate in/ each case. 

Eligibillty for program services differed in relation 
# . 

to the legal status of the status offenderf .Some site 
v 

programs 89cepted only those youth whose set of charged 

instant offenses did not include either violations of the 
J' 

criminal 'odes and/or were not currently on probati6n for a 
! 

prior ot'fense of 
f' 

/7 

any l<1 ud • In other sites, prog rams 

accepted as eJ"igible for program s~rvices any youth whose 

instal1{ offense or set of instant offenses included status 
/' (" 

. IJt · V10 pv~ons. 

I' 
! Thr I types· of pr imary program str ategy were 

iQkntified. 
'// 

The-major treatment approach at virtually all 

!sites was the provision of 

frequently inc.1,uded members 

crisis counseling, I!ihich most 

of the e~lentts family. 

second type of program strategy, several sites emphasized a 

9 

J \{ 

88 

'.\ II 
I, 



'~, 

D 

, 'i 
il 7 

(I 

r i 

Il 

II 
,{t 

,I ", 

(\ 

. ' 

.~' 

() 

,,: 

\ -

I 

-: 

o 

,(j 

. , 

/ ( 
o 

(I 

/ ,)' 

.' 

i,' 

I' 
!i 

"' ~~ 
I, 

II 

/', i" ,', 

'0 

~) 

I " \\ 
d 

I 
I 

I 
I 

1 
~-

I, 
II 
t 

I 
1 
t 

\ 
! 



---=. .... ~-~-~ .. ~. ~ 

/ 
.".--•• ~"-•• " ... - ...... -.o<-_ .... ,... •• ,.. • .; •• "" __ .. ~_.,.._~ __ ,. ------.--::::!::'i~·:::.\;.~_"*. =,_ ~.," .':!:"'·~"'":!.~~~w_'"_~., ... ~,,--.!"'..e:;: .. ;~;! •. "~.~~o<v .... >:~~~. 

.... :.,~-,.~, -", ...... "',~-~ '" .~ •• ~ - - - •• ~,~-.... ....,..,"-< ....... ...,... .'J.v-·-·~~l~-' .". i;' 

yout~ advocacy approach. This consisted variously of 
1 

e ffJrts to mediate'"' cClnfl ie ts J~twee'n theyout h 2::1d the 
if 

/1 
fa~fly, the COU.r:t'I,,~;, or the school, and efforts to provide"",, 

!,i I;';:' 

heJ/p in remedying educational deficits and to obtain 
:; 

A third program strateg.y avoided a special 

emp~asis on either of the first two, and attempted to 

60mbine both in an eclectic appr6~ch'n 

o 

The extent to which status offenders p~netrated the 

juvenile J1-}stic e system in v ario·iu~s si te pl""qgrams a1 so 

varied. The main distinction 'was wt}etherju~tice agency 

referral was a reqUirement for program services eligibility, 
., 

and, as a summary dichotomous judgment, Hhethert.be 

penetration of the juvenile justice system by the.clientele 

of the site program was high or low. 

Finally, Figure 3 presents information. that was 

obtained regardin~ the extent to which programs attempted to 
[1) 

maintain control over the behavior of their 0 cllents in the 

course Clf providing program services. Implicit in "the 

labe1ing theory 0 3ssumptions of the 
;1 . 

".;;"/,, 0 ". 

status offender 

des,£nstitutionalfzat:i.b~?prOgram Has the aim 6£ avoiding the 

stigma attached to formal"justice processing. Commonly seen 

as the specifically stigmatizing impact of formal processing 

is tHe usij ~t punitive threat as the means of controlling 

delinquent behavior. !lowever, this effect is also hi~hly 

likely when community-based non-justice agencies to which 

st~tus offenders are referred exercise restrictive contrel 

ov~r the behavior of their clierits. 
It 

This is particularly 
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the case if referral has been initiated by the police or 

court, vJith the clear ,implicat,,;ionl,Xhat continue9 lTI~~;behavior 

can result 
1/ 

c our t(~ An 

in remand of the 

important feature 

youth to 

of'the 

the contra1 "': of the 

program", the:re¥o7e, 

varying among sites, was the scope of control over cli~nt 

behavior ex~~ted by com~unity-based ag.er.eies which acceotod ~ 
~. .'''' ... JY 

status o'fer.der referrals. This was sytematicallf assessed 

through a survey questionnaire· compl~ted by all service 

providers with the exception of fosier ~omes. They we're 

requested to specify th~ type and frequency of sanctions 

imposed for various forms~ of client viol~tions of ',' agency 

rules. Estimated from thes~ returns wB~ the percentage 

distribution at all sites of high, medislTI, and low sanction 

severity and,:J'requBpcy imposed 'for rule violation. It 

Elements of t.he classification scheme here reviewed 
<;::" 

will be referred to selectively 
\, 

in the course of individual R 

program descriptions that follow. Such i rep~tition is 

designed to bring to the readers attention the rationale of 

evaluation concerns with contextual conditions created #by 
fJ 

legal and community factors and with progra~ characteristics 

as these have affected the specific site programs under 

d isc.uss ion. 
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CHAPTER IV 

nrn PIMA COUNTY PROGRAM 
(ARIZONA) 

i/ 

The metropolitan area of southern Arizona centering on ' the city of Tucson 

fonned the backdrop of a drama (')Ut of which, almost as an afterthought, the Pima 

County program eme.rged. 'Late in 19]4 the Arizona Surreme Court suspended the 
. ~ 

Pima County Juvenile C?urt judge, "the Honorable John P. Collins, pend-

ing an investigation of charges that he was -"soft" on the juvenile 

criminals. He had been elected as a Superiori)fourt judge in 1972, and 

was appomt~d'to the juvenile" court after a s~l~rt period on the criminal 
t:;~ ,', 

bench. 

Prior to hi~JJ.ppointment, the Pima County Juvenile Court had made 

full use ,of detention and correctional institutions in its treatment 

of juvenile offenders. Each year some 200 to 300 young offenders were 

bei,ng sent to the State "s refonn school; detention rates were high; and 

large numbers of status offenders were being accorded the same treat~ 

ment as young criminal offenders. 

Among his first acts in tak~g over the juvenile bench, Judge 

CollinS visited the State's principal juvenile correctional :facility, 

the Fort Grant Refonnatory. What followed is best described by Pro-

'~ fessor Dean Rojek of the University of Arizona: 

What Judge CollinS found was a model prison existing in 
a desolate and barren location outside of Pima County , 
where juvenile felons, ,nUsdemeanan,ts and non-criminal 
offenders were dumped for "rehabilitation" and treatment. 
The shock of seeing this juvenile prison prompted Judge 
'Collins to issue a decree that he would no longer conunit 
any juvenile offender to Fort Grant Refonnatory and 
{that) the local conmnmity should begin to assume more 

Cwith~ participation of. Frank R. HelIum) 93 
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responsibility for the care and custQdy 6f deliI?-quent 
offenders. The publicity that resulted from this 
action led to the closure of Fort Grant and the.exclu
sive us~ of two major juvenileinstitutiom~, Ar1zona 
Youth Center and Adobe MountaiIi School and:; one male 
conservation camp, Alpine Conservation C:nter. . . . 
Under Judge Collin's l:a~e~ship ~ conmn.Ul1ty ~a~ed. 
treatmen't program was m1t1ated 1n.l~73l?rov1dmg an 
individualized treatmentand,rehab1l1tat10n program 
for juveniles in need of temporary placement out of 
the home.. By the end of 1973 there were ten placement 
facilities in the Tucson metropolitan area that were 
able to provide care for 100 juveniles. 

It soon became apparent that Tucson was hardly the type of conmnmity 

in which so sweepL~g and decisive a reform could occur unopposed. 

f/.9S*01; Roj ek continues the account: 
" Iii: ~:, 

:I( 1.ate in 1974 the Director of Court services was ~e
(,' moved from office and this set off. a wave of an1f1-
"Collins propaganda •. Allegations and ~~~;lUendo~ we~e " 

bEmtered about in Pma COtmty concernmg ~he ra~1cal' 
.Jtlwenile (Court) Judge and his mollycodd11ng of Juve
n£le thugs and hoodlums. . . (This) ~endetta resu1~ed 
in! the Arizona Supreme Court suspendmg Judge Coll~ 
as:.\ the Juvenile Judge pending an investigation of h1s 
actions. There was an innnediate protest ~~~om the lo
cal, . conmruni ty (which) VI rose up in strong ,-support of 
Judge Collins an~ g':lve who1eh~arte~ endorsement of ... 
his policies. ~h thm a month the I:>upreme Cou~t res 
cinded ,the order of suspension and Judge Co~ll.ns was 
reinstated as.the presiding juvenile court Judge for 
Pima County. Realizing the strong support that " 
emerged from this experience, the Judg: pr.~:sse.,d for 
an even stronger commitment for COIl1IIU.1ll1ty based ~reat
ment and became an outspoken critic of th: juven1le 
court system. For hisefferts ru:d . .eI?-~us1asm, 2e was 
given the ~.an of die Year Award m P~ COtmty. 

Pro-

Having, thus survived the furor occasioned by exposing' condi tio~ 

at the Fort Grant Reformatory and its subsequent closing, and with the 

expansion of conmnmity based facilities for the commitmen~of adjudi

cated offenders, the juvenile court under Judge Collin's leadership 

" 

*Dean Rojek Historical Development of the Pima County DSO Program, 
unpublished mss., Tucson: Uni,,:"ersity of Arizona, 1977. \' ' 
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turned its- attention to the existing heavy use made of the (court's 

detention center. Its excessive use is indicated by the fact that 

. in 1974 and 1975 over 62 percent of all referrals to the court for 

incorrigibility resulted in detention. This rate was exceeded only 

by the detention rate for homicide, kidnapping, and sexual assault. ,. 

During these years almost half of all detentions were for status 

offenses.* As a first approach to reversing the use of detention in 

these cases,a small shelter care facility for runaways was established, 

and use was made of a State supported Family Counselling program. . The 

latter provided payment to psychologists, psychiatrists, and other 

professional counselors to whom status offenders involved iIl'serious 
. ',~ 

family conflicts were referred in lieu of detention. During 1975 the 

Court established the Mobile 'Diversion Unit (MDU) to divert status of

fenders from the court by detaching and placing in the field six of 

its probation officers. The function of the wit was to deal with 
(\ 

status offense cases referred to the court by police, and to respond 

to requests by parents for assistance in these cases. In addition to 

diverting status offenders fro:m court.processing, the Mobile Diversion 

Unit also atteriIpted to resolve family disputes frequently associated 

'r~-tp s ta tus offenses and made referrals to social agencies when the 
~ 

need for further help was indicated . 

Thus, by 1975, when the Juvenile Court received the general solic

itation for preliminary program proposals from OJJ, it already had in 
/f . 

place a program to deinsti tutionalize status offenders. The court 
0, .;." 1\' i" 

staff fir~Jt reg~lxded a response to the OJJ solicitation as inappropriate 
··~'n.6.::; 1,1 

-~-----, 
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in their situation in view of the solid progres~ already achieved • 

However on further consideration it was'apparent that o~IY'the first 
, 1,\ '~'.:' ., ;;:, ' 

important steps had been taken, and there, was still a long way to go 

befol'~,the Tucson comrnuni:fY WOuld,\\be fullY. committed to the val~e of 

deins'titutionalizing status offenders.nI~:) court applied for and re

ceived a gfant to carry 'fo~ard its program. 

)l PROGRAM DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT 
\;:-.::=-=: -

Faced now with the opportunity to exPand its deinstitut~ona~~,z,a-,- . 

tion program, the. court staff brought to the task the enthusiasmgen

erated by success in surmounting the initial opposition to theiref-., 

forts . Clearly, it would be necessarr, t:q inc:r:easethe number and 
il l~" 

capacity of local facilities in0rder\~to provide,,~lternatives to .the 
. -~ . 

use of detention and correctional institutions., At the samr time} 0, 
'" " 11 \ " 

however, the., staff was deeply convinced that the program should also 
\~~ ',>. 

\. - i 

address the underlyingpro,blems of which status offense behavior was 

seen as the symptom, without sacrifid,ng the need for alternatives "to 

detention. The program was thus view'1d as requiring an essentially, 

preventive thrust, with components airried at conmnmity education ~ld 

training of school personnel in dealing constructively with status 

offense problems. Asupstantial proportion' of OJJ grant funds was' 

to be used for these pu;Poses, altho~gh most of the program budget 

was to be devoted to an expansion o~. sh~'l tercare facilities and other 

direct services. The court, as grant recipient, evidenced its commit

ment to deinstitutionalization by absorbing all of the administrative 
t::;'. " 

costs of the progr8~. 

C I ' 
1. "r .' 
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\\ 
\: Thus ,wi th a program already in place to provide community based 
'. 

fad'ilities as an alternative to detention, the court tume4/its atten-
.' / 

/! 
tidn to the task of developing new approaches to reach yqpth groups 

" . ; '. ) 11 
that in its vi.ew :were relatively untouched by the estab~~ished youth 

i.. . ."" . . ". .' 1 .• ' 
jl " ,'I 

··~senring agencjes 'Of the conmnmity.· Program initiativei; were sought 
;:;' '\_ ~'-;: :1 '! -:;- :,. .If . ' 

that migh~\~tervene constrkl~.~iVelY in situations· productive of status 

offense beha~ior. SupervisorY personnel of the Community and Family 

~~rvice unit of the court's probiition staff, ,including the director of 
I, ~y?' ' . 

th~~M6bi1.e Diversion unit, were constituted as a Source Evaluation 
.' . " 

. ff BoJiiftl,;"and l'equ~sts for program' proposals were cii~culated. Prbposals 

\~e~e soiicit~ from community agencils to conduct programs of .outreach 
\,; . 

services, shelter care facilities, educational alternatives. (alter-
'. .. n 

native. school programs and specia~ truancy reduction programs), and 
,f 

\" training of school /,.@1d 'a,gen,c;y persormel. . In addition, a number of 
\ ". 

~?nmnmity-neishborhood resource units were planned in which lo~al 
'I, 

. r~sidents were to be involved. ''''' iI,' " ". 

\~~ing .the 'solici tati~n phase, two';l?rOblems arose which we~e to 
\\ . . \. "" 

haYle.,a decided\effect on both .the characteI:\"and development of :~he 

'\ ~pna County progtam. The first and more c~\~al of these stenun~~d 
j~r",,\j_,t4e criter,ia employed -fOl' selection of f4ilities: to be funded. 

/ " " , ~1 \,\ r The Source Evaluation:l3oard, composed of court \perSOnnel, wanted agen-

) cies and organizations vdth a flair fori~ovative programming designed 
'I:~ ."'~ 

to breach the generationa~, social class,and\~thnic barrier between 
," '\," -

. the youth and the ad~t wd;rlds ,and. oriented to the prevention of de-

linquency as a primary objeetive. The S()urce Evaluation Board regarded 

the old-line youth service agencies as incapable of reaching out effect

ively to meet the needs of iargenumber? of unserved youth~ The use of 
'\ 
'",'.:,': 

" <"'·0~',~r~~~-.\_~.~~'<-~. , < 
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these standards meant that many of the .agen~ies constituting Tucson's 
-,;.:-

established network 'of youth services facilities, to tl,l:.eir su~rise 
" ,', , '. 

and chagrfu.,' failed in their efforts to obtain the court's grant, 

awards.' Wi th few, exceptions, coner~ct~_ were awarded to some of the 
~ . Q 

smaller, more recentl;' organized, a/little known agencies and organ'"' 
),1-

izations. They were particularly angered> by "their failu:re. ,to obtain 

£unqing since; a number of them, ha~ingprovided let~ers of support for 
. ' 

the court'? grant applic~!tion toOJJ, ~adsome expect:tion of be~g 

selected as th~/ service provi:d.ers. Fromt,"'~ ,011tset, then, the court' 
"~I " 

" 

came Un.der nibted but sustained critical att~ck from the "estab11sh-
~ , . 

ment" agen~if~S. 

The !5econd problem was occasioned by the court 's status as an. 

.ag:~cy of county;~ovenunent. As is!' us~~ for government purchasing 

procedures, the 'letting of contracts to 'organiiaFions selected as the 

service p;oviders .. entailed/a complex 3J}d time consuming process. Con

tr~cts required approval at three level.s,:' the County Attorney, the 
. . . . , :t;, ,> ',";i ~ , , 

County Manager, and the County ;Soare:., of vSupervisors, with the cus-

tomarydelay~ at each l~veL The, result was a delay of several months 
\) ~J • 

in the Mticipated progr$lt\ start-up date, with consequent shortening of 
" 

the expected time for program ops'ra.tioIJ' However, as :in the case of 

other :fullded, programs, OJJ compensated for the £ailure t,o prpvide 
\ ' ·;l \ 

lead time for'program start-up.by·g~antin~ a no-cost extension during .. 

th~second progr:am year. ; 

As· the Pima\'county program wit's finally established, 19 agencies 

an~ 'brganizations were funded ~ the court. With respect to the ~e 
of serVice provided, the single largest category, in accord t'lith the 

" 

" 

f.. 
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,court's philosophy, consisted of outre,ach programs (7), with shelter' 

c~re agencies following closely (5). The remaining seven consisted of 

the following qpes: a truancy program in a Tucson school district; 

a crisis intervention service representing an expansion of the court's" 
il 

M:>bile Diversio~LUnit; a counseling service operating in school loca-

tions; a program. for female high school students to improve their so-

cial and occupational skills; and an advocacy center for young women focus-

ing on·the entiie range of their problems. Initially planned but subse-
" 

quelltly either drastically curtailed or abandoned entirely were the 

training program for school ~d agencypersormel, ~drama program for 

teen-agers ,.and a self-help family counseling program. 

The striking feature of the Pima County program design was its 

coupling of expanded detention ~lternq.tive facilities with a bold move 

into the uncharted waters of preventionprogrannning and youth advocacy. 
) 

The former c(lpitalized on existing shelter care ag~nCies in the commun-
I,,' ,,' 

ity, some' of which were only mar~linally established, and utilized grant 
,i 
jl 

funds to increase their resources. Th~ seven "outreach" programs in-

cludeg four that were located in high delinquency rate neighborhoods, 

in which youth s.ervices were in short supply and where the young are 
(( .', . . 

often described. as "hard to reach." These four programs operated in 

Tucson' 5 Black community, in the American Indian co~i ty, in an 

isolated Mexican-American neighborhood in the south end of the county, 

and throughout the county' s rural hinterland. The organizations funded 

to conduct the programs in these instances were directed and staffed 
/,' 

by workers who were ;members of 'tJ~e same community or by persons wetl 
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':j 

':iestabiished in the:'i..r .helping roles andtrusted by the residents. ' With 

few exceptions theil'~ programs operated as mUlti-service centers;j.n order 

to respond to the ~~y different kinds of needs of youth and treir 

families. The other three confined theirc. out~each efforts ,to ,sp~d:fic ." ";;-" 

devices to attract the YOlmg to their program services: enriched educa-

o • th ung l' n one case training in the use hnd' tional serv1ce to every· yo ' " q 

<'care of motor bikes ina second, and in the third, crisis interVention 
':;1'" " ; 

and referral to a~~ncy ~ervice?in conjWlction with the, maj 0l: crisis 

interventf)on serVice of\:\the court' s .~bile Diversion Unit. 

) These programs wer~\monitored 1:>y the same Communitya'rtd Family 

servicesJnit of the court probation staff that had sele~F~d the Q 

cornmunity~gency program proposals for funding. Because of!; tJ:leir 

involvement in the se,lection process, members of the staff had some:" 
'~" 

~ng of a stake in their successful operation. Nevertheless, it be-

came difficult for monitors to exercise more than the most general 
"J '-'. , 

supervision in the case of the programs that provided ,a range of ser-

',.' ., . b' t' ~ ne ' In effect, these programs vices centered sm a prevent1ve 0 Jec lv • 

were given a relativ~ly small annual budget, usually in ,the 

, $15,000-$25,000 range, and -were encou?3.aged ~o "do. their thin~~:." There 

were difficulties in monitoring several of such programs, in part be

ca~e of cultural barriers between the monitors and the program le'aders, 

which resulted in the successive replacement of monitors, and in part 

b
· informan' t put i twhile program leaders had dOne street ecause, as one, , 

work with the yot1;11gsters, they had. had no experience in theadministra-

tion of grants. ~s was apparently the price the court was prepared 

to pay toencoura;e "grass" roots~' parti~ipation in'th~ status offender 

I; 
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p\rogrrun. It was, incident;ally, precisely the selection of these kinds 

of "off the wall" serv:J.ces that the established agencies had fOWld 
~.-.) .-" ,:. 

/") 

,. 'obj eCt:\onable in the court's' program. Further ,programs of this type 

, )\ 
\\ 

posed very real,.problems fortne "per "child accoWltabiii ty" monitoring 

required l:>,y OJ~J with respect to both services provided and w1.eir attached 
'i ,~., IJ5.f, ' ~, 

" ~ 

costs~' The court made every effort to obtaitl such accoimting, but with 

only moderate success. This was particularly true ~here programs 

were established in minority communities. In these settings any effort 

.~ to devote program services to status m£fenders as distinct from delin-

quent offenders", or for. that matter, to differentiate them from the 

general·youth population, was regarded by their program directors as 
,'\/ ' 'h ", 

Wlrealistic. 

S,imilar problems of monitoring and service aCcoWlting did not, how·· 
'! 

,ever, arise with.e,respect to the major unit for receiving status offender. 
n ,. c 

cases and referring them to detention alternatives (Mobile Diversion), 
(r"7' 

II 'or with respect to the she I ter care programs. Other "outreach" programs, 

such as the Free Clinic:, the women's·: advocacy cen't)ler, and the program to 
Ii 

improve social and occupational skills among femal~"lhigh schoolers pre-

sented difffcul t but manageable' service accolIDting trOb[lems, since they, 

too, owere priented primarily to a prevention obj ective. 
.'. 

CXM4UNITYAND'INSTITIITIONAt, CONI'EX'IUAL ELEMENTS 
rf; ,~. 

, As a locale for the stSLtus offender 'program, the Pima Cmmty com-

~itywas not"w!thout,.conflict with regard- to the value of deinstitution· 

alization. As attested by. the historyc'~f the court' seifort to move in this 

direction before the pr(J;;:'started, there was some active and ' 

.~\ articulate opposition to this deye1 Qpment, 

~
.'" " 
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While the court enjoyed substantial community support in its drive to 

eliminate conunitments to the State's "juvenile prison," it had to over

come the obj ections of small but influential, groups ~ 

These events had the effect, then, of ca,sting'thecourt in a leader

ship role in t,he movement to refonn juvenile justice on the local scene. 

This, fa,~t constitutes t1J,.e most significant contextual element of the 

P~ County program. Jt led to the decision to desi&n a st~tus offender 

program that aspired to add. to the simple avoidance of detenti9n~~~e 

more 'basic aim of addressing directly the conditions responsibl~,for 

the infractious behavior of youth. 
'i~l) 

Community Tolerance. 

A conmruAity ambi"'fJ,.lent over the issue ;;~f deinstitutionalizing 
f . ;A 

yo~g of:fender,s might" well be expected to be sharply divided in its 

t6ler~~ce for ,youthful ~isbehavior of any kind, including statuS ,of

fen£es. That this was the case in Pima County is suggested by two ob-

. servations. The first, described below, is 'indicated by the posture 
(. ?' 

of <Its enforcement agencies, ,which tended. to regard t~e use of deteni-

tion in status offense cases as a salutaJ'Y use of authority,~ The second 
') 

is "based on the sole systematic measure of COJI\llll.m1;ty tolerance obtained 

f;rom the eight program sites funded in the national initiative, namely,' 

the rate of school expulsions and suspensions. On this measure, during 

the school year preceding the introduction of its status offender pro

gram, Pima County was by far the lowest in the array. It may be seen, 

therefore, as a conmrunity in which its major institution for the train-
n . I" . 

ing and education of the. young had a comparatively high tol~rance for 

" i~ 
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problem behavior. Further'evidence of the position taken by school 
IJ 

officials in this matter is the fact that they requested and received 

court funding for three efforts to deal constructively with the problem: 

a truancy program in one high school, an alternative school for truants 

and dropouts in another', and acot.ihseling program in a third. 

, 

"Availability of Residential Facilities 

The use of detention in status offense cases had already declined 

pr~or to the start of the program. There was th~s some solid basis in 
" 

experience for estinlating the volume of alternative non-secure out-of-

home placement facilities that might be needed. Program plans called 

for contracting with several existing shelter care agencies, to be sup

plemented by the use of foster homes. With respect to,.;the latter, a 
.' II . 

particular effort was made to establish a smalln~berof foster homes 

in areas of the county in which none existed, s6,that' out-of-home place

ments when necessary would occur ~easonably close to the youth's area 

of residence. The., single substantial problem that arose was an inor-

dinate delay in the licenSing of the, planned foster homes . The delay 

was attributed by program personnel '~o bureaucr~tic.:foot-dragging in 

il the :Economic Security Agency, thce Statt;;': body that licensed foster homes. 

In: addition to its inaccessibility because it was located in the State 

capitol, there was a suspicion that the delay was exacerbated by an 

under~urrent of competition between the status offender program f1and the 

ESA in recruiting foster pare!lts,~~ The ESA waS, also responsible for 

administering the S,tate' 5 fos~;~ home pt6gram," which included recruit- It 

ing and funding them. The court progra1n was apparently s'bmewhat more 

" successful in recrui.ting foster parent~ Simply because it paid them at 

., 
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a higher rate. Despite these incidentai difficulties, there was 

basically no problem in meeting the moderate needJor shelter care 

facili ties, principally because in the PilIla County prQgram it was 

found feasible to return to their homes almost all status offenders 

who were ref:erred to the program.-

Juvenile 'Justice Control of Program 

As the grant recipient, the PilIla Co~ty Juvenile Court was totally 

involved in the design and administration of its status offender pro

gram.As has been indicated, from the program evaluation standpoint, 

the interest in this contextual element lies in the likelihood that th~ 

supervening presence of the court in all program operations may unavoid- " 

ably impose a climate of coercive authority that clings to judicial 

power, and convey to status of~enders the impression that althqqgh they 

have not been ,put under lock and key, they remain under threat. ,~ow- " 

ever, the experience of this program suggests th.e conditions U?der which 

this is not a necessary consequence. Ina word,the conditions lliciude 

a voluntary and informal divestiture of jurisdiction in status offense 

cases, and moral and financial support of conununiW based programs rang

ing from those ~at provide services specific to the needs of status 

\ offenders to those that provide general preventive services .In the casif 
''-;;' 

. of PilIla County the latter was represented by the extraordir~ry diversity 

of the programs supported out of grant funds, and the former by the court's 

practice of deflectirig from court intake all status offense cases. Re

ferrals of status offense cases by the court's own Mobile Diversion Unit 

were typically not made to the/court, but dire,ftly to the "various conunun-
f '," 

ity programs. These were not recorded as court cases, but only for 
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And, as will 

be seen in the section on eligibility for program services, where en

forcement agencies insisted on delivering status offenders bodily to 

the ~ourt center,they were neither held in confinement nor admitted 

to intake. Given these features of the program, it seems fair to con

clude that although the court had total control of the program~ it used 

its power in conscious and dell"berate ways d tore uce to a minimum the 
effect ,of court autllority. 

Restr1.ctiveness of Juvenile Statutes 

Neith~r prior, to nor after program start-up was there any prohi

bition on the use 6f d~tention i~ status offense cases in Arizona, 

nor is there suclt restril;tion, as of tl-le'date of this report. On the 

, other hand,~e juveriile code was amended during the sec~nd program 

year (1977) 'to prohibit the cdmmitInent of status offenders to correc

tional institutions, a c~ge for ~hich the Pima County court under 
,- It ' ',.' 

Judge Collins~y have been in part responsiQle. Arizona was thus 

among the minority of States (16) in 1977 laggard in joining the gen

eralmovemc;nt in the U.S: fot the deinstitutionalization of status 

offenders~ This fact clearly places the Pima County program in the 

forefront of effort in that State,to alter its approach to the problem. 

OPERATIONAL FEAWRESOF THE PIMA COUNTY PROGRAM 

The Intervention Strategy 

The program .approach adopt~d by the Pima County Juvenile Court was 

~flrgely shaped by its history ~:f success in diverting status offenders 

from standard for.msof courtproc~ssing. Encouraged by its progress, 

<'/ the court viewed its OJJ grant as an opportunity to stabilize the reforms 
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it had accomplished and to introduce a variety of innovative ,programs 

that would press forWard its attack on the delinquency problem. In 

concept, the latter were designed to deal with the more basic con-

ditions of W~ich status offense behavior was symptomatic. In content, 

the innovative programs were intended to provide a vari~tyof direct 

services to youth to their own community settings and in the schools. 
f\ 

Programs selected fo~fundi!J.g focused on severa{' categories of miTior-

i ty youth and On suchunderserved populations as young women aI1d rural 

youth. 
~ ~ 

Thecow:;:t's intervention strategy thus combined crisis interven~, 

tion withha'tinique pattern of youth advocacy. Its Mobile Diversion 

Unit provided' a routine 24-hour service responsivetg'calls for assist-
'" 

,-, 

ance in deali!J.g with status offense cases'without recourse to court 

processing. Conceived. inltially as a· limited demonstration of the 

feasibili tyand usefulness of this procedure"to be taken over by ei" 

ther the police or another non-court entity, the crisis intervention 

function became a fixed feature of the cour,;t' s program. The Tucson 
, 'If 

police were 'ideologically uninterested. in this mode ~: operatiop, and 

were reluctant, in addition, to sacrifiq)e the use of arrests as acri-

Nor was there any clear prospect that this 
}) 

terion of job pet:;f'ormance. 
'1' 

funct~?n might be assumed by either the private or the public social 

agency sector. Crisis interventionremained"by default an established 

element of the court's program. 

Youth advocacy in the Pima .County program was distinctive for the 
Ii 

scope of its aspirations. As initially conceptualized, this element 
t7 ti ' 

p 

was to constitute the innovative thrust of the program. A~vocacy 
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consisted of three kinds ofllncfertakings: a "gras~ roots" community 

organization effort; a program to train court, social agency, and school 

(, personnel to restructure th~?_rperception of the status offender as a 

disturbed and troubled rather than a law violating youth; and the pro

vision of basic helping services to a large pool of un,reached and disad
Ii 

vantaged. youngsters. 

it The early efforts at bothcommunity organization and personnel 

training'were less than successful, owing in la~ge part to a la~k of 

experience in setting attainable goal$and in dealing with problems of 
/? 

their implementation. Nonetheless,the push in this direction was im

portant as an expression of the court's interest in going beyond the 

more immediate and'obvious, if nece~sary" moves to reduce the exposure 

,.0£ status offenders to institutional treatment". Despite many problems 

of execution, 'the interest was most fully implemented in the support 

the court provided its "outreach" programs, many of which mobilized 
. .' . 

newly developed or previously undersupporte~ ,agencies and organizations 
":' 

in support of a 'prevent~re and advocacy operation. While some fell short 

Qf their init:ial prottise, their effort had the effect of enlarging'the 
\1 " 

circle of aw~reness with respect to the problem of institutionalizing 

status offenders, and increaSing the resources available for addressing 
., -'-, 11 \ 

the, problem outside the juvenile justice system. 

_c 

PROBLEMS OF PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation problems differed both lJ.l kind and degree among pro-
~ , 

. ,. ..' " ~~ l 

grams in relat:i.on to~their operational features and the community and 
• (J 

institutional context'''in which they functioned., Already alluded. to has 
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Il 

The ceurt's pre-pregrant campaig11 tO"reduce the use .of beth insti

tutienalcemmitments fer delinquent effender,s ~d .of detentien fer 

status .offenders was given .only the mest nom~al and pre ferma endorse~ 

meht by enfercement agencies. In establishing the MObile Diversien 

Unit with the use .of prebation.persennei prier to pregram inceptien, 

the ceurt knewipgly underteek a functien that in many jurisdictiens is 

,'perfonnedby .officers attach~d te the juvenile bureau or Unit of the 
~,;: 

, pelice d~partment. The ceurthad quite apprepriately defined crisis 

interventien in status .offense cases 'as a peliceftmctien. ]!'lcP;its 

initial appreach te the Tucsen pelice department, the ceurtpr~pesed 

te enter inte a centract with,";themte ftmd their de"';"~leprrtent,ef this 
.. 

service. The prepesal was rejected. In the werds .of a ceurt effi~~r: 

ine werd tha~ we get frem the pel ice depa:tme1}twas t~at 
they didn't 'wantte have anything ite ~e W1 th ~ t: Pel1ce 
.officers weuld have te go threugh eff1cer tral.n~g an~· 
that weuld hav~te cest sC? Im!<:h meney. ('!'hey) Just ~1d 

, net want ,to get invelved m l.t .. Ye!J~ry 1t, they sa1d, {; 
and if it werks , we'll leek at 1t aga1n. 

Given the lack .of pelice enthusiasm for the idea, tlie' ceurtde

veiop~d the MDU pregrant as an ,~peratienof its .own staff. It seen be-

"i, 1 tha" t 'the pelice weuld centinue 'to eppese the ceurt' s , effert came c ear 
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te aveid detaini,ng status .offenders. Once the federally funded pregram 

was fully eperative,the ceurt decreed that ne status effenderceuld 

be placed tn detentien witheut the explicit appreva10ef ,the judge .or 

the directer .of theceurt center, and the pelice were 5.0 infermed. 

They nevertheless persisted in arresting status .offenders and trans

pe~ting themte the ceurt center fer purpeses .of detentien. Te dis-

suade them frem centinuing the p:ractice, the ceurt, .obliged legally 

te take custedy, ultimately arranged te place these yeungsters in an 
, " 

unlecked reem,"previding a clearunspeken message that they might leave 

if they wished, .or accept the help the MDU was prepared te .offer. 

There waS semefear,en the part .of the ~IDU staff as well as the pelice 
:"" f' 

that they would simply leave the unldcke,~ reem in large m.unbers. Pelice 

.officials were particularly vecal. initheir objectien te t1).is change, but' 
> II ., '. 

,~ :1 

in the' end grudgingly agreed'ito :ttryj:it fer three menths."They insisted, 
; ", 

hewever, in retaining theatresti.1J.g officers' r,ight te deliver the yeuth 

te the detentien facility .of the ceurt. The fear .of "running" did net, 
" 

hewever, materialize,' as there e!;:curred .only a single incident in which 

the yeuth simply returned hem.e. 

In time the pelice recegnized. the futility .of delivering arrested 

status .offenders fer det~ntien and, at the discretien .of. individual 

pel ice .officers, either referred such .offenders directly te theMDU, .or 

deC7,lined te take them inte custedy. Having failed in its effort te in

dl-ice the pelice te take Qver the task .of crisisinterventien, the cQqrt 

used its pregram funds te 'expand its!'MJ)U staff and te impreve its epera-

ti.on. o 

:1 .. _,_~_~~, __ ~, __ ~ ___ . 
/ • "-.. =-=--.--~-,=,-,-~~~ 
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RelatioIlsWith Service Providers 

As has beelil noted, ',' the thrust for innovation that charac.,terized 

" ; , d' th 1 t' 'on of a number' of seT - ' the Pima C01.mtYI program resul te m . e se ':~.i 1. " .' -

vice providers'with close ties to'residentia1'and/ or minority COIIDIrun

ities funded to; co~~uct open 0l:ltreach programs'~ Many of these agencies 

were relatively inexperienced in dealing with problems of fiscal manage

ment and of t;,~cord keeping and,> reporting. As a consequence, the program 

encountered/its moststu:bporn problem in relations with service pro-
" I 'i' 

vide-rs""'tn Tlloni toring the performance of theseagencie15. 

)3y terms of it~ grant, the, court was obliged to account on a per

chil~basis for services provided:'by the community based agencies it 

funded, and to assist the evaluator in co~taining em extensive body of . '". 
> J 

data "on thechatacteristics of program clients and the cha!'acter~,and 
, . ed Altho,u gh su, ch t'p~p'e;:ingl' of clients volume of service each rece1.V . 

is p.o small task, it occasioned Iit:tledifficulty with respect to the 

~helter care facilities, since client identification and the specifi

cation of services provided are readily recorded. The case was quite 
" 

otherwise, however ,in the open outreach:~programs:" that provide varied 

services to a clientele that included non-offenders as ,well as offend

ers, arid of the latter , status as well as; delinquent offenders. Elig

ibili ty fot; tJ:1ese services cannot be restricted to stat'..ls offe~er~.:. 

Moreover,~~~~j.c~providers"were frequentlyreluc-tant to focus record

ing attenti~;:~n clients referred for a status offense because of t~e 
difficulty of ascertainiilg with precision the speci~~;c. services they 

had received. Their participation in the, agency's program mayor may 

not have had, for example, components of "counseling," an activity 
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that is often merged informally with other program services. Similarly, 
o 

providers sometimes found it difficult to detennine the duration of 

specific type~:'of services rendered. For e~~le, in th~~ case of one 

agency, clierttsentered and left theirpr6gram at will, with the direc

tor asserting,,:that~isince all youth in the conununity were regarded as 

program ~lients, there could be n,b realistic entry and exit dates attached 

to the various services they received. The director of another outreach 

program had great difficulty in accounting for the nurn1?er of status of

fenders servedin his program because, as he stated, "all kids in this 

neighborhood are status offenders ." A third program offering services 

that youngsters found exceptionally attractive was faced with a large 

nurnberof self referrals of youth who, dubiously, represented themselves' 

as status offenders. While these are extreme examples, all of the out

reach programs exhibitedthese problernsto' some degree. From the stand

point of court personnel with responsibility for program monitoring, 
r, !). ,.:(, 

, these features of the outreach programs proved to be highly frustrating. 

Nonetheless, because the more successful of th~se innovative outreach 

programs brought their services to bear on the kinds of problem behavior 

known to bring youth to official attention as sta'tlJs offenders, the court 

continuec:r their support throughoI,lt the two-year period. 
II 

ELIGIBILITY FORPRbGRAM SERVICES - . 
! 11), ' '\ <~,/f: .', '."' . 

,~f Among tht;;<i,~ightsi tes ,the Pima County program was the least restric-
_\1 ~ 

tive in its eiig'ibility requirements for access to program services.<,;This 
. 'i • > 

feature was consistent~ith the court's advocacy stance, so clearly re"~ 
\, ':", '\\ ",,' ," 

, flected in its support of outreach programs. The sole criterion for foi~ita.l 
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referral to program services was the cornmis,~ion of a status offense, 
':~ 

without regard to the person's pattern of prior offenses or legal 

status, with- the eXfi;;eption of those who were probationv~olators • 

A likely consequence was tJw,t, a large proportion of the programpopu

lationmay have;:,:::onsisted of individuals who would have been ineligible 

for status offender services in programs in the other sites, either be-~ 

cause they would have been classified as "neglect and dependency" 
v 

cases, as being "essentially" delinquent of£~~ders, or who may never 

have come to the attention of authorities at all. The sp~cific issue 

this, raises with respect to the implementation problem in the Pima 
Ii 

County program, model:is whether a preventive and advocacy approach to 
I,i. , 

the deinstitutionali~ation objective results in an excessive spreading 

of available program resources to the point of lo~fhg its focus on a 

clearly defined status offender population. This ~y create the dou

ble danger of reducing needed controls on delinquent,,,off,enders and of 

imposing unneeded' controls on marginally misbehaving youth, i.e., net

widening.> The more general issue raised by the Pima County'expe:rience 

is whether'there exists in fact a sufficiently definable "pure'" status,\ 

offe~qer population for which it is feasible to focus program resources. 
IJ 

In any case, the natj,oruil status offender program assumed, with quali

fications, the existence of this population, and program implementation 

called for maximum concentration of resources on that group. The design 

of the Pima County program suggests that its leaders did not altogether 

'share this assumption. The' court seemed to assum~', rath6-r ,thai ~tatus 

offense behavior was an only incidental ,feature of a more general pat-. '--.' \-, ~ . 

tern of problem behavior, and that its amelioiration could well preempt 

'. 
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the need fo~:"institutional treatment. Since the population it served 

was highly inclusive, analysis of the offense pattern data of the Pima 

County program group should reveal the extent to which a "pure" popula

tionof status offenders was in fact available to be served. 

SYSTfM PENETRATION 

Whatever the other problemS of program implementation may have 
~ ..' " ' 

been, th~ Pima c~unty program lvets emphatically su~cessful in limiting' 

system penetration. Indeed, an effective mechanism in the f011l1 of the 

Mobile Diversion Unit had already been established prior to program 

start-up to divert S;ttitus offense cases from .detention. Court data on 

trendS in the detention of status offenders, presented in Section IV, 

Chapter VIII, indicate that while the number detained was not reduced to 

zero during the program period,those who were placed in detention were, 

so few as to suggest the, likelihood of unusual circtmlStances, for example, 

status offenders who violated probation for previous status offenses. 

The effort during the program period was to push toward the total elimtaa

tion of the residualsysterilpenetrationrep~esented by police arrest and 

bytel1llinating the use of locked facilities at the court center for 

receiving arrested s1;atusoffenders. Despite its identity as a court 
• .,'" • ".:1 

function, the Mobile Diversion Unit operated much the same as might any 

social agency related crisis intervention service. Receiving initial 

referrals from a variety of sources including the police, it obviated 
r:(: , 

much of the police processi!Ig of status offense\:ases. And" as has 

been noted, the court succeeded in eHminating the use of a "holding 

tank" room at the court center in ';thos~ C!;l~es that Itthe police did pro~~.ss. 
~~, . 
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PROGRAM CONflNUITY PROSPECTS 

Although the pima County program did much to expand the earlier 

deinstitutionalization refonns of the juvenile cour.t, only the~:?st 

guarded assessment maybe made of the extent to which these reforms 

have been consolidated. The single solid gain on the legal front was 

the change iIi the Arizona juvenile code in 1977 prohibiting the commit

ment of status offenders to correctional insti,tutions for delinquent 

offenders. As one of the two major metropolitan,oregions of the State, 

Pima ~oUnty is likely to have had. some influence in this decision. 

Local jurisdictions, however, still retain the option to place status 

offenders in secUre detention. The Pima County Court's rejection of 

this option in favor of the use of private agency sector services prior 

to the advent of the federally funded stif! offender program failed 

to win the support of the principal enforce~ent agency of the jurisdic~ 

tion. To carry out its policy the court found it necessary to create 

'\~hat is best seen as, a;. decentralized, neighborhood based intake oper-

. ~:~tion, £unctioning essentially as a cr~f;is intentention and referral 

J.mit designed to obviate the court pro;2~;~:i,ng of status offenders. 

Under federal funding, this program was expanded to a seven-day, 24.,. 

hour service. OVertime, t}le police be<;;ame increasingly willing to 

turn apprehended status offenders over to the MOU, bu! only because 

they saw this~it as a representative of the court. Since the end 

of the federal £unding period, t.he court has continued to operate 

this service on a substantially reduced scale·with other s9?rCesof 

fede~al fund;ng. As .0£ the t~ of this !~eport' 
in the police posture is not dJ.scernabl~F Ii ' . 

... ' 
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I The development of c'Ominuni1.y support for a deinsti tutionalizing 

program in the future ,{tri th prospects of funding from lociil s6ti'I'ce~',' 

appears to depend on the interes~,and power of two constituencies. 
,~ \~\. ' - .t'-. 

. ~. . 

T,he first is"'a public consti7~ency supportive ?fyouth welfaremter-'\ .' 

est~; tpe; second the constituentycomposed' of the professional youth 
~~ 

serviee agencies,'.,: .As for the fJrst., there has been little evidence of 
" 

its mobilization in Pima County. Foif3xample, a recent proposal to 

use county futlds for the support of p.rograms for youth and for') ':~lle':-, " 
\ (t'./ ! , 

aged wasob~'~~cted by a countf·~o4t!:~1 ruling' that state law prp-

hibited such eXpenditures. The fact of the .matter was that such ex

penditureswere not mandated by s,t~te law rather than affinnatively 

prohibited. When the public hearing on the. ruling was held with 
- .,,,,~ .... ;: , 

reference to a pr,ogram for the elderly, the h~aring room"was crowd~d 
, il>;.· .-"'" 

~::l.)tdth oppon~;nt5 of ~he counsel's ruling and it, was rescinded. When a 
".,,:;?,~t!)'~ ::'.' t? 

similar heari,ng with 'respect tc) youth programs was held, no represent-

"atives of major civic organiz:ations appeared, and the ruling held. 

Prospetts for the mobilization ~f the professional youth serving 

communi ty in behalf of deinstitiIti9nalizationhave been complicated . 
d' 

by its experience with the court's status offender program. A Dl.Dl1Qer 

of such .agencies, principally those in the mental health field, were 
,v . 

and" continue to be oppos,edI to the court's informal practice of reftlsirig::;o 

to take custody of status offenders,mciuding.the. use 'of detention. 

It is their view that judicial coercion is essential in getting such 
~ .. 

youth to accept therapeutic counseling. Alth0.ugh not necessarily 

sharing this view, many .?f the~other' .established, community supported, 

voluntary youth serving agenciets·werealienated.from the courtfs 
, .k;. . 
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status offender program because they had been rejected as service pro

v~ders in favor of newly established or unknown agencies offering 
, .::~ 

innovative outreach programs. 

Despite such obstacles' to local support of a status offender pro

gram, the federally supported effort of the past two'years has generated 
t\ . . 

a conmrunity awareness that the status offendeIFgroup ;represents a dis

tinctive problem for which institutipnal trea1;ment may be inappropriate. 
Ii " 
,; 

The very fact that the court's refonn program continued to be controver

sial during the period of federal funding:. has meal~t that (th~' issue of 
if '_ 't-.....I 

deinstitutionalization remains very much alive in Pima County. The 

cou~t' s continued !jpursuit of its refoj;1ubbjectives coupled with. a slow 

but steady transformation in the cominunity's view o£ the status offender 

problem may well lead to a favorable resolution of the controversy with-

in the next several years. 

SUMvIARY:. 'TIlE PIMA COUNTI PROGRAM MJDEL 

The Pima County program model may be summarily described as pro~ 
" " 

viding conmruni~.:.Y b~sed services for status offenders in the more or less 

standard and familiar fonn of shelter care facilities as an alternative 

to detention, combined with vigorous support of preventive and youth.ad

vocacy agencies •. A crucial component ofits.conmrunity based service'Was 

the use of a crisis intervention and re£erral unit funded and staffed by 

juvenile court personnel. The model evolved in response to two'Unique 

local conditions: the disinclination of enforcement agencies to"asstnne 
" 

the 'crisis intervention and referral function, and the enthusiasm of: the 
";" 

o· 

juvenile court, as grantee', for pursuing more basic preventive objectives • 

The latter eptailed a deliberate choice of newly developed neighborhood 

.. 
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and school based agencies engaged in outreach programs over the es

tablished youth serving agencies of the community. 

The model may thus be considered as possibly appropriate in juris

dictions characterized by sharp disparity, if not conflict,. between 

court and enforcement agencies respecting the value of deinstitution

alizing status offenders, where the private sector agencies have not 

assumed the initiative, and where in addition the court has taken the 

lead in such development. The model may well be appropriate only in 

those jurisdictions where conditions parallel those that have prevailed 

in Pima County, i.e., where courts are dedicated to deinstitutionaliza

tion objectives in the face of questionable support from either enforce

ment agencies or the private agency community. Such jurisdictions can-

o not be numerous, as the more typical axes of conflict regarding deinsti

tutionalization are likely to pit the private youth serving agencies 

with a strong interes:t in diversion against the juvenile justice agencies 

oppose~~~~ relinquishing their control over the status offender population. 
''-::;:: 

The. ~)lma County program model is notable as nruch for its effort to 

break new 'ground in general prevention and youth advocacy as for the 

dominant role of the court in preventing the use of, its detention facil

ities. Apart from its use of established shelter care agencies, in turn·· 

''=:--;~'='l1goaway from. the traditional agencies as inaccessible to large numbers 

of unreached youth, and. providing support instead to new and untried 

"grass roots" types of organizations, the model appears to create a num

ber of problems. Alth~ugh the latter may have easy access to troubled 

youth,unJ.ess they have been staffed with experienced and competent per

sonnel and are organizationally ~table,their services may be less than 

effective. MOreover, they are likely to have few ties to pers~ns of 
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() 

power and influence in the conmrunity~ and therefor~ few and wdepend-

able sources of funding. More effectively situated in this 'respect, 

the traditional youth service agencies in. the co~ity may then be

come unavailable for whatever support of a local deinstitutionaliza

tion program they can be induced to provide.' While the model suggests 

that there is a case to be made for linking deinstitutionalization and 

explicitly preventive objectives as essentially continuous with one 

another, a question can be raised w~ether the pursuit of the latter 

may not be at the cost of some sacrifice of the former. 
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INI'RODUCl'rON 

OJAPTER. v 
nm ALAMEDA COUNlY PROGRAM 

(California) 
, , . .,.'.+ ." ....... - ¥, 

California has occupied a prominent place in the national imag~ 

ination as an :improbable land in which many of the unthinkable possibil ~ 

ities of American culture become realities. The state has been a 

seedbed of cultural innovation, new social and volitical movements, 

and bold efforts to reform traditional practices in many institution

al areas. Not least has been its front-runner role in efforts to im

prove its system of juvenile justice, beginning several decades back 

with the establishment of the California Youth Authority and more re

cently with a major incentive p~ogramto encourage counties to reduce 

commitment to the Authority's training schools for delinquents. The 

effect of such continuing 1.egis1ative receptivity to innovation and 

experimentation in juvenile justice has been to induce in a number of 

metropolitan county jurisdictioIL~ an alertness to the possibilities of 

constructive reform. Alameda Cmmty, with its major indu~tria1 city of 

Oakland, was one of these. 

Several years prior to its, grant supported status offender program,' 

juvenile court practices with respect to the statuS offense problem 

were reassessed by the Alameda County Probation Department. The judg

ment Was then made that status offense behavior is typic~'ly a product 

of crisis in parent-child relations, reflecting a more general disorder 

in family relationships. To deal appropriately with the problem, the 

Probation Department created a special group within its staff, the 

. .. ,~ 
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Family Crisis Intervention Unit (FCrU), to which all status offense 

cases'wer:e" then assigned. Since status offense behavior was seen as 
r:. ~',:_ \'.' .'~ 

having its "source in a family c'risis, the approach of choice required 

promptL~tervention in the family conflict situation. with. all of its 

,members participating. Requir~g inclusion in particular was, of 

cours/e, the youth whose offense behavior had revealed the exj!stence 

of the conflict. Because prompt response with ali family members pre

sent is of the essence in crisis intervention, the detention of the 

member in question could serve no treatment objective. Thus, with the 

development of the Probation Department's family crisis intervention 

program, the use of detention in status offense cases underwent a 

steady decline beginn~g in 1973. The trend was accelerated in 1976 

in anticipation of ~egislation prohibiting the use of secure detention 

in status offense cases, a change that took effect on January 1, 1977. 

In the light of these developments on~ might ask why Alameda 

County was interested in obtain~g OJJ funding to develop a program 

for the deinstitutiona.lization of status offenders. Detention was al

ready in declining use, as was commitment of adjudicated status offenders 

and minor delinquent offenders to correctional institutions. This move'

ment had been facilitated through 'iprobation subsidy" incentive funds, 

which encouraged the. use of community based alternatives to incarcera-

tion. 

The answer is to be found substantially in the fact that, from the 
" 

~eginni!lg, the leadership in the development of the theory and practice 

of the FCIU approach. to the status offender problem was concentrated in 

a small but influential cadre of intellectually sophisticated, articulate, 

; ::;::::4:~7~~~~--~">--'-"'---"""'-;. 
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well trained, and politicallY knowledgable members of the professional .. 

social work and criminal justice planning conmnmi ties. Among them were 

members of the Probation Department staff. It was their view that keep

ing status offenders out of secure detention and correctional institu-
. . .~ c:. 

tions, and therefore Wltouched by the juvenile justice system, was only 

half the task. The equally important balance of the task was to pro

vide a technically competent, neighborhood based, family crisis inter

vention service to which enforcement agencies, schools, parents, and 

others could with confidence refer status offense cases. So long as 

this service continued to be furnished by Probation Department per-

. sonnel, however skillfully, status offenders would know that the coe~

cive hand. of the juvenile justice system was heavily laid upon them. 

It was specifically to shift the FCIU function to neighborhood based 

youth service agencies that. a grant application was submitted to QJJ. 

TIiE ALAMEDA COUNTY PROGRAM PLAN 

The problem confronting the leadership of the status'offender 

deinsti~tionalization movement in AlamedaCoWlty closely paralleled 

that faced by the leaders of the movement in Piina COWlty, Arizona. 

In both cases substantial progress· had already'been made in reducing 

the use of detention and correctional facilities. by the timeQJJ's 

stat~ offender initiative made its appearance. . Both regarded the 

prospect of federal funds as an opportunity to carry the· mov~ent to 

completion by creat~ng and consolidating a system of cOl1BI1t1:11i ty based 

services for status offenders outside the juvenile justice system. 

However, unlike the Pima COWlty situation" where the leaderslUp re

sided in the j~dge of the juvenile court and its top administrative 

' .. "'T-.-.~-~~~""""~~"-,,,,,.,.,...,-,-, ---~ .~,~ . 
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personnel, in Alameda County it came from several of the supervisors 

of the Probation Department's Family:~risis Intervention Unit (FCIU), 

some of whom had been active in earlier efforts for its establishment, 

and from staff members of the county's Regional Criminal Justice Plan

ning Board. Probation Department administrators were on the whole 

satisfied with the existing level achi.eved'in reducing the number of 

status offenders detained in Juvenile Hall and w~th the alternative of 
J 

court services for this group as provided by its FCIU structure. They 

. did not necessarily share an interest in removing services to status 
,~~ 

offenders from the court and establiship.g alternatives under the pri-

vate sector in community based agencies. 

In the face of this situation the initiative in formulating a pro

gram proposal for submission to .QJJ was taken by the local criminal 

justice planning agency. Several members of the planning board staff 

had been Al<l;l1leda County probation officers and were highly supportive 

of the FCIUconception of the status offender problem and its inter-
,,' -

vention st:r-;tegy. Althougll it was developed by the planning board, 
. ",-,.-,--',. - . 

f 
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Cc) improvement lnpolice response in referring status offense 

cases to community agencies or the FCIU rather than to Juvenile Hall 

detent~on; Cd) coordination of the work of police officers, the FCIU, 

comnnmity agencies, and the schools with respect to the treatment of 

status 'offense cases; and (e) total eliinination of detention for 

status offenders. 

The principal neighborhood based resource to be utilized was the 

set of Youth Service Centers (YSCs) located throughout the county. To 

be added with the use of project funds were an'additional YSC in East 

Oakland, and crisis receiving homes for short tenn stlel ter care in 

both the northern and southern sections of the county. Additional 
. ~ 

fostethome services were to be obtained by establisfdng a monthly 

"holding fee" stipend and substantially increasing per diem payment. 

.An extensive training program was planned to raise the competence ~f 
. . 

FCIUand YSCs in the use of family crisis intervention methods, to 

. orient the police to these methods, and to encourage ;ithem to reduce 

r~iFerr~ls of status offenders to the court and to incre~se referrals 
i{ 

di1rectly to the youth serviceFenters:~ A further aim of the training 

program was to foster conmrunication and coordination among the various 

. agencies to be engaged in the program effort. 

What was contemplated, in brief, was the creation under the 

leadership of the court's family crisis intervention unit of an effec

ti~e service system emphasizing 'a. specific kind of family cOu:nSeling ~ 
:;: 

and transferring the treatment of status offenders from th~ court 
,~' {,;}' . 

c~t ':u 
to neighborhood based youth serving agencies. Th~ adiiilriistration of 

the system was placed in the handS of the county probation department, 

" Jr 
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~: ~, 

with its FCIU responsiblefot its develOPIRent and implementation. 

Project'funds were budgetedfor.administration, the" establishment of 

a YSCin East Oakland, the creation and support of two crisis receiv

ing homes, and the I1ecruitment of additional foster .homes. Existing 
.\ -:;.:: 

youth servis:eo<centers were supported primarily by ~stomary ftmding 

sources, although proj ect funds were allocated to add counseli.ng post

tions and to provide staff training in family crisis intervention 

techniques. 

Prior to the inception of the program, police referred status 

offender custody 'cases directly to the FCIU, where family crisis 
, 

intervention services were provided, with referral to additional ser .. 

vices when deemed necessary. Through the training of justice and com

nnmi tyagency persormel, the proj eet tiIldertook to move these services 

out of the probation department's FCIU. Police would then refer 

status. offense custody'\'cases directly to the YSCs where services were 

to be provided that would foilow the approach and technique developed 

by the·FCIU. 

These plans were, developed with little participation by the YSCs 
\., ., . 

and the police, both slated' as crucial components of the proposed 

. system, with consequences to be noted below. All told1 the planni!lg 

involved two representatives of the YSCs, one a high level adminis-' 

trator of the county's YS~ network, the other involved in youth center 

program wprk~ and a police administrator. In addition, there was 

little effec,:tiye .sommunication of the' program's objective of diverting· 

sta:tu~ offenderservfces to cornrtrunity based agencies, even.to court 

administrators ,members of the probation department, and FCIU staff, ; 

'·"-"-~-'~'¢""""'''''''."'e=~~''''''''·'-'''-''·''--''~"------.~ _______ ~- ....... 
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as well as to top administrators in county government, all of. whom had long 

since accepted the validity of excluding status offenders from detention. 

C(M.1[JNITY AND INSTIWTIONAL CONTEX'IUAL ELFMENTS 

As suggested by its pre-program.progre~s in reducing the. use of deten

tion and 'correctional institutions in status offender cases, Alameda County 

appears to have represented a favorable site for achieving the further gains 

envisioned by its federally funded program. 

Community Tolerance 

As meaSU1'ed by the available school data on student suspensions and 

expulsions, conmruni tytolerance for. status offense behavior in the county was 

on the average moderately high. This impressionwa~ reinforced by evidence 

of vigorous activity on the part of the School Attendance Review Boards 

(SARBs) inmost of the county'~ school districts during both the pre-program 

and the pro~~~ periods. Composed of school, cammuni ty, and agency represent

atives' these boards had been established by state statute to examine impend

i,ng discipliriary action with a view to' limiting school ',~kick outs" and refer

rals to the juvenile court by marshalling conmnmity resources to deal con

structively with problems of truancy andstudrnt misbeha~!or. 

Availabilityof'Residential Placement 

Alameda County was also well supplied with needed residential facilities,~ 

.' for status offenders requiring out-of-lleme placement ()n either ateriIporary or 

" long term. baslis. An established network of foster .homes had be~nin exist-

ence for status offenders as well as for other type~ of child welfare cases. 
.if 

. In the vie~:';bf those who planned the status offend~r program, :J:hese facil-. 
" I" \' "; 

~,:I 

ities needed only supplementation by adding two crisis receiving group homes 

andbyiricreasing foster patent compensation. 

",' 
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Restrictiveness of Juvenile Statutes 

Prior to 1977, there was no statutory restriction on the use of either 

detent~on or institutional commitment in status offender cases. As hl3.s been 

. noted, however, for several years before . the inception of the pr~gram, both" 

detention and institutionalization for status offenders were drastic~lly 

curtailed by administrative regulation. ·The statutory prohibition on deten

tion that took effect in early 1977 was Il;ot inconsistent with the prevailing 

court philosophy. 

Juvenile Justice Control of the Program 

Since it was ~rgamzed, directed, .and administered by the county's 

Probat~~on Department, the plrog;am was totally under justice system control. 

Parad02cically, in relation to an important program goal, this control was , 

designed to "self destruct." That is, program control was maintained in 

order to build a system of· services to status offenders lying outside the 

purview of the court. As will be seen, this aspiration encountered serious 

bureaucratic and ideological obstacles, the fonner in court and police prac-
i._, 

tices;'> the latter in the treatment philosophies of service providers. 'During 
, "~\\ 

\ . 

the ac~al oper~tion~f the Alameda program, -this meant that the court could 
~ 'I 

not avoid maintaining a prOOunent presence in the referral of status offend.-

ers to connrunity based servi~es thro~gh its family crisis intervent:lon unit. 

OPERATIONAL FFA'IURES AND IMPLmENTATION' PROBIJ:MS 

Selected for attention in this section are those features of the 

Alameda p~ogram that exbibi ted special problems. of implementation. In

cluded are the intervention strategy or approach to the treatment of 

status offenders, relations with the police and the court, and relations 

with private sector serlTice agencies. By WllY of general description it 

may be noted that in its o.rganizational design the prog~am was highly 
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formalistic. That is to say that the contacts among persoIUlel in the 

enforcement, court, and service agencies constituting-'-'the program net

work, and ther~lationships these contacts generated, were mediated 

by fonnally prescribed procedures. A formalistic organizatiopal design°G) 

seems to have characterized only those funded programs 'located in heav

ilypop~lated areas, suggesting that a substantial degree of bureau

cratizationunavoidablyattaches to large scale programs. Or~aniza

tional patterns of a personalistic character, permitting easy commun

ication throughout the, program neolTork and rapid access to conununity 

resources in serving status offenders, were found only in the status 

offender programs serving smaller jurisdictions. 

The Intervention Strategy 

One of the distinctive 1;eatures of the Alamedalrogram was the 

conmitment of its leadership to the use,of a family crisis interven

tion approach in dealing with tbestatus offense problem. Briefly, 

the approach appears to ,be fotmded on tw6 theoretical assumptions. 

F~rst I status offense behavior such as tmgovern~fbility, nnming away, ' " ,:, 

or truancy reflect~ a seri~us1y impaired family relationship that has 

been brought to crisis; and second, with professional he1p':the:~~isiS 

condi tion can be utilized to aid parents in assuming rerPonsibi~,'fty;, 

for dealing constructively with family problems. The leaders of~',,:the 

program, particularly within the FCIU, ten~e~ ~? approach family crisis 

"intervention with an insistence on its conb~ptua1 soundness, and a 

rejection of alternate forms of youth counselling or general advocacy 

strategies directed to" youth welfare concerns. Moreover, the' Alameda 

prog~~n also differentiated decisively between counselling of a family 

,J . _~~ ___ .. 
{,~ .. ," "~~t:-~~':m'~~~t-:!~;~-: ... ~ '. ,. ;_'. "." . 
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in which the problem youth is the focus of at~hention, and family crisis 
;" 

intervention in which the ~y~tem of family relationships is the obje~t 
' , ! 

of interest. One of the leaders., of the program pointed out, for exam: 

pIe, that those who are not trained appropriately in family COWlse1ling 

work tend ,to "joint4e fami1; system rather than intervene in it." 

Private Sector i;ollaboration 

The Alamed~t program's insistence on the exclusive validity of 
I' 

family crisis work as the interventiqn strategy of choic'e: created ser-
1 ~ 
I" 

ious problems oi: program implementation in relations with the conununity 

based youth service network. The YSCs of Alameda County had developed 

over a peri04 of, years, 'conductiIlg programs that reflected the earlier 

influence 'of the' federal Office of'Youth Development. In consequence, 

their progrrui'ls we~re oriented toward refonn of youth related conmunit)r 

institutions with a view to providing youth as' a group with opportunity 

to develop responsibility for their own conduct. This approach also 

emphasized advocacy on behalf of individual youths in trouble with the 

s~hoo1s, with the law, and with their families. Wi thin Alameda County ,'::-~/ 

the status offe~~rprob1em had been firmly established as within the 

dorr~in of the Probation Department's FeIU, and the YSCs had had little 

contact,~~ncern, or interest in status offenders as a group., Con-
·;v . 

cretely, much of the previous program work of the YSCs concentrated on 

youth in conflict with comrnwii ty institutions, the maj d'rity of whom are 
" II·; "i; 

usually charged with delinqu~nt violations'. Since the sitatus offender 

program plan defined these organizations as an integral component of 

"the envisioned treatment system" H they accepted the added function for 

a variety of reasons. Among theSE:}, an important motive was the promise 

i 
! , , 
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of increased furiding offered for their participation, since all of the 

YSCs 'suffered chronically from uncertainty of continued funding and 

therefor,e of survival. The addition of status offenders to their case

loads did not, however, have the effect of displacing their delinquent 

clients. To meet the inc~~ase in clientele, the status offender pro

gram ,Jprovided funds for added S'taff positions ,~nabling YSCs to serve 

a larger population. 

The program orientation of the YSCs and their fiscal diffi~lties 

produced two problems of program linplementation. /f 1('j.rst,the effort of 
• 0 r;i 1,;- " 

the Probation Department to introduce YSC staffs~:~:to the family cr!sis-
f 

intervention approach and to tr~in them in the use of its techniques 

was widely resisted and in some instances openly ;;~pposed~ Proj ect de": 

velopment plans included an extensive. training, program designed ,·to pro

duce competence in YSCpersomel in dealing with what was essentially for 

them a novel undertaking, namely, the treatment of s:tatus off.enders. 

n1~re was,only the most ~1mited success in ind~cing YSC staff members to 
" 

attend training sessions in family crisis intervention methods. As a 
<0, 

• (1 

result, when the YSCseventually confronted a difficult status 'offense 

case/ their tendency was to call: for help from the PCIU staff. In retr();;' 

spect, leaders of the Alameda .pr~gram accounted for the problems of the I., 
{L .' ; '. 

training program on grotmds that the "training conmtittee".. was an in

house group entirely composed of FCIU persomel: The C inadequacies of the, 

trai~ program r~rrJler'~ the/possible validity of opposing 'YSC views 
! . 

regarding"treatment approaches ~ere seen as the principal obstacle "in 
• _,-I 

persuading most of ,the YSCs to embrace family crisis intervention as 

the treatment 9f ch~icein s:tatus offense cases. Program leaders 
~ ~ 

rejected the possibility that the alternative doctrine of youth advocacy 

(I 
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followed by most of the YSCs might be equally effective, or perhaps 

more effective for some subset of status offenders. Unfortunately, 

the program was so structured as to exclude the opportunity to test 

the conflicting claims empirically. 

The second implementation problem centered on the ftmding needs 

o:tthe YSCs . Alameda's $1. Smi1lion grant wasl,lSed principally to aug

ment the peIU ?taff, establish a program administrative tmit, and to 
if 

. provide training programs. There was consequently a shortfall of ftmds 

for support of the YSCs, which were expected to add status offender 

cases to their customary caseloads. Project funds were made available 

for only modest ~ugmentation of YSC programs and to create a new YSC 
~ c~ • 

in East Oakland.' Specifically, only $140,000 of project funds were 

allocated toaug;ment.the programs of five of the 11 YSCs scheduled to 
" .~. . 

come into the program network, with the balance expected to partici

pate "for free." With the participation of the YSCsthus brought into 

question, the Alameda COtmty CriniinalJustice Planning Board, which 

./; ;had developed the px:ogram proposal, sought and obtained substantial 

additional funding from the LEAA State planning agency for criminal 

justice,as well as revenue sharing ftmds from the COtmty. 

The training and funding problems of the. program were obvio\.lSly 

related to. the type of relationship that was established with the 

private se~tor youth serlrice agencies. The experience in Alameda, 
" 

County suggests that it may be feasible to expect private social agen-

cies to draw on t,h¢:dr own resources in support of a status offender 

tre(:1tment system if there is agreement respecting the design and phil-

osophy of the program. If mutual agreement is absent, as was the case 

:. ". ___ ~_,_~"'~~."' .. ~_~._~_. __ .~"'" _1 , ,- ,) "> ~. ,-
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in the Alameda program, implementation problems of both training and 

funding become paramount. 

Relations with Police 

The Alameda program enjoyed the considerable advantage of having 

earlier won thesuppor~,of all major I?,0lice agencies for the deinsti

tution~li~atio~ of status offenders. The police had accepted and 

approved the practice of the Probation Department's FCIU in elimill~t

ing the use of detention.in allbut a minority of status offense cus-
r " " I' 

todY'cases. 
)) ',:' 

However, the advent of the stitus offender program, con-

fronted the police with the problem of movin~ beyond this stage in 

the deirtstitutionalization process to the direct referral of custody· 
.:., 

cases to private sector youth s~rvice agencies. Efforts to obtain 

the fu11}i~rillingness of the police in releasing thes~ cases to the 

YSCs encountered resistance throughout the pro~am period. There 

were a number of exceptions in police jurisdictions which, prior .to· ' 

the program period, had q,eveloped active diversion programs and close 

working relationships between line officers and YSC personnel. Of

ficers in Iriost .of the ~ounty's enforcement jurisdictions continued to 

view as both proper and desirable the routing of status offender cus-

. , tody cases to the FCIU established by1;he Probati~n Depar~ent. They 

had come to trust the judgment of the FeIU staff in eliminating- the 

use of detention in these cases, and to respect the competence of 

FCIU workers. With the exceptions mentioned, there had been no oppor

tunity to develop the same trUst and respect with reference toYSC 

staffs. 

o . 
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The situation respecting police attitudes a~ cooperation was 

stated in the following way by a supervisory FCIU staff member: 

(The police expressed) a high level of criticism and a 
prediction of failure. On the diversion aspect (the 
police wanted to know) how can you expect the YSCs to 
do the/work that Probation has been doing? The police 
are r~a~ly ~oncerned, and they still are. Sbmeof our 
bigg~st;' (p.olice) supporters, overall, still want to 
haye,l?robation in it."., .. Police can accept the lack 
of Juvenile, Ha:lL.b.etter::~than they can diversion to 
othe,r agencies for providing the service. It's like 
t'heir disagreement is with a small segment of 601 
status offenders being out of custody, but they're 
real~y w,?rried about not having Probatl.on to rely on 
for servl.ces. • .. They want to know that Probation 
will always be there. The direction (of the status /' 
offender program) now is to see if we can' t ~~liminate j 

Probation as the service ~provider). 

, ,. ., 

Modest gains in the effort to "eliminate Probation as the service" 

have been difficult to aclrieve. By the end of the program period, line 

officers were reluctantly bringing statUs offense custody cases to the 

two crisis receiving centers and to YSCs. "In Oakland, the largest 

police jurisdictiop, this was done at the command pf the head of the 

police Juvenile Division. However, it remained common in these in

stances for police to refuse responsibility for the decision. Their 

practice was to phone in either to the FCrU or to the police department 

to receive explicit approval for the decision. 

SYSTFM PENETRATION DURING REFERRAL 

The case identification and referral system in the Alameda County 
" 

program produced what is best characterized as a "shallow penetration" 

situation', Most status offense cases expectedly originated from police 

arrests.. The pre-program case routing procedure of dir.ect referral to 

court intake was altered to materially reduce the delivery of status 

offen~e custOdy cases to Probation Department detention facilities and 

. . ,'i.: jl,.;,/ ~'.' . I' " "'" ... \. /J . . '," I ' 
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to increase their direct referral to ~4e two crisis receiving homes 

and to selected YSCs. However, to assure the appropriateness of such 

referrals, when line officers in the major police jurisdiction of the 
,"''': . ~'-'-,-

-'--..:' 

city of ~ak1and found themselves lmab~fto make,. a IIfieit\adjUstmentll 

in .. the more complex cases, they were required to phone headquarters 

for approval to deliver the yo~:th to the conmnmity agency. Other 
,) 

police jurisdictions either followed a similar procedure, or consulted 

the FCIU in the Probation Departmen1f\'j . In addition, since 1973 the 

I FCIU made itself increasingly accessible to th~ public as a social ser-
o ' ~" 

vice agency to assist parents request~g" ·help with prob1eI1l? of inc or

rigipili ty in th~ir children, wi.thout t4e need"for prior intervention 

by the police. Thus, although the police and the Probati,onDepartment 
.1 , 

.. -::;. '/. ~. 

continued ,:to be prorKmeI1::t1i'invo1ved inproce.ssing. statUs offenders, 

" both made a very real effort to use the conmnmity based services with-
" 

in the program network •.. 

c~ The que'Stion remains whether the shallow system penetratioa char

acterizing the Alameda pr~gram model has gene;ra1 significance for the 

status offender deinstitutiona1izationmovement. If it is asstDlled the 
I' 

polic~>')are likely to be the major initial source of referral to COIllllll.1D.-

ity based. status offender services, tHeir involvement in the demsti- q 
~ ",1/ '" [, .. 

tutionalizatibn process may be unavoidab,le. Similarly, the'court at 
" 

the intake level is also likely to be unavoida,JHy invo1yed, since the 

police may regard some proportion of cases as too serious to warrant 
I· " • 

(J ' 

direct l'eferra1 to cornmtmi ty agencies. The Alamt'h:la program model 

suggests that an emphatic policy ofdivert,ing status offenders at the 

police and court intake stages may represent ,the most feasible means 
'" . 
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of redUCing system penetration, short of total divestiture of justice 

system jurisdiction over status offenders. Progress in divestiture, 

remains highly questionable, is likely to be whose ultimate success 

exceedingly slow. 

PROGRAM CONrINUITI PROSPECTS 

Pt6spects forcontinui ty in the development of the Alameda pro

gram may be e~aluated from two quite separate standpoints. With 

respect to the deinstitutionalizationissue, ther~ is little likeli

hood of' reversj.o:h t? 'the' use 'Of detention in status offense cases 

because of pre,~program developments in Alameda County, now powerful-

ly reinforced by statutory provision at the state level that prohibits, 

with exceptions, the use of detention. This is to ~ay that progress in 

the deinstitutiona1ization of status offenders accomplished indepen

dently of program effort will remain as a feature of enforcement and 

judicial policy. 

However, the purpose of the program was to provide a constructive 

alternative to detention by creating a system of effective community 

based services for status offenders. As has been noted, there were 

e some successes in this effort. Thes~, included the estab1islnnent of 
":"j 

two crisis receiving homes, the founding of an additional youth service 

center in the prob1em impacted East Oakland neighborhood utilizing 

family crisis trea!tm.ent procedures, progress in training some of the 

staff of otherYSCsin these methods, and registering some advances 

in winning the support of police agencies that· were initially opposed 

t~ the program, and in demonstrating the feasibility of by-passing 

court intake in status offense cases. 
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The program continuity question consequently concerns the likeli

hood that these initial gains will be seen as moving in a desirable 

direction by local government units and by the private sector youth 

service agencies and therefore as worthy of ongoing support. As of, 

the close of the project, the prospect that this will occur appeared 

problematic for a number of reasons. 
,. 

First, ~Ae program aim of shifting the family crisis intervention 

function to the YSCs was recognized as creating the danger of are-
I . 

duction in workload, with a consequent staff and budget cutback for the 

; 'probation department. Members of its FCI unit were far from unanimous , 
~ ~ 

in their support of this aim. Opposition was couched in tenns of 'the 

fiscal instability, if not 'irresponsibility, 0; many of the cOlmty's 

YS.~s,and their questionable competence in the use of family crisis in

te~tht~on methods. Although these problems may haveb~en real, ft , F 
app~ars likely that an equally cogeIit source of resistance was the ex-

plicit threat of staff and budget loss. 

A second impediment to program continuity is the uncertainty of 

sustained funding;. support of the YSCs. During the program period they 

were supported in large pait by a one-time allocation of funds from 
,i 

the state' sOffice of Criminal Justice Planning.· They received in 

additi~n some support from the county's revenue sharing funds and from 

local public and private sources, as well as rainimal support from pro-
1:/ 

gram funds.. .Beyond the fiscal uncertainty of the future for the YSCs, 

there . remains the more basic issue of their readiness and capacity to 
I) 

provlde family crisis illter,vention in status offense cases at the level 

of professional competence', demanded by the probation department's FCI 

unit. 
o 

!/ 

(", 
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All of these obstacles to program continuity were fully recog

nized by the program leaqership. They were inclined to view the pro~' 

gram as a significant learning experience in which they identified a 

munber of its specific weaknesses. First; while acknowledging the 

need to locate the program in the probation departmp..nt "as the only 

game in town," they faulted the leadership of that agency as essentially 

uncommitted to the aim of transferring responsibility for the treatment 

of status offense custodycases,to . .community based agencies. As they 
,. 

saw it, the remedy would have been to retain the"program in the pro-

,~ ,bation department, but to place its administrative leadership in ~~e 
:; c) .. 

1~1 ' 

~ds of a person whoowas not a member of its established staff. As 

one person put it, the probation department does not produce people 

"who can carry out the crucial implication of a deinstitutionalization 
~' I 

program," namely, the transfer of responsibility for the treatment of 

status offenders to the family, the schools ,and the conmnmi ty • 

A second re~ognized weakness was the failure of the training ,effort 

to conununicate effectively the conceptual core of the program and to win 

tne support of the ¥SCsto the family crisis intervention approach as 
~ . 
\) . 
II 

well' as to induce them to build their system of services around it. 

.Finally, the most critical weakness of the. program was attributed 
'\ 

to the assumption that major system changes cQuld be achieved in the 

two-year time span of the ~edera1ly .ftmded program. One co~ent was 

that "'if the (federa~ government) conunitted themselves to a four-year 

proj ect and learned what it ta1<es to achieve a change to a penllanent 
• (i 

local operation andconunitted/their own e:n.e.rgies to see that this hap- ' 
~ I . 

pened, they would get a lot' more for their money." 

II >, 
'\ 

\' 
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On balance, then, it appears that the unique mission of the' 

Alameda Program to establish a system based on professional competence 

of ~SCpersonnel in the use of family crisis intervention in dealing 

with status offense cases at all levels of complexity can move forward 
/' 

only on several conditions. The first of these is thewilliflgnessof > ~, 

the probation department td' divert serious as well as minor status 
,~--;tL" 

" Q~ 

offenSe'cases to the YSCs; ,second, an enhancement of tlle pr:ofess'ional 
1,[," !t 

level of YSC staff members; third, the provision of tax supported re-

sources to assure the stability o£ locally b,ased youth services; and 

finally, the time required to forge these elements into a coherent 

andongoing system. 

8UrvMARY: THE ALAMEDA PROGRAM IDDEL 

Th~ model representeq"by the' Alameda County program may become 

increasingly relevant as there is continued growth in the number of 

jurisdictions prohibiting the use of detention and institutibI1i1 treat

ment' for status offenders. ' As in Alameda, a concern with alternative 

services to status offenders can be anticipated in the wak~ of this 

in~tial shift in policy. These services can be centered in th~court, 
.:::>, ' 

as was initially the case in Alameda County, or, as is now widely urged, 

they ~~ be. relocated among decentralized youth service agencies in the 

private. sector. 

1\ The crucial feature of the, Alameda program was i:p. fact the effort 

to transfer a r'eiativelY sophisticated and' carefully rationalized fam-

ily crisis intervention method, of treating status offenders t~,:a set 

of youth service centers in various .,localities throughout the couno/. 

With few exceptions, the latter were staffed by workers who w~r~ n~t' "'" 
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persuaded that this was the .treatment of choice, or whose level of pro-
it I'; 

fessional compete~;s:e was not, equal to the requirefuents of the method. 

The Alameda program consequently appears to be exemplary for situations 

in which the juveJ~i1e or farrdly court ha~ accepted the deinstitution-
, : 

alization of statusoff~nders in principl'e, and has the staff facil-

ities tQ,provide a reasonably high level of relevant services as an , ' . 
alternati{~e to court processing. TI,~:~)problem that such courts may con-

front is whether, and how, they may "drop the other shoe," Le., achieve 

a complete.removal of the service from the court, reloc~ting it in com

munity or neighborhoodibased agencies in the interest of stigma avoidance. 

The problems encountered in the Alamed.~ experience raise a number 

of cautions. While court personnel may in the interest of agency sur

vival resist the .. transfer of a function they regard as competent and 

valuable, such objection is readily reinforced when .the connnunity based 

agenc;il,es to which the treatment of status offenders is to be trans

ferred.lackthe professional competence assumed to be required for the 

task~ The objective in undertaking su~h a transfer is commonly the 

desire to bring the youth service function into closer contact with the 
" , " 

re:,;idents ofolocal <:ommunities. However, it is frequently the case 

ttla~youth service agencies have 'a limited local constitu~ncy, and by 

virtue of that fact are poorly and undependably financed .. Because of , . , 

this, they find it difficult to compete successfully for well trained 

personnel. Hence, the drive to accomplish a radical decentralization 

of an e,.stablished court service for status o£,fenders diverted from de-
/, 

tention encounters a dilenuna., This maybe :§uccinctly stated in the 

,fonn: the mo:e closely integrated the ~lonnnunity based agen~y with the 

i _ 
l~ 
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residents of a local area, the less dependable its funding. support, the 

poorer its prospects of attracting professionally competent staff, 'and 

the more justifiable may appear the resistance of court persormel to 
~ ~.P 

the transfer of function,,.' 

In their reflections on the Alameda experience, the leaders of the 
cf\ 

program regarded the contradictions of their model to be'~'sq1uble in 

some combination of three strategies. First, public funds supportive 

of court services that are relocated to community based agencies should 

be transferred to support those agencies. Second, excessive decentral

ization should be' avoided, with the mnnber of neigh'i3~ifib~d/;ba;ed 'youth 
- ".1-

service agencies '7educed by estab1is~ing a sJll.a11er mmiber in a reg'ion-

a1ized structure: Finally, givenanimprovemen,.t in the fiscal,and 

funding stability of regional agencies, a c~~efu11Y designed program 

of training fhe professiOna11y/competept persorme1~~w avai1abJ.e to, 

. 'staffthese agencies should be conduCt1 over a. period of "three Ito. five 

years with 'the full support of the cou~t\l Court cooperation was d~emed 
critical in order to win its confidence ~nthe capacity of pr~vate 
agency staff to deal responsibly with trui\ ''harder'' .cases assumed to 

" {', d" ,,\~ requ1re , 1rect court supervi~ion. :!' U, 
iJ, 

\' 

11 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE CONNECTICUT PROGRAM 

The prepesalfer the statewide Cennecticut pregram was develeped 

by the state's CeWlcil en Human Services (CHS), with the participatien, 

suppert, and spensership ef Cennecticut' s criminal justice planning 

agency, the Criminal Justice Conunissien (GIC). The COtmcil en Human 

Services was a legislatively mandated agency charged with the task ef 

coerdinating a substantial preportien ef the services ef state agencies. 

The pregram grant was awa.rded to. the GIC, which in turn subgranted the 

ftmds fer administratien to.' CHS. Actien had hardly getten \D1der way . . ~ 

to develep centracts with 'yeuth serving agencies to. previde·pr~'i:.am 
services when a newly elected state administratien decided teabelish 

the CHSpresumablyinan ecenomy meve. The JU§t'ice Conunissien then 

transferred the subgrant to. the state's Department ef Children and 

Yeuth Services f{DCYS). 

Altheugh the transferef the subgr;mt to. DCYS substantially delayed 

pregram start-up, the initial program design remained intact. Develeped 

wi th the assistance.·of OJJ funded eva~uatien researchers at the Univer1'· 

sity ef Cennecticut, that design had two. distinctive features. The 
',: 

first was variation'in the use ef treatmentappreaciles to. status effen-

ders in each ef the state's three judicial districts with a view to. 

testing the comparative efficacy ef each. Included were a community 
. . 

based and aceurt'based miniInu!n interventien,pregram, beth derived from 

the "Sacramente601" medel, and a cemmunity based maximurn"interirentien 

" pregram~ Thesecend feature ef the design was that.rigidrestrictiens 

.--: .-
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were placed en eligibility fer pregram services. Only these status 

effenders who. may have reasonably been expected to. be held in detentien 

centers prier to. inceptienef the pregram weuld be eligible. 

The two entities crucial to theiInplementatien ef the pregram were 

the state's juvenile ceurt~and the private secteryeuth serving agen

cies. The former were required to. agree to. refer status effense cases 
" 

~ermally under their jurisdictien to. treatment"pregrams operating eut

side the supervision ef the ceurt in two ef the thfee judicial districts. 

On thl'~r part, the yeuth serving agencies were required to. accept into. . 

their l\;regrams these status. effense cases deemed sui table fer referral' 

. ,;~ui"lder th~eligibilitycriterien, "at risk ef detentien." . Eligibility 
,-:;r'-

fer pregram services'was further restricted by the ceurt's decisien net· 

to. refer ca.seswithmixed status. and ,criminal charges, those with prier 

criminal charges still pending, and these who. were already en prebatien 

fer ,a prior statuseffense. Furthermere, .te insure that enly these 

clients whb were actually "at risk ef detentien" weuld.be referred to. 
(J I, 

'. pregram services,;; that phrase was eperati~nally defined as actual place-

ment in one ef the state's four detentien centers. Hence, those sta.tus 
, , 

effenders who. survived ",;the dras~ic eligibility limitatiens were to ceme 
"- ?"" '~i 

to. the serVice agencies enly after an experience ef having been placed 

in: detentien, hewever briefly. 
, ; '') 

-:. ~ 

~cept fer the initially planned inclusien of all detainable status 

effense case~t, the pregram design\qas e;entually endersedby the ceurt. 
,. ,) ;:.'-" 

~~: 

ilHewever, the design did present preblems to. the private secter secia.1 
Jl 
v; f agencies which were expected teprevide pregram services. The state's 

"mainstream"yeuth serving agencies felUld distinctly tmacceptable the 

F 
Ji 

(2\ If 
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Ii 
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restrictions on eligibility for referral to their programs, most par

ticularly among these the requirement for actua.l detention. Oriented 

principally to a preventive approach, they preferred to work with status 

offense problems at their earlier stages of development; In addition, 

they enterlained some resenrations regarding the restrictions imposed 

by the quasi-experimental design. Confonnitywithprovisions restrict

ing their treatment a:Bproach to that'de~tgned for their judicial dis-
"":~ 

trict 't~l,1ld require departure from t.l:!eir. customary and valued modes of 

treatment intervention. Coupled with this ~as some discomfort with the 

evaluation requirement. While th~ evaluati6n was ostensibly to be di

rected to the question of which treatme~t intervention works best, this 

meant that those agencies required to employ intervention methods that 

might prove less successful would suffer inadvertent damage to their 

reputations. Restricted from providing the type of intervention that 

in .their view was best calculated to produce a favorable outcome, they 

anticipated an "unfair" evaluation. 

Essentially, then, problems of implementation in the Connecticut 

program revolvea'~l'bund the issues of detention as a precui-sor of pro

gram services and the use of a p:r;~defined m9de of treatment interven-
)! "j;, ,t • 

tion.Whether, in what ways.,ahd ~~o'what extent these problems;' had a 
~: > 

consequential imp-act on' the Connecticut program is consi4ered in 
('"! 

great~r detail ill the follOlring sections. 

TrlE CONNECTICUT 0: PROGRAM PLAN 
.. 

This'statewide program was unique ",among those funded by OJJin 

that serious consideration was given to the des~rabilitY of incorporat-

ing a number of elements of experimental design ... The experimental 
I". 'r ~ j 

): 

l~' '. 

i:J 

;J,,' , \ 

'/ 

" () 

" .~ 

" l 
l, 
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"/', 

spirit apparently reflected a genuine desire on the part of those who 

initiated the program to identify the particular fOrTIl of treatment 

intervention that would prove to be most effective in reducing status 

offense behavior and in limitfug thetransfonnation of status into de

linquent offen<lrrs. At .. the urging of the.research oriented site eval-

'/' uator, and as initially prescribed in the program proposal, a .fandomized 

design was to be adopted. This provided for random assignment of youth 

referred for status offenses to two groups. Those in the first group 

were to receive one of the tbree types; of program services. Participa

tion in the program was on a voluntary basis. If the client elected to 

choose the program, all charges were to be dropped. The ~lternative was 

placement in a detention center. The second group was to receive court 

p;qcessing as it existed prior to the program. Although tile design as 
~~ . -"r 1 

~~Ltially prop6sed was supported by the program proponents. and endorsed 
j' '.' 

~y the OJJ evaluation monitor, it encountered objections from the OJJ 

program monitor on grounds that status offenders randomly sorted into 

the nonnal court processing would. be denied program benefits. 

The experimental design was subsequently modified to exclude ran

. domized assignment of program eligible clients. All youth detained 

only for statUs offenses at the state's detention centers were to be 

eligible for program services on a voluntary basis; i.e., they were to 

be given the alternative option of Ronnal court. processing. In the 

latter case, the court at its discretion could then refer the youth to 

program services as a case disposition.' 

Status offenders who opted for program services were to be placed 

in one of the three program types, or'~'models, each located in one of 

" ' 

. i; 
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the state's three judicial districts. This feature was retained from 

the initial experimental design proposed. In 'the first of these pro

gram types, the Court Based Minimtnn Intervention Model, probation work

ers f,yere to be given training to provide crisis counseling to the client 

.. and. his/her family. The intervention was to occur wi thin several hours 
/1 

aft1ar detention with removal of the vouth and the offer of crisis coun-
, '/ / J 

,I/i 

sefLlng. If the offer were accepted, no more than f:i,ye sI9ssions of :r 
ii' 

coUnseling were to be provided. No provision was to be Dlade for follow-

up or for any auxilliary services such as advocacy in relation to school 

or employment problems.' The second program type, the CollllIi.unity Based 

Minimtnn Int€)rvention Model, was identical with the first, w.ith conmrun

ity ba!?ed agen.<:ies'providing the counseling instead ofprob~~ti6n workers. 

Finally, the third, the Conmruni ty Based MaxiIllUIIl Intervention}40del, was 
, ~ ~ 

to provide an extended r~ge of services fufnished by co~\ty based 
. " \ 

social agencies. These included case evaluation and diagnosi$, crisis 
; , :\ 

counseling, placemer.L~ of' the client in a,{connnunity facility i£\indicated, 
I, . , 

and procurement of whatever addit~onal ~:ervices were deemedll.Je~essary, 
", I. 

including advocacy and case follow-up,and an evaluation(tof'W~I~{"servr.ces 
Ii • '" ' • 'i, 11 ti' ,'1 J 

prov~ded. t~;' OC>~!, ,0 

As ultimately adopted, the Cormecticutprogram retained the single 
i\ 

experpnenta,l featUre of systematically varied treatment approaches as 

described, but excluded the use of randomized client as~y;¢gnment to/Irro-
,(. i ~ 

, ~ . 
gram'services and to nonnal court processing. TheJJuiversfty' of Con-

. '. '. ~ 
"' 1\ 

, 0 necticut evaluation team made a final valiant effort to retain the 

.power of randomized client assignment to testpr~gram effectiveness. 
~ 

They suggested as an alternative to the rejected randolllize4 design that 

(i) 

youth charged with status offenses be uniformly assigned to the following'''' 

·r---
I . i 
I , 

"of:: 
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three different conditions on different days of the we'ek: 

court processing; (b) assignment to the program, with status offense 

charges dropped; and (c) return to the custody of parents with charges 

dropped and Il,o further intervention. This fonn of randomization was 

also found .o!.:lIlacceptableby the OJJ program monitor because it would en-

tail a denial of prograll servi~es for some clients. 
!~~ 
'i 

In sununary, theCormecticut program plan called for la) restric-

tion of program services to caSes of "pure" status offense in~l1ich the 

,charged youth was neither on prpbation for a prior status offense nor 
" \ 

had c:riminal charges pending, and was "ptherwise detainable" as evidenced 
\ ... ~ 

by the fact o~ actual detention; (b) re;terral to program services only 
I 

with the signed consent of client and pilrents; and (c) provision solely 
\1 • 

of the specific type of treatment intenr.ention assigned to the judicial 
'i I\, ,

I, 

district in which the client resided"va~iously furnished by probation 

workers or by conmrunity based youth servtrig agencies. 

CQ.\fv1UNITY AND JNSTITIITIONAL CONTEXTUAL ELEMENTS 

Among the sites in which the Office of Juvenile Justice funded pro

grams for thed~institutionalization of status offenders, the State of 

Cormecticut rust ~e accounted one of/.the more precisely targeted juris

dictions. On virtually every dimension open.to measurement or obser

"V,ation, Cormecticut appeare~ to be one of the more forbidding locations 
. II ' 

in which "children and youthHmight engage in status offense behavior. 

Misbehaving youngsters in that state were conf~onted by a refusal in 

,the juvenile code to acknowledge 'a d:i,stinction between criminal and 

non-criminal justice offenses, by the court's reluctance to share with 

non-judicial agencies their power to detennineappropriate and useful 
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treatment procedures in status offense cases, and by the disposition of the 

schools to meet infractious behavior with drastic disciplinary action. 

Community Tolerance 

As the most general indicator of community tolerance for status offense 

behavior, rates of school suspension and expulsions in this jurisdiction 

during the year preceding program inception (1975-1976) were among the highest 

encountered in the eight evaluated programs. With an estimated mean statewide 

rate of 136 suspensions and expulsions per 1, 000 enrolled students in grades 

7 through 12, COlmecticut was topped only by Delaware with its rate of 147. 

Re~trictiveness of Juvenile Statutes 

No statutOry res~riction exists in the Connecticut juvenile code with 

res~ect either to the detention of status offenders or to their incarceration 

in ~orrectional institutions. Unlike the situation in many of the other 

. j ur:tsdictioD..s with funded programs, where there was evidence of a pre-program 
I; '" e,' ~ 

decJrinein status offender detentions, there was no evidence of a similar 
":';r 

pre-:pt:0gram trend in Connecticut. There was, however, some suggestion of a 
\) 

s~ight decline in institutional commitments prior to program start-up, 
. .) 

pos~',ibly related to a growing judicial sensitivity to the deinstitutional-
• • /1 

II 

izat;;i.on movement. 

I 

Avai~abil:i!:tyof Residential Facilities 
,. 

~,' ; 

t'! 

i Connecticut appeared to possess an adequate supply of ~\lternativ~ 
} , '.,'" ~\ 

resi<lential fad.li ties to accomodate youthful offend~rs for )v-hom return to 
II "It " 

It~":l ' il 

theit homes. was excludedl•. Indeed, the state had in being a :~ell "developed 
~ . II .' ..:i . . . 

complement of privat~ sec:tor social agencies for \'Mich the :rallenge of 

meetlng a possibly increased need for res±dentialplacement facilities 

offered little pmblem. Again,> as has been the case in o~~ status offender 

. ' . 

:1 
'i 
':1 
I 

.~ ; 

, .. 
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programs, availability of residential facilities seemed not to be an issue in 

this jurisdiction. 

Juvenile Justice Control of the Program 

Finally, perhaps the most crucial of contextual elements was the degree 

to which justice system control was exercised over the program. Despite the 

fact that at no time was there any question about the court's formal commit-
! 

ment to cooperate with the program, there remained on the court's part a 

submerged but persistent reluctance to concede the need for the program as 

essential in expa~ding the use of community based facilities in status of

fense cases. This posture stemmed from the adherence of the court leadership 

to the traditional parens patriae doctrine and the conviction that community 

based services were either unavailable or non-existent for those status 

offenders who were being detained or occasionally institutionalized by the' 

court. The single change the court regarded as potentially relevant would 

have been the establishment of a "children in need of supervision" (GUNS, PINS, 

etc.) 'statute, as hafl already been enacted in a largen~ber of other j'uris

dictions. As justification for this posture,the court could in fact pqi.."lt to 
., 

some progress in reducinginsti tutional conuni tments during the recent past as 

it increasi.ngly s~ught to utilize communi t"l facilities' where available:and 

suitable. 

Given the tension between a fomal conuni tment to cooperate with th;e 

program and a view of the p:r:ogram as an intrusion on tts management of the 
',. 

status offense problem, the court's control of the program took indirec;t 

and subtle fonns. Since only those status offenders judged "to be ad

missable to detention were e~igible for program services, and only 

court intake personnel were empowered to make that judgment, the court in 

effect functioned as the program gatekeeper. As stated by members of 

ll~9 



'\ 

1 

'j 
! 

" ... I i 
) 

I 
( 

~ 

. 
'./ . , '.~ 

, 

j 

,1 
'1 
i . " ,:j 
I 

I 
I 

,. 

1 
, 

~ I 
" { 

(i 

-9-

the program staff, there were instances, for example, in which the court's 

virtual competitive stance vis a vis the program had resulted in the referral 

of status offense cases to connmmity facilities not included in the program's 

service network. But for the most part it was simply"the central position of 

court personnel at the crucial juncture of client intake that proj ected for 

service providers a continuing sense of 'the court presence in program oper-

ations. 
~ >, 

To summarize, the single contextual feature seemingly supportive c,:£ 

program progress wa~ adequate availability of residential space for ou't-of

home placements. The remaining features of the coIllllU11i ty context must 'be 

regarded as less than supportive in shifting to non-jud1cial and noricoe~cive 

methods of dealing with the status offense problem. The juvenile code of the 

state failed to differentiate non-criminal from '/triminal acts of juveniles in 

tenus of providing separate procedures for the two types of' cases. AS re

flected in school disciplinary actions" the climate, of conmiuni t)1";' opinion with 

re,spect to status offenses was highly intolerant; Added to,;:these was tht;l 

influence of a juvenile court disinclined to extend the pre5urned . benefits "of 
" 

non-judicial treatment to any status offender whose claim to such treatmeri~ 

could be questioned. 

'.\ 

. OPERATIONAL FEATURES AND IMPLFMENTATION PROBW,(fS 
, \' 

J'hree parties were essential in conductirfJ\ all of the ~ftmded status , 
;1 

,),.: . ' . 
off~rder p~ograms. At the structural center .~~\ the pr,ogram()rgaIU;za-

tion itself, Le., the entity that conducted th~:\ operation, flanked by , 
'~ . . ' II· , 

the juvem1e court on t~e one side, and the serv~feproviding agencies 
, ,. It 

on the other. Withminor variations, the Crt;OC of\' the operation was to. 

maintain the ;agreementof the court to reduce the\use, of ,pre-adjudication 
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detention and post-adjudication connnitment to correctional institu-

tions in status offensecases,and whenever appropriate to provide 

the treatment services by contracting from private sector social agen-

cies. There.were thus two sets of relationships that the status offen-

der program organization was required to manage, those with the court and 

those with the yputh service provider commuHity. Each had its own pro-
i .. 

blems affecting ];n~ogramimplementation. In the Connecticut case, the 
";'::' 

is~;ues requiring negotiation and resolution were somewhat less res is ta.'"lt 

to solution with respect to program-court relations than with respect 

to program-service provider relations. 

Court-Program Relations 

The problem encountered in this area arose, basically, from the 

strong resenrations held by the court with respect to both the need 

for and the value of the program. Program staff W'clS acutely aware of 
'I 

the effects of thecolltt postuteon the readiness of probation officers 
\\ 

to extend genuine cooperation in implementing program goals. With 

placement in detention es'taQlished as .the sine qua non for program ser-
f' 

vice eligibility, these court office~s were in a position to facilitate 

of" hinder the program intake process • 
~ " . 

" 

As a leading staff member ob-

served: 

You have fram your top level (of the court) saying, 
"we don't like your;research,we don't like your program, 
we don't think this,is t4~ way you handle status offen
ders." In all honesty; (Joucan't) expect probation of-
ficersto fight that system. \ 

On its p~:trt" the court';'had its own rationale for its position.' It 

had full confidence in the adequacy of its procedures to protect both 
'I 

the youth and the community, and felt that its own judgment regarding 

"I 
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':", 

appropriate case dispositions was soundly grounded in experience. 

This view of its competence in deciding cases was described by a mem

ber of the DCYS staff: 

The court believed that they were' doing a fairly good . 
job, and that all they needed was money to place the kid 
when they made a decisipn to place the kid. So if they 
felt that a particular status. offender belonged in (the 
state's secure facility), they felt ~ey had good rea-
sons for that. , There was a wllole host of other things 
the kid might have done. (The court) might not have 
been able to prove,it. The only thing that was provable 
might have been a status offense.' But they really hon-
estly believed that when they sent a status offender to 
(the secure facility) there were very good reasons for 
it. So they strongly believed in what they were doing. 

'Beyon,~ this, as regards' the need for reducing recourse to the 

court in status offense cases, the court was inclined to view the sub-

stantial expansion of the state's Youth Service Bureau network as the 
. . ~: ~ 

primary means to this ~nd. The court was therefore cool to that as-
\~J 

pect of the'program rationale claiming to provide needed corrununity,based 

treatment resources. In ,this connection,the court regarded itself as 
" 

being on solid ground. The fact was that with substantial LEM flmd

ing over a period of ¥ears the YSB network had expanded since 1970 to 
:.::w ' 

cover a total of 54 local conmnmities in the state, "serving approximately 

0'80 percent Qfthe state's youth. Discussing the relatively small propor

tion'of youth with ~tatus offense charges fOlmd to'be eligible fo~ pr~
gram serVices, anoth~~member of the grantee staff explained that this 

was due in large part to the active YSB program: 
, 

What you had here was (that) simultaneously with the pro
ject being implemented you had the whole YSBs growing. 
. . . I think that during the year of caseload entry into 
the project, during that year reductionsiof referrals to 
the,: juvenile court was something like 2,500. :ArtdJudge" 
. said, allegedly, (this was) bec~use of the im~ 
pact of the YSBs. '". 
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Given the court's 'reluctance to embrace the status offender pro

gram, it was perhaps inevitable that probation officers would ques

tion t1J.e competence of voluntary agencies to deal effectively with the 

chroAic status offenders. As perceived by a member of the program 

staff: 

program workplan designated as eligible for program services all status 

offenders referred to th~ COUrt who we~Je at risk of detention. This 

was the sole eligibility :restriction r;ontemplated. However, the court 
~ 

>I C,> 

insisted on adc1ing ;to the ~,eligibles those cqmingto the court with 
", . ~ .,. 

combined status and £-~iminalcharges, those with criminal charges pend

ing, and those on probation for a prior status offense. Whilei they: 

\.1 were not al1:9gether happy wftli the added r~strictions, program planners. ,(! 

'" ,. ' ;», 

'\~ccepted" ,them as valid,irt.:, the light of the federal guidelme c di'rective 
~c C", 0 '. c ' , 

t\fOCUS P,;,liam attent~on on youth whose offenses ';-ere distinct'iively· 

non\criminal. Th~q.uestion of who was and who was not a status offender 

, 
," 
" 
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remained ?.JIlbiguous in Connecticut as elsewhere among ftmded programs. 

Subsequent to the initiation"of the nationa'l status offender program, 

OJJ did attempt to provide some definitional guidance, wi thparticular 

attention to the mixed cases and cases' under court sup~rvision. As a 

practical matter, however, all of the funded programs made their own. 

decisions on this .. issue, following largely the dictates of their courts. . . ~ 

In effect, there was little the program leaders in Connecticut could do 

to alter the coui't' 5 requirements. Only at one point ,~fn negotiating 

the issue were the program leaders successful, with strong assistance 

from the OJJ program m~nitor, in limiting thedrive lito draw even narrow-

. er boundaries arouria. program eligibility. This occurred when the court 

attempted to add to the excluded categories those status offenders 

against whom there had been criminal charges in' the past, but who were 

currently free of further court supervision," \~ ... 

Despite its lack of enthUsiasi~forthe objectives of the ;~~atus 
":> . ~" 

offend~rprogram, it wouldb~inacC1A:ate to infer from this that the 
i, 
.~ 

·;court opposed the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. On the 
.. ,'" 'c, .~. ' .. ':. Ii 

contrary, it considered itself to be actively engaged in doh:'g just: 

that. Itappeared t~ be the cd'Urtis view"that in the Connecticut situa-

tion, With its ~ell developed network9P cOllllllWl~ty based youth serving 
. . ... ' .:' I \ l! ':};'~:Vf'\ 

agencies engaged in preventive programmi;ng, the status offenders who 
.. .-"'''1 -', I 

_,.". ";i . ;.., .", 'l) ',' . 1_.;: . • 

were referred to the "cC)lirt were principafly ~ose . for whom prior 1nt~r-. 

vention efforts had failed. "Even with theseftlie court felt It made, 
,,' " ~ " \;;-

every reasonable effort to: obtain'o sui table remediation serv,ices. In 
f' ' . 

i' 
the light of its responsit!i~~ty to the community as Qwell as for the wel-

t; .. I; . . 8 .. '. 

f:r:?~ th~Y?:th: the cOrt sawi~elf 0a: o~ili\\detention and institU-

t10nal1zat10n 1n status offense cases only as a last resort. Mqreover, 
, . Ii 1/ ,

,,' 
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in tlle traditional manner the court defined as an essential aspect of 

its responsibility the need/ to "take into account the entire pattern of 

behavior on the part of jlr~eniles coming before it on a current status 

offense charge. In brief, the Connecticut juvenile court regarded it

self as already engaged in what may be tenned a program of "maxl.rr-LLilIl 

fea;'.5ible deins~itutionalization." 
., 

, .,; 

,j 

Program-Servijle Provider Relations 

TWo pro~lems were encountered in efforts to enlist the cooperation 
;' 

of , ,those pr~~vate sector agencies regarded by program planners as well 
,'. ~ 

qualified ~~ furnish effective treatment services. ~ffist,- and more 
j . , 

consequen!ial problem was ttteobjection raised by these agencies to the 

pr?Vision:!that only those 'status offendersplace4 in detention would 
, " ;\ n 

~e eligj,blle for referral to program services. The second problem, 

troublesome in other ways , w~!.S related to the experimental feature of 

:the program,i-e., the requirement that contracted service agencies in 

"each judicial district were to lim~ t their treatrrientproced].lres to 
>~I 

;a prescribed type. 

The state's major youth service agencies regarded the requirement;;" 

,of: detention prior to referral fdr program services as an insuperable 

,obstacle. to their participation. Their relucumce to participate be

came evident early in the planning and'organizing phase of program de-

velopment~ Afterl anini tially well attended planning meeting in which 
. ..1...· .' II' . 

agenc;tes learned ::>f the "in detention" provision, attendance at ,subse-
" I II I, 

quent Plann~g s]e1ssi~ns ~i~~l~y ~cluded represe~tatives from the' court, 

the ~ec~'CUt IUSt1C~ C~SS1on,and the Ilepar~ent of Children and 

Youth serV1ces.!NotahlY absent were representa.tives £:rom the many 
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Youth Bureaus in Connecticut, considered particularly desirable as 

potential service providers. The YSBs were also apparently reluctant 

to face the bureaucratic barriers anticipated in contractual arrange

ments with the state government connected agency scheduled to adminis-

th ' am One observer described the problem encountered in ter e progr . 

engaging the cooperation of service providers in the following state-

ment: 

(The program) was intended as a real research effort. . . . 
(The planners) had made a real effort to conform to thfe

th . . 1 ;ntent The thing that intervened was all 0 e orlgrna .LoU • • f th arious real i ty problems of getting cooperatl0I?- rom. e v 
act~rs, and also getting really tOp-f~l,ght bldde~s ~n the 
contracts. Our dream was that th~ Unlted W~y an e 
Youth Service Bureaus would just JUIIIpd athat~~. d~~!o~est 
various reasons they backed out, an we o. 

~ ld One of the major reasons (for thlS) was 
~~~o~he·l~rge·social agencies in (one of the s~ate's. 
three judicial districts) was opposed.to ~e chlld ~erng 
brought to detention. They wanted the chlld to come 
directly from the police. Those of us who ~lanned ·the 
roject in conjunction with the federal monltor agret:d 

1hat if we let the children be referred from ~e pollce 
to the project the police would flood the proJect, and 
we really wouldn't get the status offender t~t was e~r
marked for detention. We'd be getting all k~nds of .kld). 
So we really agreed, the initial ¥ro~ on thlS ~pr~~ci ' 

Ius the federal monitor, that this lS. the :way ~ t, 0 
be desigi1.ed. So,, when \'fe . presented !h~s (tOyprlvate ~~~ 
tor agencies) as a condltl0n of refi/lvrng the m?ney, 
(they) would be receiving. ref~~rals from de~entl0n, t ~~t 
social agencies in (the dlstrlct) .. . decl<;ied tha . 
was inappropriate~ to have a child brought to detentlon~" 

~'; : 

A key program staffer described the response of the social agencies 

to the detention requirement more expilcitly: 
" 'I. 

I thought -it" would be j'~st grea~~f ,.th~\ private~~ncl~ 
could co~e·. together and J?lan ~JO~t r~\P~OI(~, o~er ,~~ 
one provldlng the exper,tlse ,~, ey '1~ , ' d· d 
:implement the maximum :i,nterventl0n modep . " "They, l. , a 
whole planning process~ (But) the~scI',~am~d hJ..oody IIlUI'"" 
der when the (program planners) sald th~~ kld~ had togo , 
to detention. . . . They screamed blood~r nru:d~r (about 
the need for 24 hour, 7 days a week ava~[labl.ll ty to 
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effect quick removal of status offenders from the deten
tion centers), although I think ... they could have 
worked that out. And, they wel;en't hungry (for the 
funding) • This is a United Way (group of agencies) that 
makes its own way plus. 

';; Dj~sappointed in their efforts to obt~in the service provid,ers ,initially 
;' " i' 

" scfught, the program moved to contract with agencies willing to accept 
:1 

Ii ' 

y~'rth that the court saw fit ~o place in deten,tion. It was with some 

se;nse of loss that the program entered into these contracts. As another 

meJinber of the program planning staff put it with special reference to 
II 

~e implementation of the maximum intervention model: 
!i 
,I 

,I Because we were not able to contract with experienced 
people, with private agencies that had the freedom to 

i? ' move ,we had to contr8,.ctwi th the people Who really 
,', didn't have staff with t;xpertise. I'm not ... saying 

(they did not have) credentials. (Some even had) a cre
ativeidea (such as) using peer counseling. . . . But 
they didn't have the expertise . They couldn't carry out 
the whOle idea (of the maximum intervention program 
model). . .. Remember-, the expertise, Children and Fam
ily Services, the YMCA, tneYWCA, the Neighborhood Centers, 
they WQuldn' t deal with 'us. c 

~ ~ , 

The obj ection of the service agencies to the "in detention" provi-

sion was that it WOuld produce a client pool of status offenders who:were 

either already negatively affected by exposure to court treatment, or for 

whom prevent'ive intervention had come too late to offer reasonable pros-
(, 

pect of success. That this expectation was not off the mark was verified 
..( 

- i! 

.'in a description offered at· t1:~e close of the program of theetype of status 
\f vi 

offender who most frequently d\ame into the program: 

~y thetime"we got the status offenders (the) Youth Service 
Bureaus had given up (on them}.·~T.h:epolice had detennined 
thatWhate~~r was (available) .in the community wasn't serv-
ingthe kiq. " 

0·' H 

In the ~,ig~1t of the difficulties created by the detention require-
. " , II " 

ment, the f~aso~~s, for instituting it need to be examined. Program 

r ,J 
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planners interpreted the deiristitutionalization objective of the " 

national status offender program to mean just that. Status offenders 

incarcerated in correctional i~titutionsand held in det~ntton cen-
, ;, .:.' . c 

ters were to be removed and their re-entry prevented. The task with 

respect to those already incarcerated was clear.,'_ Not clear, particu-

. larly in the case of detention, was the basis on which it selection 

might be made of those status offenders who, in the absence of the 

program, wquld have been held in detention, and who would therefore 1'e . 
eligible for the program. Connecticut chose a forthright, if radical, 

" 

solution of the problem. Since direct referral from the police had' 

been, excluded, it was apparent that operationally and as a practil.::al , ' ' .... >.:' (':;: 

rna tter" referrals wo~ld come principally fr~"ihe'court intake level 
l.;l" t;" 

'-

. of the justice sys,tem. " 

However, another set of factors intervened to, give to detainability 
" " ': 

a possibly unanticipated operational meaning. Court personnel could 
",' . ','- . 

have been requt;>"st"ed, of course, to detenninewhether, absent the pro-
.. gram, they would' in fact ha:ve detained the child. This could have pro-

duced an identificati,on of status offenders as "at risk of detention" in 

order to detetmine' eIigibili ty for program'; services in an operationally. 

satisfactory way. But the p~ograni design pushed the procedure one step 

beyondl1ypothetical detainabili ty by requiring an actual if brief and 

pro fonna detention. M additional reason for this wa~ suggested in the, 

following observation by a p~ogram staffer: 

When you say "at risk of detention" YOLl have a number of·. 
other variables that real1ydetepnine whether (the risk 
exists). . • • The cqurt would not let us have a neutral 
(i.e. ,hypothetical) ':territbry~ , They said if the kid is 
brought to the door and he's delivered to us, we're res- " 
porisible for tJlat kid.. ,We've got to take h:im in (~;f de-
tention is wa1±tmted).,. (7 /'J 
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Uneasy with the requir.~ement of actual detention imposed by the pro

gram design, ~inistrators of the progr~ then limited the period in 

detention so far as possible to 24 hours by having contracted service 

providers alerted around the clock on every day of the week to remove 

eligibl~ status offenders to the program. Wi th the approval of OJJ, 

it was agreed that for census purposes detentions less than 24 hours 

ill,duration would not be counted as such. 
c'; p , . ", rogram personnel were of course acutely aware of the difficulties 

the detention requirement created for program implementation. In addi

ti~n to losing the support oft..he best qualified service providers in 

the jurisdiction, the requirement ~ended to limit program eligibles to 

tl'1emost chronic sta'tu$offense cases and ,to reduce the numbers availa-' 

ble for the comparative tes.t of treatment procedures. Nonetheless', the 

policy of 1m ting ';p~ogram, eligibles to those placed in detent'ion was 

defended as repTesent~gan honest implementation of the purpose of 

the national status offender program. In their view, its purpose was 

to test and demonstrate the feasibility of de institutionalizing 'status 

offenders. Indeed, it was seen by program planners as perhaps the only 

, g~nuine a'~t:enwt to do so in comparison to. the way iIi which funded status 

offender pi~ograms at other sites were conducted. This is indicated in 

statements by several of·those involved in the planning and develop

ment of the Connecticut program: 

I~ was .px:o~ably the only one that w6s;a true deinstitu
t1o~11zat~on rather than ~ di~ersionproject because 
they ~ere 1n ~act focused on k1ds institutionalized 
that 1S, detaIned. ' 

Again, 

~e.greatestanxiety (in org?piz~ng the program) was our 
1ns1stence t~at ~e only way a k1d could qualify for this 
pro~am 'Xas 1f.You brou¥hth.:im to the detention c;enter. 
That 5 the strongest p01nt l.n the program competitively 
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across the country, and it's the weakest point in tenns 
of program acceptability in Cormectit.ut •... (All of 
the agencies) resented that requirement •... All of 
the (status offender) programs except ours were doing 
police diversion and pre-police diversion. Ours was 
the only funded program focused solely on deinstitu
tionalization. . • . How do you justify (th~ use of 
money) for the deinstitutionalization of kids who in 
fact would never go to gn institution? . . . We took 
the tougher course, and we took a hell of a lot of heat 
for it. We incurred the resentment .. I:>f most .of the com
muni ty programs inCormecticut, and COlmecticut has a 
lot of cOIIDnuni ty programs. 

As to the second principal problem in program-service provider re

lations, the allocation of varied treatment approaches among the state's 

three judicial districts was only reluctantly accepted. Objections to 

this experimental feature 6f the Cormecticut program too~ two fonns. 

First, service providers in each of the judi~ial districts would have 
, ,.(~': 

preferred to be assigned the maximum intervention model, as',:O:':;;fuis corres-

ponded to their normal mode of treatment. However, the design required 

two ,;of the three districts ie' implelIlent the Jlli.n..lfnum interve~tion model, 
, '"\'. . 

one using its conmnmity based, the other its court based fo~. As one 

of the' programplarmers stated the problem: 
'., 

Each of the three districts wanted the maximum interv:en
tion model, and everybody felt they had been done a" 
dirty turn when it didn't come down that way. r ) 

An effort was made initially to deal rationally with this~roblem 
" 

by allocating the maxtmum intervention model to the district with the 

fullest complement of service agencies. But ,for reasons that remain . , t? 

unclear; the court reallocated the mqdels before the program got Under 

waY,r. with the maxtmum intervention model a~rsigned to a district with 
, 

less than desirable capacity to carry it out. 

p~ second s9urce of unhappiness with experimental variation of 

treatmentaBproaches was ideological rathert~ pragmatic. 
-b"~)~~~1~il 

I? 
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{f 

the program was seen as an oppbrtunity for social agencies to explore 

and develop creative ideas in reaching and treating status offenders. 

This opportunity was frustrated, in their, view, by the need to restrict 
;, 

treatment intervention in the two mintmum intervention models in order 

to obtain the data needed for the comparative test of intervention 
(l 

approaches. Further, there was some uncertainty that the data to be 

" obtained would lend themselves to a conclusive detennination of the rela

tive effectiveness issue. One of the program participants aired this 
k' 

" view in an emp~ tic way: 

(We don't know) whether the data we will have at . the end 
of this (program) will be adequate in tenns of some of 
the research questions. I don't know whether that's true 
tn other states, :but if it's indeed true, it's really a 
shame. If we hadn't considered the research, we would 
~vedesigned this very differently. We could have 
looked at it as a development of some model programs. 

\ 0 ""j 

But we didn't, .and .we did sacrifice some rather interest
ing ideas because we were, concerned with (getting) as 
clean a data (set) as we could have. 

'\\',' '~\; 
\ 

SYSTEM",.l?E!'~ETRATION 

It In the Cormecticut case it may be inappropriate to raise the ques-
II; 

.. JI tion of the degree to which statlJs J!()ffenders were exposed to official 

f'''pr9ceSSing. The program was de~i~~d delibeifatelyto deal only with 

., detained status offenders, con.stituting theprintip;l part of ~e popula

tion defined as the approprhfte object of adeinstitutionalization effort. 
. , 

In every case, therefore, youth enter~ng the program were first dealt 
. , 

with as police cases ~d w~re then handled in st~dard fashion by court 

intakepe:rsorm~l. In relation to 1?rocedures followed at other program 

sites, the Connecticut program represented maximum system penetration. 
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PROGRAM CONTINUITY PROSPECTS 
, \, \ ' 

As is true for all of the jurisdictions who$e pro~~am~\ w~re evftl-
'1,' ,,' '. \1.]' . \:i 

uated, further progress in. Connecticut in reducing the tiSe ~fi\detention 
. \\. Ii 

and correctional institutions in st~tus offense c'ases is\ difb~cuft to 
e; ". 1,1,1 , 

assess. So far as early intervention in,: these ca?es is lronc::etned, the 
"," I, \ 

Connecticut si tuition remains entirely favorable.: AI tho~.gh t~ei:r: dis .. 
. ~. 

tribution favors the more urbanized sectors of th6 state,\yo(ith service 
, I \~ :; 

agencies of high professional quality exist in well over h~hJ of the 
. ,', . . .,j \\ ~<>\ 

local connnunities. A'large proportion of these cI?nsist of Yputh Ser-
'\ 

i ~ 

vice Bureaus, with joint public-private funding., So far as a~tual dein- . 

stitutionalization is concerned,that is, the, Usejiof commmi~ based al

ternatives to detention and correctional institutions, therehl~s been 

a slo~ but noticeable trend in court practice to ~\educe conuni -rni~nts of 
. ~i ~ 

ill II 

status offenders to the major state institution fqlr delinquent Xouth. 

Moreover, the leadership of the court has 'indicat~d support for::~evision 
th \ 

of the state's juvenile code to differentiate status from delinq~)ent . 
,':I 

. offenders and to provide for separate proceedings. 

.' I' It is likely that the indirect and long run effects of the program 

are more important than the gains in deinstitutionalizationsmade over 

the brief period of its existence. The program served, for example, 

to bring to the attention of both the public and private segmehts of the 
. " 

youth~serving cOlllIl1ll1'lity the need to address ip a focused way certain 
" \\ " ,< 

neglected and unresolved problems in dealing with the status offender 

issue. Commenting on the state's detention practices 1 one of the pro,;. 
(, 

gram leaders, obse~ed: 
?~., .' 

There wasn't a (tini:form) state~t~~~edetentiop system. They 
were ,developi,ng it. . This (projEl.~,t) forced it into being/ 
The relationship of aftercare and" prQtec'tive services h~,d. 
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not be~n ad~ressed. The whole issue of publi\::-private 
(relat~onsh~p~) has.been stirring (without progress). 
•.•• Wha~ were gomg to do is identify in a descrip
t~ve fas~on (the shortcomings of the system) .••. 
(TI:ese) ~ssues have been raised again and again through 
this proJect. 

In' addition to throwing ~t~,: sha.;p Y~lief inadequacies in the 

state's organization of services for troubled youth, the program served 

further t~, define and bring to public awareness the probl~m represented 

by the st~tu~ offender. Students of the delinquency probl~~m and pro

fessional youth service workers may be quite aware of the distinction 

between delinquent and status offenders; the put~lic by and large is not. 

As was probably true in mast of the other ju;isdictions with funded 

status offender programs, the Comlecticut effort introduced the, concept 

and the problem of status off~nse ihto the vocabulary of public discus

sion. As one of the program planners ;~d;cated' hi 
, •• U .L ,t s was regarded as a . 

substantial if unmeasurable accomplishment: 

(The s~attis offe~er program in Connecticut) was a signifi
cant p~ece of soc~al change. And regardless of whether it 
was successful 0: not succe~sful on paper, a lot of';p,eople 
~veb been obse:rvmg the proJect, (such as) legislators. . ... 
Ihe uzz word ~s status offenders, and that's a conc~etere-
SUIt, (although) you can't measure it . 

SUM4ARY: THE CONNECTICUT PROGRAM IDDEL 

,"." 

~tatus offenderprograms, funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice, 

appear to have varied .along two dimensions . The first is the degree 

to which clients considered td be at risk of detention are selected for 

program services at the shallow rather than the deep end of system pen

etration, representing diver.c;ionrather than deinstitutionalization. 

TIle second dimension iSfhe extent to which the. juvenile court is pre

pared to forego its prerogative of pre-adjudication detention and 
P b ' . . 
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post-adjud;~cation use of correctional institutions in favor of providing 
'-> 

alternative community based treatmen~. The sacrifice of control over 

status offense cases may occur either by statutory compulsion, or by 

administrative regulation. Connecticut opted for 'the deeper end, in the 
:'1 

course of which judicial control was essential.ly retained. 

As a model the Connecticut program appears to" be well adapted , , ',' 

f' 
to jurisdictions}, having the following three features. First, they 

operate' under statutes that fail to decr~inalize status offense cases, 
, d 

i~'e~" do not differentiate_ them in their processing from juvenile:, cr~:-

inal offense cases and do not divest the court of j1Jrtisdiction in, such 
'? \1, I;"~ " ' "" if ";,l" 

cases or both. Second~e model rests on a program decision to ~6C\ls' 
, .. ' ,- , , . i!~l ,"::. \, 

, /, 

" effort sOltny on the deep;' system penetration end of the deinst~ tution-

alization:-diversion cont:Lnuum, accepting as clients pnly the most chron-
!/ (: 1/ , " ) 

ic status offenderswh6;fare free of involvement in /~ipninal acts. ,These 
" Ii ' ,/ ",e " 

features are mutually ~~portive: a program ernp~:~'is on deptstitution-, , f . ' 
ali'zation rather than ,divers ibn is most clearly 7:hdicated in jurisdic-

tions whose relatively high r:tes of detentiou,fkd institutional commit-
~~J ", IJ 

me~ts for status offenders are penni tted by st,oi'tuteand encouraged by 

. toui"tsOpposed 1:0 dive~tment Of. their cr>nt:l~er ~ cas~s.. ~ . 

model may work reasonably well 1£ there als~J eX,~sts m the Jur1sd1c-, , f ' ,,' 
tion it's third' llnportatit feature. This i~ a well developed network of,' .' 

Y' outh serving agencies of 'goOd, prof~ssion(ii quafity conunitted to a ", , ' ,r' 
policy of early intervention in casesilo~l status offense. Under this 

.! . I 

~'" condition, substantial diversion from p61fceand court processing of ' 
If ) 

status offenders tan oCCuT;,furnishing a bommunity based, non-judici~1, 

response at the ~hallow end of thedeinstitutionalization-diversion 
";> • 

~--~-------~~------~~~~~~--.------------------~-------
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continUtUIl. To some extent this had occurred in'~onnecticut, butwith:

'out its integration into a statewide status offenderdeinstitutionali

z~tion system. 
I.::t': 

: The model does ;~however , . present one potentially serious problem. 

The population of status offenders eligibl~ fo; program services is 
" 11 

d(;1iftted a~~ tho;~::as~~sk of detention. Whether the risk realistically 
'.J' , 

'( exists is .i:i decis~ap tqat only the court can make. In the Connecticut 

: program, ;the '~C)11r~!"&m~trued "risk of detention" to m~an the need to ., 
\"'" \\ ' 

use an ini,tial prief pertodcof detention in meeting its legal responsi-
," ;; 

bilities. States whose juvenile statijtes are s~ilar to those in Con-

necticut, and whose cour~s are protective of the reach of their juris

dictio~" present a, high probability that status offen~.ers deemed el,igi

ble for program services·will first·have been exposed to a detention 

experience. If it is valid to aSStuIle that an experience of detention 
e~' • 

reduces the prospect of the youth's rehabilitation; then the model re-

presentef by the Connecticut pt:ogr~remains problematic. 

On the other hand, the ~se of actual detention may not be intrinsic 
to the: model. ~t remains a virtue of the Connecticut program that it 

did irideed focus on those most VUlnerable to institutional treatment, 

and therefore on literal deins'titutionalization. ,~The use of detention , 

there was in all likelihood a function not of the initial pr~gram de-
" 

sign, but of the court's freedom to define its legal responsibility in 

the way it chose. Courts in other jurisdictions, with statutory con-

straints similar to those in Connecticut, used their discretion to avoid 
" 

detaining "those whom they would have detained· in the absence of the 'pro-

gram. Thus, Conpecticut' s insistence on detention as a criterion of , 
;j , 
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program eligibility may be seen as idiosyncratic, rather than as 

intrinsic to the model. 
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CHAPTER VII 
i: 

THE DELAWARE PROGRAM o 

INTRODUCTION 
o I: 

The key propo;sition driving the national status o~fender deinstitu-
I I 

tionalization pr9~am was that' the use of secure confinement in dealing 
" ' 

with status off~hders is unwarranted at the least and at the"n;Lost likely 

to prove hannfiU.Au program proposals that were approv~ forf-unding 

accepte.d this proposition as valid, aIJd vouchsafed their exfort to pro-
. ~ -,- , 

vide comrmmityhased services as analternative to detent;ion andinstitu-
, ~ . ; 

tionalization~ They were required to and did produce documented evidence 

of agreement on the part of their juvenile justice and localyouth'ser-
i • . • 

vice agencies to cdoperatein:!,this effort. 
I, 

However, as is often the case when assent is given to an abstractly 

stat~4 prin~iple, its implications for prior ideological conmitmentsktd 
" 

for established prac~ices were only dimly aPI>reciated. The matter of 
'I 

definihg who' among juvenile rule viol~tors was' truly a status offender ;r . \\ ,,' (, J, , 

was1Me least of the issues raised in, this connection. . A more crucial 
-;\,., - •• " •• , <j f ' ' 

cj .. ,~'. .' 

issue that came into content:i.on 'was whether those 4~Jined as status 
!I . ..;;:s" . 'e . 

offenders, we:r:e eligible to be free of the control apparatus of juvenile 

justice. As a practical matt~r, .the issue turned on the question of the 

extent to which freedom £~om justice co(~trolwould be granted,since 
<', " "-...(. ';.1 

~I~"~ . ~ 

. statti§(lbffense cases are normally infyl.allY identified and r1.~onded to 

by,~,:the police and the courts. Beyondi'ithe first point'of contact, there c 

.we~~among the jUrisdictions invol~~;' in the nati0Ila:~ effort a number of 

routes status offenders travelled Jefore arriving it the door of ~e 
status offender. program. 

r 

,; 
\ 

.,.:;.., 
.. ,< , 

il 
il 1-' --;------.-.'--~ 
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ji 
i 

They could be refer::ecI directly, to t:b,e program by:. the police without 

creating a c'ourf record in the case. They could' be referred by the 
1 ' 

police tOE:ourt intake {generally preferred by the police}, with court 
.1 . ".' I, :1 

intakepersbnneL~ctioning simply:! as ,a conduit and sending the youth 

directly on to the program. ;In a decisive escalation of ' justice control, 

status offenders could be held byFCOurt intake personnel, ld.th or without 

detention, for an infonnal, l1on-'adjwiicatlve court hearing to detennine 

the sui tabili ty of th; case :f.otFrefe~r~1 to the progralI}. And, as a 

final step' in the retention of justice ',control, with all processing of 

status offense cases origin~?ing in the court, intake personnel could 

itself undertake to prov'fde initial services, usually in the fonn of 

crisis intervention; over a period of time they then scree~ed clients 

for possible referr~l to youth service agencies contracted by the status 
{) 

/". 1/ 

offender program. II 

· How does I lone account for the variation evtdent among the eight 
,;~~. ~ /f 

sites in the scope of cont;r~l exercised 'by justice agencies ,in relation 

to the status offender progriun'?"An easy answer is that justice control 

over the 'p1pcessing of statuS offense cCl;?es varied randomly" as a function 

of reluctance to surrender control in these cases ~n the basis of the 

legal and social doctrine that happened to be entertained by judicial 

and enfc:,>rcement· agenci~s. Some were prepared to ac~ept a narrowing of 

their control in these cases, and some were not. 

· .fU1other 'explanation of these dif;ferences amq,;ng p~Ggi-am sites is sug-
. . - / 

.;.' 

. g~sted by an observable pattern of assoc\ia~~on, ,''Vith rninorexceptions, be-· '. ~ 

tween the retention of justiceagen¢r control,~ status offense c~es 

and a reluctance to accept the notion that these offenses should be 
?j ,:/ II 1 

, _, '. ,/ 

decr,lminalized. The national status offender progr~ did not directly 

,c. 
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<, 

push fer decriminalizing status effenses. Pregress in this respect was 
)1 

in any case already in prespect. L~~!siature~ in a number ef states were 

beginning to. censider prepesals to. r~eyethe status effenses from the 

jurisdictien ef the juvenile ceurt, and by 1918" ene .state (Washingten) 

teek this$tep. Prier to. the natienal status offender Program ~y other 

states had taken the first step in this dir~ctien by limiting the dis'; 
,;',lJ,'" 

'';:-, 

cretien ef theirceurts either to. detain er to. institutienalize status 

effenders, er in some instances, beth. 

" Juvenile justice agencies have tended en the whele to. view the move to. ' 

deinstitutionalize status effendersasthe feet-in-the-deer ef their decrim

inalizatien. They ~veaccepted er resisted the meve net en greundsof the 

validityef deinstitutienalizatien itself. In mest jurisdictiens, the 
. ~, 

pel ice and the ceurts ~~e follewed,a leng established practice whenever 

pessible ef'releasing to. their parents net enly first time stat};JS effenders 
o , ,:'{' , 

but miner delinquent effenders as well-From their peint efview, there 

appears to. be a distinctie~ between deinsti tut.ienalizatien as a practice 

and as a dectritie. As a practice, no. challenge is pesed to. the full reten

tien ef discretibn in the hands ef justice agencies. As a dectrine,. hew-
~ ,\ 

ever, discretion i'~ implicitly denied. If the Use ef the criminal sanctien 
, ~\ 

of inveluntary cerifinement is prehibited, er even activelydiscC)uraged as 
,·il . r~' . ~ 

\ -~ ~ . 

the natienalstatus,?ffender pro.gram attempted to. 'aq/~'it "fellpws from the 
\' tJ "", 

legal principle, "witheut punishni'ept there)!is 'no. law," that the status" 
• ,,> " ," ~ ,\, '.. , 

effenS(~S ~l'e no. lengel\ the preperbw;iness}Jef JUVenile jUstice agencies. ' 
:'1/" ,',;: " .', ,c . 

J?':tke, :,whether ju:~tice agencypersenn~,~ in thf{' p:ogram sitesteIl<ied to. 

aC,yeIJt or r~sist'the d\pctrine ef deinstituti~nalizatien depen,.ded largely en 
~ . l , 

their cenvictiens and. sentiments respeet~,the decriminalizatienef s!atus 
\' rf" " " •. 

' " 

I 

'\ 

. ; a 

/' , " 

Q 
" II, 
"---:~~~~,~ ........ :--.-;-'" 
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effens~sio These varied substantially ameng the jurisdictiens in which the 

eight programs were placed. There were twereasenably clear cases ef 
,1 

the Pima Ceunty ceurt (but net the pelice <; ~uppert fer decrimillalization: 
", ,- )~ 

agencies) befer~ ~~ during the eper(,ltien ef the pregram, and the Spekane 
/, :,. 

Ceunty ceurt (andfue~pekane city pel ice) ,iduring and sllbsequent to. pr~gram 
eperatien. In the othe.r six pregranl/,urisdictiens ,the views respecting 

decriminalizatien.were ambivalent,andtreubled, as indicated by the varieus 

levels ef restrictien'put upenthe eligibility ef status offend~~s fer 
: '. " . 

\1 

pregram s~rvices. Both the Cennecticut and the Illineis cases are somewhat 

unique in that their prpgrams weredel.iberately desiglled to. reduce the 
'" 

challenge to. judicial d~scretien. 

The jurisdictiens offering the mest proneuncoo resistance to. the 

decrimJnalizatien implicatiens ef deinstitutienalizatien were Seuth Careliria 

and ~~~,twe states 'thIit had been making liberal use of secure Cenfine-' 
i) 'if f: " . .,,:2' 

ment in status offense cases. 

Taken as representative ef jurisdictiens ef this t~e, the Delaware 
\', 

case may be particularly instructive in tmderstanding the seurces ef ,resis

tance to. the decriminalizatie~'ef status effenders implied in their de in-

. stituti,enalizatien. A small berder state censisting ef enly three counties, 

Delaware shares a southern regional culture reeted in a' 'bral and small 
, Ii 0 " 

tewn eCQnomy in spite elf the presence in its nerthennestceunty ef the 

thriVing ind~trial metrepelis ef Wi~ngten. 'It may well be that tradi

tiens eflegal, and seci~l cqptrel generated in settings ef t1P.s type are 
:,1 'r ,! 

essentially.centinue~"ri thene anether. G~yen a less fully elaberated 
.,;; -6 . ,·.t\'~l 

'functienal specializatien an4 divr:~ion'of laberameng infennaland feml l* " ' .'~. 

contrel agencies than is fOund inconmrunfties ef advanced urban develep~jent, 
}I 
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there is a tendency to view any o£fense that is formally sanctioned as grist 

~oi, th~" 1~ga1 mill. The nrutua1 sub?titutabi1ityo:f,',}he \,tWQCO~fTOl sy!?t~ 
throws into question the alleged differential effects of treatment" in one .. 

or the other of these sysiemson th~ careers of YOlmgoff~nd~ts • Thus, iIi 
( \. ' - -

status offense cases the iDvocation"bf the. crimina~ sanGtion through the 
,~- {., ..... ,J , :: , " 

useoof "secure con:(~nement seenis to be viewed by: justice persOIme1 in such 
., . G 

~\ 

jurisdictions as no IIlore than a warranted esca1~tion of," thesaIlctions . .( " 

availab1e, .. _to th~ informal control system, rathelt\-th~ "~ .. a si1ift to a 
- ~ v' " D n ~ .;;;;. '. c-_!i'~ .. /.' 

, sanction ~ep~rtoil~e . of . a different order wi thconSequences for the youthful 

offeI).aer . that aredi£ferent in kind.!'; 

THE DELAWARE PRCGW1' PLAN . ',::, 

, g , An OJJ pt:0gram grant 9f sl'ight1~under $1 million to De1awa~~, supp1e-

':\~"~-~A~nteJj by state funds ~ . "{as initially administered by the,s~ate' S, Division 
--' . J)., ~ ", ,,,", ~ 

of Services to Children ;~d Youth, a unit 'of ~e dJepartment of Health 
. '. 1.. . . " 0 

~~ Social Service~ ,~derthe gu~dance of an Advis~ry' COWl~t{;apB()intedby . 
the Governor}, Reorganiz~tion of ~e sta,te i~ h~a~!th and ~~cla1 se,rvice 

c..' ~,,~l... . c. :" , \, (' ,'1) 

:functions~t!theAend o:f the first yeaf o,f program acthritye1inri.rulted tl!is 
Zl .:. ,\ l:\. ""'. . 

Di,yision, and p;~gram administra'tion was' shifted to the GO'lferrior's . Gommis-
.~ f 

sion on Criminal Justice. 
l! .;'_ 

. ) ."i"I~ mo~t respect$, the Dela~are' pro~am waS a str~ig~tf0l"W'ard effort to 
'-' c ,;:; 

proviq.e .a
o 
s~t(j(~fC~it)({ b~ed serVices as,::r ~lt~:pu1tive\ to ~e deteriti?n '0,]0 

ru.;,d institutionalization of status offend~rs. f!O'Gc\Ter, "in Vie~ oftlte pre~ 
; 1/' ::b "" ;~!~::, \~;:;, I,' c.", . . ~ 

vailing practice qf juveniltf j'ustice" agencies top:i'\bcess sta~o offender~"as 
'. ,I. J/ r\ !::: , ~. . ~ t;" 1,< 

ordinaryode1iIlqU:e:h~s; progr~ leade:rs'made' the deci~ionto leave unfq'lched 
":' '\ . lif:> '~., II ., 

the distr~tion o:f·· the cobrt in se1ecting7st~tUs .o:ffenSec~c:ie.s" for program 
<:\ > i~ .,', . ~ Cl.? .:"1\ 

services. Consd~uei~t1Y, thecentra,,~ "featureo~ the Delawa~e pr,?~am, desigh .;~ 
'~')Ii . 1\ ." :e, ' , c . (" . 

\) 

Q II: 1\\1 0 Q" 
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was the estab1islunent of a special 'court intake unit to deal only with status 
. q 

J' offense cases. Although .. the personnel of this uni t l wa:, s1..lP,Ported by program 

,: fundS, they were eIIq)loyees of the court. Status of:fenci~r int.ake units were 

established h"l the F~ly Court branchesofe~ch of' the state' 5 three counties. 

With frequent personnel turnover during the early months of th~ program, they 
~ 

w~re ultimately staffe¢! by four 'counselors (two in urban Newcastle County and 

one each in Kent and Sussex Counties:), and one c1e~k and a supervisor for the 

three tmi ts. Their' functi~n was to identify in the" court docket cases entered 

. on. status offense charges,. obtain a"dismissal of the charges, mqke ci' detennin.,. 

ati9,I1 of the nature },f ~presentu.g proDlem, provide crisis couns~ling and 

re!~p1 the YOu~" horne ifpossihle, arranging 'in the meantirnefor referr~l to 
",'" ~,..' . 

neede~ services including placement outside the home if indicated. 
~, " r t) • 

A secohd and.:!unique -component of' the program was a lega1° ad110cacy ,se'1lv'Ice, 
t :- , , 

D "Font.ra~ted to 1;he '{CommlDli.,ty' Legal Aid Society (cLAsI}. In addition to pro-
>? 

'vidin? 1egal~[c:ounse1atcourt hearfugs in status of:fense cases that went to 

(J adjudication, this 'agency had as i,ts main t~k a contin~g review' of cases 

insti tutioml1ized at the state '5 two trairiin~ schools., TIl(~j:,r ~ffort 'there 

was to identify those COmmitt~~ for status offenses ~ 'cl'eVie~\he:i:~ case his-. . 

tqories: and initiate due process proce~dings toretum the iI).diV'idua1s' ci to 

i) their homes ~r to placement facili ti~~ ~ ,'Because work wi ththese cases often 
~ ,~ . 

' .. e. ntai,led a n.eed for ~OlDlS. elirig' and nsycho1o" g; 'cal. ~ 1."' 
.t' .J. servJ:ce~, tIle staff, of the ! . . ~~ , 

,,~gency',included, inadditiojl:'to its legal s'taff, a social worker, and ha: ',/ 

access to the services' of a PSYChoth;rapi~t gn a contract;:basis,. ~:n Newcastle 

C01111ty', this wo::k was supported on "program fundS; in the two io~er cOlDlties' 

o~ KeIlt, and ~us~e~ ftmdin~" SMppoft was ",provided' by . the Governor" s COmmission 
\J 

on" Criminal Justice. 
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A third element of program structure was a status offender Unit 

located in the state's Division of Social Services. Its function was to 

develop placement facilities for statllsoffenders who could not be re

turned to their homes, to assign youths to appropriate placements, and to ' 

maintain general supenris;i,.on of these cases. The Uni twas staffed, by six 

social workers, two in Newcastle County, one each in the two lower coun

ties, and an additional wo~ker to serve both. Their support came from pro-' 

gram funds. 

, Diagnostic and case evaluation $'enrices were contracted to three coun-
/1 

seling centers, one in each C01.mty. 'Ihesec~nters provided individual 

psychological counseling and, if needed, medical diagnosis for cases re

ferred to them by the status offender court intake Unit and the Division of 
(: 

Social S~rvices. Each of these centers also furnished family counseling if 1/ 

when considertdappropriate. 
",-,t}' 

Finally, residential services were pr()vided in the form of, shelter 

care and lo~-tei:m group foster care. An eight""bed shelter facility.was 
• . I • 

" -
operated in Wilmingtop, supplemented by fos.ter !tames. In the lower two 

jf counties shelter care wasP provided exclusively by foster homes. In the 
. ,-, \~ '; 

course of the program, an effort to establish an eight-bed ~hefter£acility 
for the southern comties was, successfully opposed by the. comnnmi ty se-

, ,;,. ',\ .' 

lected for its location. 
7) ,~ Ii 

€entered on the' special ,court intake Unit, the progl'aIDdesign thus:,,, 
, I> 

intluded the staridard complement ~fcouns~~ing and diagnostic services, 
. .' " ., . 'I " 

i/ 

and re,~idential' placement s~rvices. " The si~gle unusual feature "of ,the ~; 

Delaware program 'was 'its inclusion 0:£ ~ 'agericy to provide leg~;tadvocacy. 

services. To be considered now, is "the proeedures through whl.ch these ser·· 
c' ' It ! 

. .' ed....1.;. [; lJ lj '. I, Vl.ces wer~; ;mteg::r.at m ,.11e course of case processIng. II' ' 

"('J \':! ,,,' " 
.1, "~ ,0 ," .}" 

II 
D 

u ,') 

o , 

a, 
" 

174 

) (1 

o 

o 

',~.-_"""""""' ___ -"'_~_ .•. c,_."." 

-8-

Case Processir.t,g Procedures 

To 1.mderstand thEl ,procedures employed in providing connmmi ty-based services 

for stat\l~J}offe\nders in the Delaware program, it is necessary to 'recognize 

that 1.m~~;.1 the ,existing -juvenile code status offenders were treated as ordi-
';\'1 

nary del~;~uents: As is everywhere nonnally the case, most status offense 
\ 

cases wer~: initiated by police pickup. Under Delaware law, police are per..,. 
; ) " I 

mitted to detai.l~ Juve1lile offenders for no more tl1an two hours. Those not 

released to, their parents W:6re referred to the Family Court if" the youth 

was in polite c;ustody on a court day. If the police pickup oc~urre~ at night, 

on weekends, Of on a;holiday, the case went to the local magistrate"s court. 

In the latter I,:ase, the youth was most frequently remanded to one of the 

s~ate"s two locked detention centers rather than ~o one of the shelter facb 

li~~es ~staDlished by the program. The alleged status offender was, then 

requiredt.o be produced before the court o~! its n:~t business" day, although 

The. gr~)Unds for th~ resistance 

of ~ag:j:st:rates to "the use of shelter facilities will be dealt with below'. 

All cases appearing onth~ court ca!,~nru1~ were; ~outineiYy:Xamined by 

the special statuscf£ender" cc04:rt" intake tmi,t"ins1:ituted with ,"', '", fun' ds 

this provision was not'unifonnly ~bserved. 

, It'' < " .::,' ,program . 

The 1'f'7.! had been given courtcauthorityi:6~e a).1 status offense cases 
, a, ' ' ~ 

foundS-till in detention. ,Except in Ca$es of r,eI?eated nm~a:r'1 chrQhiq,'; 

inCOl' .; "0' I' t ' ,', Ii ' ' ' -
" " ,: r,Ig:r ,1 I' r, ,:tne~t~ d.t$:~u:rbap.ce, pr Q(:.casi~naily of referral oy- parents, 

the lIl),!;t te:rmi!latedc the ~j ulliCatiOl1 process ~dc ini tia~edc 'services. Accordc, 

ingQ t'/~'9,: ne eS,t,o iniate,' ,';. ' 
), 1), ""approx:una.tely 9p percent of cases detetmiri~d ,by the 

unifto illvo1:ve pr:Unarii~ statusCof£enses >';'re retllAled t~ the~r hbmes • ., 
:.,1 ,,0 ' .' , ' 

The l)lilancewere :,held for ~,.' court h~~,ring if the status offende~ ~i t 
-~l- 'i\ " _'£ 
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detenniIled that there was a need for out-of-home placeI!l;e~t or'institution

alization. A court ol,~der was then required to transfer cuStody to the special 

status offender unit e~tablished by the program in the Department of Social 
II 1,\. 

Services for that purp2\\se. There were ,~.lso instances in which the status 
;:;: \\ ".~)::'"~-:' . • jJ 

offender: intake tmit re(:ommended a court'!hearing for the pUlPose of placl.ng \( 

the youth on probation. \\ These were cases in which the use of court auth61'-
,\ II 

1\ 
i ty was deemed necessarY\\ for the control of the youth's behavior. 

\\ j! ," ., 

For most cases, how~\ver, ~e"'statusoffender intake~;Uni t initiated 
1\ " ' 

, !, '\'. ". 

services by arranging f01\\ crisi~' cOlIDSeling, ahd developing an assessment of 
il /! 

the tUlderlying individuall'II!\on3milY problem. When warranted, us,e was made 
, ' ~ 

of contracted facili tieA(~ provide a diagnostic workup to help determine 
c" \, I'; 

whether and what kinds of \further services might be required in the case. 
h ' 

The intal<etm:i:t ':s service i~Tocedures took 'LiP to 30 .days to complete, during 
\ \: 

which cOlIDSeli~gmightbe ~\p.tennittentlY· provided or' contact l'lith the youth 
II 
!I 

ma,intained by telephone. Wlnether and, to what extent the acti vi ty of the 
, . . Iii 

intake tmit constituted onN' case assessment without substantial ameli:ora"': 
1\ 

ti ve services remains uncer~~ain. _ II 

c- \\ 

In those cases that wei\lt to Fourt hearing, the COIlJl1lUIlity· Legal Aid 

Socie~was I\Oti'j'ted and W1\ accepted by the .:ourt as the provider of 

l,egal cOlIDSel for the youth. \1 Their effort in these cases was to prevent, 

if possible, commitments to \~estate's traini;ng schools. In general, their 

~ffO~ ~' as one :~aff rn1\er put it,. to "free the child fram a restraining 

m.stl. tutl.on or facl.ll. ty • " fIcrever, thel. r advocacy work extended beyond 

theprbviSion of;) legal counsJ~, and in the cases they represented, inc~uded 
as weli the p:r:nvis~onQf PI<l11...ent servi~es through the Division of Sbcial 

services', placement :in out"O~~ state fa¥li ties, cmmsel:ing, and occasionally 

" ',\ 

, '\ 

\ 
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\~. 

176 

", 
.'. '\lo ' 

_ .... ___ ,_..JI-- ....... ~.~_.~.M _.-_. 
1; 

-10-

individual psychothetapy. As noted, the legal aid agencyalSQ represented 

status offenders already corrnni tted to the training schools for the pUrp0$e 

of returning them to the community. 

The unique feature of case pr~~eSSing in the Delaware program was the 

full involvement of the Family Court. This differed from procedures followed 

in many of the other programs where some provision was made to refer status 

offense cas esC directly from police and other non-justice referral sources to 

the program., 

COmJNITY .AND INSTITIITIONAL CONTEXTUAL ELEMENTS 

Restrictiveness of Juvenile Statutes and Justice Controlo-fPr6~ 

Of the contextual elements considered in these program descriptions, justice 

system control of the program has already been characterized as perva!5·ive. This 

was t;r~e in the specific sense that control in the processing of statllS offense 

cases was finnly located in the Family Court, where case selection for referral 

to adjudt'cation too~ place. As to statutory restrictions, the Delaware juvenile 

code did not prohibit use of secure confinement of status offenders. Other 

elements will be dealt with more fully. 

Established procedures in dealing' with status offense cases made virtually 

l c.;'=,. no distinction between these and ~ases of criminal offense. Ynese procedures 

were reflected in the eligibility criteria for program services. Cases; of mixed 

st~tus and delinquent offensesweTe ineligible as were those status offenders 

who had delinquent charges pending and those on probation in the custo~Y' of the 

Bureau of Corrections. Cases of rtmaway and incol'rigibili ty were also;~ligible, 

but only if the schoof or paren.t brought the charge. On the other hani~ a record 
I)' , 

o£ priQr delinquent offenses was not considered a, bar to program serviibes, 
. .~ 'I II . .,' iL 
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During the program period,-'the magistrates' courts continted to treat 
Ii 

status offensesll~£'s indistinguishable from other ,kinds of deliT.!.quent offens,es, 
/!.If:,, '\ 

and to rnake(lf~ll uJ~ of detention facilities. Indeed, it was' the judgment 
,", H" " 

of the program director that the' program' had don~ little "to reduce the 

numbers placed in detention, claiming only that there had been su1:>stantial 

reduction in incarceration time. It should be said, however, that in the 

face of unabated resistance, program persolUlel made some effort to persuade 

the magistrates to use shelter homes in lieu of detention facilities. 

Availability of Residential 'Facilities 

As was true for most o;f the other sites,the Delaware program found that 

while there was a need for placement facilities for a small number of status 

offenders, it was possible 'in almost all cases to return the ,youth home. The 

court intake unit first attempted a home return. Failing this, an effort was 

made to locate a receptive relative's home. This faili.ng also, custody of the 
. , , 

case was transferred to the DSS for long term placement in a group or fo~ter 

home. In addition, the need for short tern shelter space as an alternative 

to secure detention wa.c; substantially ,reduced by the pref~rence of. ~gis-
'--:::> 

trat~; to use the state's two detention facilities. 

As might be expected, most of the group residential beds~ere located 

in metropolitan Newcastle County. The two southe~' c'ount~,es suffered a !l ", 
chronic shortage of shelter space . Shelter space ~~din this area of 

the state was consequently of the foster home type. Even here, difficulty 
.' ;:, 11 

in recruiting foster homes fuade it necessa~ to pl~~e southern qounty 

cases in faciliti.es in Newcastle 'County, req:u~ring,DSS workers l~ocated 
t~ ~!t> 

in",the south to spend excessive travel t,ime to supervise and monitor 

It. 
, '''{ 

. ..", 

"', 

/1 
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II 

f 
1/ 

placeml~nts. Again, as noted in other program sites, program persoIUlel 
.f 

compl~Lined of difficulty in placing teenage status offenders in foster 
,,", '1,," 

horne~/ for short tenn shelter ,care. Foster parents generally expressed a 
/1 

pref!brence tor young children. 
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)i 

':d 

th C 1· Co;rmectt.cu· t, and ,the CookCot,mty 5i te in. measure, joining Sou aro l.na, 

(/ the Illinois prbgram as the four sites with substantially IJigher rates. 

.. . ' - . .. 1 the sites which were rtis interesting to' note that these were precl.se y '. " 
. . . 

mbst reluctant to reduce the role of the juvenile j~istice s,ystem in 

dealing with status offenders. Further evidence of s,chdbl ·;attitudes. is 

. ". . :h th 0, . gram practice of offered by the unhappiness of school persormel Wl. t e ~[!J . 

prompt removal of status offenders fTom \~etentiorl. \linen it be.pme knoWIi that 

the special hltakeunits of the Famil:- Court~ were discouraging (detention; 

schools abandoned their earlier practice of referring t.ruants to the courts 

in order to jffipbse on them thepunisbment of detention. Instead, ;:Jl.ey took 

to charging students with the misdemeanQr of disorderly conduct and with; 
.. . . p 

. other varieties of criminal conduct in order to make them eligible f~:r :/ 

. " detention. As matters turned ~ut, this device failed to serve school 

Complainants in crfuinalcharges were required to appear at purposes. . ',," 

court hearings, and teacp.ers did not want to take the time required. 

'Intolerance of status offenders was exhibited as w~ll'by leaders 

of the s~te's majo'f' public welfare agency. The programw~F initially 

I;' • d and sup' ervised by the Department of Health and Soel.al Services. manage . " ~"I 

Leaders of this agency were largely antagonistic to the p~;o~am, most 

immediately beca~~ of ~~ d;ifficul ties encountered in est:ablishing the 

additional shelter homes' i)l~edby the program. But beh:i,hdthe irr~ta-
• "'.0 o. . . )! 

tion wi ththisunwanted§H£9~~l~'i!ay . their;.view of "the appr?priate wa~t to 

deer! with status offend~~s:;~As one informantll~ut\ it, the position was 

that "kids or this ;age ;;'Te,ally have to. be handled~rthan;;ti.ron fist. if . ~ 

eq.' 'ballY'. teJ:l.ingiridicatio~· of the receptivity ()f~'t4t~ C?,#lf±cialdom, to the 
><' ..' II. . .. 

" P;'&I;~ was reV~aledJ7~ the Department of He~l th",an4 rial serV~ce~, 

'.1 

Ii .. ,'. . 

.: "i f]~ & I 
,,"'I' ,. ..~ ! . I' ,.', "'. 
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'. 

!was relieved of th~ilmw31}ted~k of program management as a resul t6£ ; 

an administr,fitive :reo~g'4zation.. Approx:ilnately six montp..s elapsed 
" .,-/. " , 

before it waspo~sibie \Jrto filld another agency to take the responsibility ... 
. .. ~\ . 

In the inte~~st.o£ salVaging the fe,deralgrant, tne Governor's office 
", I" 

took over the prograIn,assi~g its .. supervision., to the Conunission On 
'~'J 

CrirniIial Justic:e. . -,,:-, 

But it was !Rost prominently at the police and court level th'<i#'" 

cornmtmi ty intolerance for status offenders was evidep.t.' A leading police 
i,''.'j 

official offered the prediction that any reduction inljolice authbrity to 

arrest youth for status offenses would be countered by shifti,ng the' sup

porting charge to a variety of criminal offenses. As, to court attitudes, 

a distinction must be made between the magistrates' courts and the Family 

Court and, with respect to the latter, the urbanized north"county ~d the 

two .more rural southern cOunties. The persistent use of., detention instead 
,. ;. ~\ 

,', ~ 

of shelter facilities;.that occurred during the program period could be 
. - ..:,', '. -1:, _ _ _ 

ascribed almost entirely. to the refusa:ltr:f't'fnagistrates:o to acknowledge a 
' II • , " "' 

distinction between a youtih charged with a st~tus or'.a criminal offense. 
" ?~' 

,:Nor were they backward in asserting their prerogative in this judgment. 
r:-11 

As one observer stated, "They feel they should have' t4~ (right) to do 

whatev~rthey want l?,ecause'they are the judge." 
~ \ . . .' 

".' P~oblemsof court ~\ttitudes" tow,ard sta-tus offenders encountered by 
. ~ A· = 

the status o£fende~ intake units in the Family Court differed.1J,Ulrkedly in 
h " . . - \ ;' . . " .. :' ' 

t e tw'\ ... lower c.?~;~l.es fro~n tho~,e :u: Newcastle .. County. The l.ntake. ·l)nJ. t 
' . . , . \\ , • ~. "-;J'. '7} 

in thelatfer·· enspuntered lld.ttle i,~~~~~fg;r~p~~ with, its authority to 't 

"'; il' ,:.' \1 '\( . V'~l...J > \\~::~ r'" .;.. '. , 

.. (;div:~rt, status offendersftom. adjudication:. 'and to, r~rrange for ·the~<;e of 
. .' '~.' . .... . " ..• Ii· 

CQmrnwu ty.vserv:t<;es . 

Ii 'f 

.In the southern counties, resistancti!'ti'to the operation 
" f~$~ 
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of these intake units was comon and took various foImS. Court persOIUlel 

were much less ready t~?, resort to th~ use of cOUIl5eling agencies;. since, 

in their view, the app~opriate expedient was to return the youth }{ome 
.!? I, "I' 

to be "counseled" by parents. 'These courts were particularly opposed 

to the progralIl philosophy that a status offender was not a criminal, 

even in cases of multiple runaway. 'The prevailing sentiment was that"in 

the chronic status offense cases the appropriate remedy was secure co,h-
. 0 

. II ' . . : 
finement. With respect to runaway; cases, the preference was, as one' 
.' Ii:' 

observer put it, "to put the kid away for a week or so, then he won't 

l'UIl again." Another infonnant stated "'Theygot Stevenson House doWn . 
. if 1'/ 

there rich is.,a se",""e detention. facility .. ' . .~timeS kids are sent 

therJ just to be taught a lesson, and sometunes kl.ds go there;. and are 
il ! ' '.' . 0 !~. 
forglptten •. Stevenson House is not looked on as a jail. 'Th~>: 'look on 

:. 
it . ~, , 

Stevenson House as a place where you handle bad kids~ Bad/kids are those 
. . 

who say no to their parents." . II 

/ 
'The head of the st'atus offender intake unit ifi/gn.~ of:. the lower 

- 1,'.j .,;.," 

counties was lexpl~cit ill .. ~~ress~g oppo~itioJl.' to the ~rogram stati.ng~ 
''We are not g~~ng to tr,'e~t~~these kids any different() in the court. tI 

( .~.s;, ' . #' ,: // ~ .: ",' ,". ~ 

Although ~ psychologIst. f~om a local mental health clinic waS available 
1"" 

there for di~,£c'~uationOf status Of,e cases, thismtake 

~it.p~eferrecCt~\ get evaluations from the:,petsonnel· of shelter hom~~;~ .. 
a 

The use °of the legal aid service in. the south county courts was .restricted 
o 

'.' to tbd'cases in whl.ch custody was. transferred to theDSS for pUlposes of 
",,/' "(/" OJ l,h , . . "/' 

PJicement, and was, rtot used in cases 0 that went .to adjudic,t'ion; Said one 
:'0/'(;' , " ,:.' '/} 

:rY observer, "their attitude was that
O 

kids have Jl,0 right§ftFinall'y, \J 

'), "", :: ",/ . 

intolerance of statusoffenClers was reflected as,we'il .in punitive attitudes 
". , .,). , .. '~, \/ .' 

~xhibitedbv workers in, the DSS. Troublesome:afui recalcitrant youth in ,!, '"c - • • .>/ c 

,) 

o 
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';'<;'>' 
their custody were C01plJlOnly threatened with de~~IJ.p::i~~ if they failed to 

behave in their foster homes. //:/' ' 

If . ~I 
PR(lGRAM IMPLrMENTATION'PROBLFMS 

'l'he problems t1?-e ,program encount,·ered in diverting status offense cases 

fr(1mi~djUdication and pro~ring conunutl:ttY-baSed services for them developed 

m:inly in the state's lowtif twQ"ilcounties. Such servic~s were in any case 

.. less availaQle in these cotm.ti<:~s, ,but the principal source of resistance to 

the program was the tradition ill rural areas respecting the control of juve

nile misbehavior. 'They preferred to handle ,;their own problems without the 

intervention of professional help, relying on theinFonnal control influences 

of the family", the school, and thec&muni ty • 
• . if Q 

A1 though ;most of t~e .. , Family Couit-t jud. ges regarded the aims of th~=-pro-\) il' . () 

gram wit~ a distinct lack,,,ofenthusj:,asm, they ~~lcomed its promise Of~-
.. crease.: service res6:n.ces to be. P,fid~ ·tht'O!!!lh the federal gr'lllt. For the 

most part, then, support of the pt:0gram at tl1e Family Court level remained 

firm, despite the fact ~t\ijudges' :kepticism 'about program value was fed by 

delays in deve10pi,!1g promised senrices. o ,However , the program generated 

~ittle support from"the local magist~ate's courts, which handled ,?tatus 

offe~e.caseS,~dU?C'ing~~n-courthours. They 'remained aclanuint in their refusal 

to use ~ the grolllf and£o~t~r home ~helter facilities as 'an alternative to co 
6..- It. {5J 

detention. P~(';blemsr~specting the development of services'" for status of-
c:. 0 

fenders cent~red. on ,~helt~r bed spacei In co~trast, diagnostic and. counsel-

,~~ ~ervicesiwere r~adily identified and br~ught into the program on a 
'.' \' ! 

contract~;ba~is • 

:inallY, relations between the pt:ogram and the police offer~d few problems. 

~:\', ,., ~~,!h~:gl:ig~bleW~:lCcePtions , ,;j\ eligi~ity for Pt:ogra,m services requir~d all 
• 11 
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status offense cases to be initiated at the police level. Unlike :the situation' 

in other sites, where program time and effort were devote~ to eliciting the 

collaboration of the police, virtually no attempt was made in Delaware to per

suade poY;.<,::2 agencies to alter their traditional processing procedures and to 

refer clients directly to the program. 

Program-Ser~~ce Provider Relations 

As was true at oth,er sites, the Detaware program found that .a substantial 

portion of the two-year period of federal funding was consumed in completing 

contractual arrangements with service providers. According to one .. estimate, 

the first six 'months of the program period was spent in this activity. Nominal 

agreement to ccoperate with the program prior to !:rec~ipt of the grant had to' 

be followed by the selection of specific agenciesrmd finning up contract pro", 

visions. This often turned out to be a protracted process, since youth service 

agencies typically follow their own case intake policies and time was needed for 

mutual adjustment betl"leen these and the requirements 0;E the px:ogram. 

It is importaTlt to note, however, that the basic service in the Delaware 

program model was locateddn the Family Court in the fonn of the status offepder 

intake unit. The court's acceptance of this service both in principle and in 

practice, a~ well as the services of the legal aid ,agency, was finnly in place 

prior to program initiation in Newcastle County, but delayed until after program 

start in the lowe-r two counties. In addition to diverti.ng status offenders ;fTom 

adjudication, as. well as removing them promptly' from detention, the status offender 

intake 'units also procured community services in cases where these were needed. 

program managers planned for two types of needed <:ommuni ty-:based ~er

yices. The first was for case evaluation and long-tenn coun.$eling; the 
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second for residential placement. Little difficulty was encountered in bring

ing the first into the program. This was not thecas(~, however , with res

pect to shelter home services. Although the program enjoyed the advantage of 
., 

haVing incorporated into the program a unit of the Department of Social Services 

to hand1(~ all residential placements, there was an acute shortage of such bedspace. 

The DSS unit was funded by· the program, and its function was to take court or

dered legal custody of status offense cases requiring residential pla~ement. 

:But lonly one eight-bed group shelter home was available in Newcastle County and 

none in the two lower cotmties. 

Maintained by a religious order, this operation was, however, beset with 

difficulties.. In addition to financial problems the staff of the institution 

had had no prior experience in elfraling '4 th status offenders, and they seemed 
'r 

to resent the lack of program effort to brief them properly on the problems that 

might be presented by status offenders. The administrator cO}11plained that 

°persons soliciting contracts didn ~'t know how to explain to anyone what this 

type of kid was like ... They (evidently} were afraid of scaring them off, so 

they let them know' as much as they thought they need to know to be enthused 

and go ahead with it. ~1 Perhaps it should be added that it was likely that pro"\". 

gram personnel also had little idea of liwhat this type of kid was like. f.I Unpre.,.. 

.pared for the service they were expected to provide, this shelter facility faced 

serious p roo I ems in their efforts to integrate temporarily placed status offen.,.. 

ders into institution routines witli use of a poorly trained staff subject to 

freq.uent turnover~ This resulted in a not infrequent remand of status offenders 

to the court and to detention. 

Thus the main effort was subsequently devoted to the establishment of 

foster homes for shelter placement. The principle difficulty in obtaining 

these facilities was that foster homes were in short supply on the base of 

185. 
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Delaware's small population and, second, that foster parents expressed a pre

ference for young children rather than the angry aQd emotionally upset teen-
. ~~.~" 

agel's who were typical of status offenders. In any event, the use of the 

state's established agency, 'the Department.of Social Services, to find and 

certify shelter homes, and to supervise and monitor foster home placements, was 

uniformly regarded as one of the most successful aspects of the Delaware pro-

gram. 

As for the crucial status offender intake units in the Family Court, the 

(i principal problem that emerged was the uncertainty over the scope of services ¢ 

they were designed to provide, and the elapsed tim~ between intake and the 

establishment of further services in cases where this was indicated. In 

metropoli tan Newcastle County, initial crisis counseling was followed by 

intermittent follow-up counseling pending a determination of the services 

that might be needed in the case, often with ~ssistance from a contracted 

diagnostic evaluation agency. The period from intake to service decision could 

have taken as long as 30 days, during which the intake unit may have been 

heavily involved in efforts to deal with the problem of the youth an~ family. 

On the other hand, a client might be told by the intake unit to report to a 

counseling agency on a specified date. If the client did not appear, there 

were no follow-up procedures and the case was dropped. In the two lower coun.

ties there was substantially less investment on the part of the intake units in 

providing services. The tendency there was to;restrict their service to crisis 

intervention. Even more pronotUlced than in Newcastle County was their ten

dency to return most status offenders to their homes. Only those who were 

repeatedly returned to the court by the police were referred out to the pro-

gram's contra.cted counseling agencies. 
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Program-Court Relations 

Problems of program-court relations in Delaware differed at each of the 
i" 

two levels of the state r S judicial structure All' "I . • J uvenl e cases were heard 
in its Family Court, but the local ma, gistrate's courts were empowered to deal 
with " " Juvenl1e cases during non-court hours or days Th" fun " . • ell' ctlon was 

restricted to a determination of probable cause to hold the youth for refer-

ral to the Family Court, and until the next court day either to return the 

youth home or place him in detention. While the posture of the Family Court 

j~dges toward the program was one of skepticism respecting both its value and 

its prospects of success, the magistrates maintained an attitude of unre

lieved ant~gonism to the program demand that they avoid the detention of 

status offenders. 

The position adopted by a majority of Family Court judges was substan

tially that taken by the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges. In a 

word, Family Court j~dges objected to the reduction of court control in 

sta~ offense cases implicit in the Delaware program on gro~ds of their . 

conviction that they were better equipped by experience and knowledge of the 

C~lity and its needs than were social workers to deal 'with young offenders. 

As one observer put it, "they honestly thought that every child could benefit 

from their advice mid counsel, that they had helped reduce juvenile crime and 

helped keep families together." However, the Chief Judge of the Family Court 

was sympathetic to the aims of the program and, whatever his reservations , 
saw it as an bpportunityto obtain federal assistance in expanding the ser-

vices available to deal with status offerlSe pI'oblems. Other judges reluctant-

ly agreed to cooperate, but only in the light of the proml"s d " . , e lncrease ln 

services, and accepte.d the establishment of the special status offender 

187 
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intake units in their courts. In brief, they supported the program without 
~:' 

enthusiasm. And, a~ain, as was repeatedly evident throughout the Delawat-e 

experience, the courts in Kent County and, to a lesser degree in Sussex 

County, proved to be particularly resistive to the program. 

As the program developed, judicial resistance was expressed in the fom 

of specific complaints. Since they had been prevailed upon to cooperate with 

the program on the promise of increased service, a major criticism centered 

on program t~rdiness in getting services int.o operatiqn, particularly the 

provision of shelter homes. Judges were quick to fault the program for 

failure to provide in a timely way the one value that had persllaa.-ed them to 

accept it. Other objections were also raised. They 'were cr~tical of the use 

of unlocked facilities in cases of girl runaways whom they regarded as highly 

vulnerable to abuse and exploitation. Some of the judges resented the tend-
,::; 

ency of intake writ workers to ignore the criminal charges in mixed status

delinquent offense cases in ordelO to keep them from going to adjudication. 

As one judge put it, "social workers ch~at on status offenq,ers." This judge 
, I) 

was willing to agree thc;Lt status offenders do not belo,~ in court, but he 
'\.~ 

insisted that many of them are not IIjust status offendets." In cases re-' 
1\ .' 

quiring placement services, there was some resentment
o 
of the requirement that 

" legal custody be transferred to the Department of Social Services, which" in 

effect tenninated the court's r:ontrol. Some judges were antagonistic to the 
',I 

intrusion of the legal advocacy service t~t the program provided, finding it 

diffio4t to accept in principle the no~ion that young offenders had legal 
;!' , 

rights. One judge, for example, regar\~ed the status offender label as mean- " 
\", 

ingless. He insisted, on dealing with them as ordinary delinquents and saw no 

reason for notcommi tting them to institutions. In dealing with this court, 
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the legal aid service found it ne1rssary to appeal several of this'judge's 

decisions. But despite these criticisms, obj ections$" and difficut ties raised 

by the judiciary, most prominently in the lower counties, the program leaders 

regarded the work of the status offender intake units as having achieved very 

real progress. They were convinced ,that. as the pro~~ ptogressed, fewer 

status offense cha:rges reached the adjudication stage, and that while the 

,numbers detained did not decrease ~ there was substantial reduction in time 

sp&nt in detention. 

The problem .of numbers placed in detention wB,$ largely owing to the way 

the magistrate courts viewed the program. They regarded the efforts of 

social workers' to treat juvenile offenders as amounting to Ii ttle more than 

referring them from agency to agency with "kids falling,between the cracks." 

They did ,not in any case like to deal with juvenile cases, disposing of them 

promptly by either.;placiI}g them in detention or sending them home. Program 

efforts to persuade them to use shelter services rather than detention facil

ities were largely futile. Early attempts were made to communicate the 

program message by scheduling meetings, }JUt fel'! of the magistrates attended, 

and the effort, was abandoned.' AI though he was opposed to having status 

offense cases heard in these courts, the Chi~f Judge of the Family Court 
\' 

could do little to remedy the problem since ~~ had no power over the appoint-

ment of magistrates. 

Program-PoliceRel!!!:J.(~ns 

As has been noted, ,relations, with police agencies were entirely without 

problems since the p~ogram made virtually no effort to obtain their cooper

ation. Police cooperation was not considered essential to the program design 

for the sL~le reason that eligibility for program serVices required a 

complaint originated by the police. Unlike program models in several of the 

I 
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other sites, no effort. was made in Delaware to persuade the police to r'hfe; 

their status offender pickups directly to program services. This was ex

cluded on grounds that services were to ori~inate at the point of court 

intake, a point in the processing of juvenile offenders that could be reached 
I! 

n only through police !!arrest. 

Nevertheless, " it is worth noting that t.he police were acutely aware gf 

the existence of the program,and resentful of many of its features. Some of 

their criticisms stenmed from a general conviction that any reduction of 

punitive action in juvenile cases hampered the deterrent effectiveness of 

police work. Other objections were aimed. at the failure of program leaders 

to make a serious effort to obtain police cooperation in, the planning of the 

. program.: One charge was ,fhat police agencies were not even infonn~ that 

such a pJrogram .was being planned. At one point ~ter the program was funded, 

a presen~ation of its objectives was made 10 pOlice ("..biefs, but no follow-up 

occurred to conmunicate the message to line off~cers. 11le program was also 

faulted for 'tts l~tk of administJ;a.tive continuity, the reference~eing to the 

long interval of time that it t'pok to shift supervision and control from the 

Department of Health and Social Services to the 'Governor's Commission on 
II 

Criminal Justice. But ,all such criticisms of the program were in ~Y' case 
I .~ 

gratuitous, reflecting little more than skepticism regarding the value of the 
, 

program's deinstitutionalizing·aims. One police official, for example, ended 

his disparagement of the program by asserting that ,as a matter of customary 

procedure, the police continue to div~rt; deserving juvenile cases from de

tention and adjudication and ma~e what effort they can to obtain help for 

them. Thus, at bottom, police agencies in Delaware questioned the need for a 

status offender deinstitutionalization program . 

190 

/I 
" " 

"' ' 

I 
~ 

'. <_." -.-. __ ,,,_ .. "".i~ ..... _ .... =,... ___ ,,, ... , __ .. ~_,._".~. _+-, 
. ~-, ~ 

..~ ~ -_~ __ '~"'-""'~~""''"'''''''''''''''''~'''-",""".-l.;='''''1~"",""""",,,,,,,,,,~,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,~~.,,,,,-,~_,,,,-,,, __ ~".~~_ 

-,(:. 

() 

-24-

SYSTEM PENETRATION DURING REFERRAL TO PROGRAM !' 

Delawa~:e shared with a number of otheI~ sites, notably Connecticut and 

Illinois ,a prograln de2·ign that required a substantial degree of system 

penetration. as a condition of eligibility to receive program services. Only 

those status offender cases that reached the intake level of the court were 

referre.d to the program. Hence, no status offender in the Delaware site 

escaped an experience of official p~ocessing by the police, in many instances 

by the magistrate's court with a high probability of detention, and fint-illy 

by the Family Court intake unit. 

In these circumstances, only those. conditions that may have exacerbated 

or mi~igated system penetration can be noted. \~~tigation occurred typically 
,.j 

'at court intake, where the special status offender lIDit diverted the case from 

adjudication and, tmder a standard arrangement, had the charge dismissed, 

although the case was entered into the court records. On the other hand, system 
(! 

penetration was sometimes. intensified when parents, and, on very rare occasions, 
" ;,' '--::-'::/'1 

the police appealedto,the court intake tmit to provide help for a status offend-

ing youth. Since only ~\fonnal charge could initiate the action of the in,take 

tmi t in behalf of the youth's welfare ~ the instruction typically' given was to 

institJte a fonnal charge of delinquency. 

PROGRAM' CONTINUI'IY PROSPECTS 

the likelihood that the status offender services developed in the course 

of the program would.be continued after tennination of federal funding was a 

matter of deep concern for program personn~l at all sites. Tn virtually all 

of the program jurisdictions they either sponsored or supported proposals 

bef6re their legislatures intended to restrict pelice and court use of secure 
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confinement in status offense cases or, in someins~;lnces to remove 

status offense cases from the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system 

and redefine them as welfare problemS. In Delaware, similar legislation 

had been proposed and was defeated. However, it was known that there were 

plans to reintroduce such legislation 8f!though, if successfUl, its specific 

provisions could not be predicted. 

In the face of this possibility, program persomel freely speculated 

first on the fate of the status offender services developed by the program 
~ 

if the legislation failed to pass, and second, on consequences anticipated 

if it ~d. As to the first, the expectation was that th~~treatment of 

status offenders woUld quickly revert to the practices followed prior to 

the program. However, to prevent this ~rom coming t() pass, both the Family 

Court and the Department of Social Services planned to request increases 

in their budgets for the specific purpose in the one case to maintain the 

status offender intake units, and in the second to continue their support 

of their'special ~tatus offender'unit and the additional shelter spac~ ac

quired to serve program clients. 

The possibility that some fonn of deinstitutionalization legisl.~tion 
'';-1~,_" ' 

would succeed elicited some concern for negative consequences. For example, 
i': , 

the prospect that status offenders might be plac,", in the custody ~f the 

Department of Socfa:l Servic~s;:;,alanned some obsatvers on the grOlmds it would 

require very much more shel'[~~~pace ~~ could possibly be generated and 

ftnanced. Others questioned the "a~i1:i1I of the ,Department to handle a large 

increase in a current caseload for whi2h they provided adequate supervision 

only with g~~eat difficulty. But the 'major concern focused on the response of '" 

the enforcement agencies tod~~stitutionalization legislation. If they 
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were prohibited from arresti?g and charging juveniles with status offenses, 
" 

the prediction from the social worker side was that they would~rge status 

offenders with 'offenses that opened thein to treatment as riri.nor criminal 

offenders. A staff member of the legal advocacy service pointed out that 
'-;:\, " > \~ \;. • 

there would always be aVaI:~able a mirdemeanor charge of "imperiling fanuly 
\\ '\ 

relations," a cha;rge usualt~ leveled)at adults in cases of domestic violence. 
\\ /J 

As a misdemeanant, the youth\~~oUl~ then be treated as a delinquent. This 
'\ ~: ),' .,,') 

possjbility was exp~iei'l:ly ech6ed by a police official. He stated flatly that 
-c" I' 

sinc~ethe, cOlllllIUIlity i;expected-the police to act in many cases of juvenile 
':" '," , '," :>'i::;'·.J ':-:'-,' .::. 

misbehavior, the PQlice would simply shift their charges ~o such minor crim-
,. "~ "\, 

inal offenS~~' as f.~itering or t;respassing C in order to bring status offenders 
// :-: 

to the Family C01.irt." 
h 

I" , 

Thus" at 11e point a~ whfch federal support for. the :program ended, the 

most hopeful signs pointing to its continuation was the move of both the 
if ' 

Family Court and the Department of Social Services to seek increased funds 

from the legislature to maintain two of the maj or sources of the program: 

the status.offender court intake units and the special unit of the Department 
~',;:"0' . , 

of Social Services created to deal exclusively with status offenders.* As 

the program ended, it was unclear whether they would succeed in this effort. 

* It is worth noting that this hc;>pe was not fut~le. Th.e federal~y funded pro
gram ended in 1977. Impressed wJ.th the accomplJ.s~ent~ of the pl\~~~, ~e 
Delaware legislature in 1979 revised the state's Juvenlle code, e~1m1natlng the 
offenses of nmaway, truancy, and incorrigihili ty ("uncontrollable") as. . . 
delinquencies. Responsibility for these cases ~as transferred to !he ~lvJ.sJ.on 
of Social Services which was granted a budget Increase. ,The speclal 1ntake 

\\l¥!its that the program had establish~d in 'the Farnily C~urt were 'r.etaine~, now 
supported on state funds. The funetl0ns they had prevJ.ously pe~:t~~ed 1n sta!US 
offense cases they now devote to delinquency cases. Both the DJ.vJ.sJ.on of ~oclal 
Services and the Family Court .. were provided funds to contra'?t for t1;e servJ.,?es 
of community agencies •. This development was" largely unpredJ.ctab~e 1n ~e ~J.ght 
of generally Unfavorable conmrunity attitudes toward status offender deJ.nstJ.tu-
tionalization. Why and hmV' this occurred deserves separate study. 

193 

i~ 

, 



\----, 

\ 

, 
\. 
I 

- \ 

t 

~~---~----~ -~ 

-27-

Its source of support was restricted to a limited number of the judiciary 

and to the social work community; there was little evidence of either public 

knowledge of or organized support for the p~ogram. 

Sillf.1ARY:UIEDELAWARE 'PROGRAM 'IDDEL 

The Delaware program was set in a .jurisdiction that offered minimal 

public support for reducing the use of secure confinement in status offense 

cases. In contrast to several of the other program. si tes, in Delaware there 

had been little effort in these cases to restrict by statute the use of 

detention and of commitment to locked institutions. However, the urbanized 

northern of its three counties was more"receptive to the value of status 

offender deinstitutionalization than were its two lower counties. The adminis-

tration, supervision, and monitoring of the program was reluctantly undertaken 

initially by the state's major public welfare agency. Responsibility for the 

program was subsequently"transferred to the Governor's Connnission on Criminal 

Justice, which pursued p~ogram obj ectives with greater enthusiasm. 

I~ this context; the most feasible program design was one in wh~ch the 

selection of status offense cases for diversion from adjudication and for 

program services contracted to community-based agencies was firmly located 

within the court. This task was vested, however, in a special intake uriit 

supported on program :ftmds. The unit was authorized by the court to dismiss 

the delinquent ch:arges, and to examine each case with a view to the two 

options of return to the home, or residential placement. The unit was also given 

control of the decision to refer cases to contracted community agencies for a 

. variety of further services, including case evaluation and COtnlse.:J..ing. Under 
, ~ 

contract as well was the state agency with responsibility for the development 

and licensing of shelter and foster home facilities and for the supervision 

. ~ . '. 
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d · h f ·l·t· sHere agam· , a special unit was estab-of youth place m t ese aC1 1 1e .' , 

lished on program funds whose sole responsibility was to deal with status 

offense cases which in the judgment of the courtts status offender intake 

unit required residential placement. Finally, a component unique to the 

Delaware program was a legal advocacy service contracted to intervene with 

blanket court approval in status offense cases that came to adjudication. 

The work of this agency was designed to prevent detention and commit-

ment to the state's traini~ schools. In addition, it reviewed the cases of 

all st~tus offenders ~,1ready incarcerated in an effort to effect their return 

to the community. 

The Delaware program model is thus representative of those that operated 

in a climate of judicial and public opinion highly resistive to the deinstitu

tionalization of status offenders. The central feature of these programs is 

the insistance of its courts on the full retention of court control over the 

selection of status offender cases for diversion from detention and from long-

tenn locked facilities, and for referral to conmnmi ty based services. The 

distinctive feature of the Delaware program in this set was the establishment 

within the structure of the Family C~urt of a mechanism and a procedure 

deliberately designed to intervene in the nonnal court processing of delin

quency cases for purposes of providing a special program of treatment ,for 

those with status offense charges. In the light of this feature, it would be 

accurate to characterize the deinstitutionalization effort in Delaware as a 

court operated status offender program. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

1HE ILLINOIS PROGRAM 

In its attempt to foster a reduced use of incarcerative settings 

in the treatment of status offenders, the ruii:ional program encountered 

a typical set of issues in the eight funded sites. The salience of 

these issues varied among sites. What may have been acutely proble

matic in one was absent in others or open to ready solution. The Ill

inois program was distinctiv6 in that everyone of the issues engaged 

in promoting the deinstitutionalization of status offenders came promi

nently into view, each generating conflict stilIllfn the process of reso

lution by the end of the funding period. 

The first of these; arising early in the planning and organizing 

phase, concemed the question as to whether the,leadership of the pro

; gram should be vested in the public or the private agency sector. The 

decision of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC), the state 
~,\ 

"plamring agency for criminal justice, was to place the program in the 

public agency sector. The second, and related, issue was whether the 

scope of the program ~hould be statewide or lim,ited to a restricted set 

;of local jurisdictions. ILEC chose to go statewide. A third issue 

concerned the distributi:lpn of program emphasisbe~~en protecting sta

tus offenders from a detention experience and pro~~di;~\r£or th~m a sys

tem of appropriate services. Virtually all other program sites gave 

approximately equal emphasis to both. The Illinois program was focused 

p!imarily on detention ,avoidance, with aftercare liroi t~d to a brief 
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period prior to case disposition bya court intake unit. Essentially, 

the decision regarding aftercare services, if any, was mad~- by the courts. 

Fourth, the question of utilizing established, "old line," youth service 

agencies as service provid'ars of stimulating the development of new, un

tried, but preswnably more flex~ble and imaginative agencies represented 

another prominent issue. In the major metropolitan jurisdiction of 
il-. ' 

Cook County, the statewide child welfare agency operating the program 

made use of.f!.ewly developed youth servic~ agencies as well as of established 

agencies, with the latter providing most of the advocacy services. 

Finally,as the fifth issue engaged'in the'pt:0gi'ams'~at all o£':thesites, ,the im

portant que~tion was faced as to whether an effort should be made to induce 

thec6urt to delegate to the progranl a substantial share of its legal power 

of control in status 'Offense cases. N8 program could operate without the 

agreement of the court to permit it to take responsibility in providing 
, , 

(! for the needs of status offenders. H\#Wever, the degree to which the courts 

granted the power to assume such responsibility varied widely among funded . 

programs. The Illinois program operated under a particularly narrow grant 

of power. 

The program at this site was initiated and given its most essential 

design features by ILEC, the state's criminal justice plamling a~en~~. 

At the time OJJ fielded its status offender initiative Illinois had al-, . 
ready enacted a Minors in Need of Supervision (MINS) stci'tute, giving its 

juvenile courts authority to place MINS violators under the supervision of 

the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), the statewide child 

welfare agency. It was soon discovered that the services provided by DCFS 

were far from adequate. With funding by ILEC, a special demonstratio~ pro-

gram was set up in two of that agency's regions as part of the status 
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offender proj ect to develop the needed senrices. These activities 'W"ere 

preceded in Illinois by a general movement to deinstitutionalize juvenile 

offenders under the leadership o£ the architect of the massive deinstitu

tionalization of youthful offenders that had occurred in Massachusetts. 

The then governor of Illinois had invited Jerry Miller to assist him in 

reforming the state's correctional system. A prominent feature of that 

movement was the effort to substitute community based services for incar

ceration. The later demonstration project,:conducted under the B;egis of 

DCFS, was also designed around the central.fe~ture of contract~ng with 

community based youth service ,agencies in the private sector to furnish the 

~~quired services for MINS youth. Survey irrformation had become available 
'/ 

indicating tha~ status offenders were being detained in,large numbers thr~ugh

out' the state. In responding to the OJJ reque~t for program proposals it 

apparently seemed reasonable to lLEC planners to utilize the service delivery 

model of the' MINS demonstration program,' and to place its administration· in 

DCFS. As to the location of the administra:tion and leadership of the status 
--

offender p~ogram, the alternative considered and rejectedWas to locate it 

in an existing organization of Youth Service Bureaus and other combinations 

of private youth agencies. 'I 

There was nevertheiess both uncertainty and dispute regarding the 

placement of the status offender program. ILEC planners faced disagreements 

within the priv~te youth services -community regarding an appropriate choice 

of organizational leadersJlip for the status offender p~ogram. There had 

already occurred a vigorous expansion of Youth Service Bureaus with sub

stantial funding by ILEC, with well developed diversion p~ograms in many 

locaU.ties. The YSBs regarded themselves as an established and !logical 
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mechanism for providing corronunity based services;,'jto detainable status 
--:/ 

offenders. Others saw the YSBs as unequipped to provide the round-the

clock readiness to intercept status offenders on their way to d~tention. 

centers. Finally, at the court level there remained palpab~leresistance 

to surrend~ring control ",over the disposition of status offense cases. 
;\ 1; J 

Although by 1974 the law prohibiting the incarceration of youth adjudicated 

as MINS was already in effect, it was variously interbreted and implemented 

by the state r s juvenile court j~ges. As will be seen, the maj or feature 

of the status offender p~ogram in Illinois was an adaptation to cou~t reluc

tance to embrace with enthusiasm the sweeping deinstitutionalization aims 

of the program. 

TIIE ILLINOIS PROGRAM PLAN 

Th~ Department of Children and pamily Services, the grant recipient, 

found it expedient to implement and develop the program by creating a 

separate :;trl,lcture, the Illinqis Status Offender Service:; (I80S), and 

labeled it in a way to provide it a separate and distinct identity. A 

number of reasons were suggested for the DCFS reluctance to absorb the 

operation into its own administrative structure. From the agency point 

. of view, the addition of the program was expected to overload an 'already 

overburdened and underfunded staff. Other observers suggested however ~ , , 
that tens~ons in DCFS relations with court and police personnel, accumulated 

over a decade, would impede the establishment of the program. 1heagency 

had apparently came to be seen as less than responsive in providing the 

scope of services expected of it. Still others were hosnile to DCFS s~ly 

because of alienation generally fram large governmental bureaucra~ies and ~ , 

\ 
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a conviction that the status offense problem and its solution lay in the 

hands of local corronunity residepts and institutions. 

Operating in 11 of the 18 DCFS regions, the ISOS launched its 

Alternatives to Detention program with an QJJ grant of $1.5 million. ' As 

the title su~gests, the program underto~k no more than to provide an alter

native to the'placem~ht of youth in detention centers pending a court 

hearing. This meant t~at the ~opulation of concern included all status 

offenders referrable to detention, whether by police, probation officers, 

social agencies, or by whatever other source. In other wor~, the popu

lation consisted of youth identified a:; status offenders for whom it was 

appropriate to initiate a petition for a court heaiing. '!he aim of the 

Alternatives to Detention p~ogram,then, was to provide a means by which 

youth could be maintained in the CL~ty while technically ;in detention 

status pending a court hearing for the disposition of the case. 

The reasons, for thus 'restricting the program population lay primarily 

with the posture of the Illinois courts respecting the imperatives of 

their jurisd:i,ction in these cases. They were not disposed to yield any 

of their control over status offense cases to IS0S. As one of the ISOS 

administrators explained their dec:i,sion to restrict attention to only the 

imminently detainable status offe~ders, they realized that the P~Ogram 

would have its 'best prospect of court acceptance if its disturbance to 

the existing system were minimized, "as a matter of just selling it, getting 

them to let us do it." But there were in addition positive reasons for 

restricting the p~ogram focus to youth literally on their way to detention 

centers. 

Program managers accepted the, court's insistence that their: clients 
" o ' 

be regarded as "in d~tention" dltring the period,they were in the hands of 
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the program. :This was useful not alone because the court wished to 

reserve to itself the power to decide the final disposition of the case. 

The arrangement was seen as inadvertently serv~ng program interests as 

well. An another administrator stated the matter, IS0S accepted the 
COo 

court's position that the program treat the youth lias if he were de-
, I' 

tained" while,under program supervision in the community becqus6, 
Itl 

••. we wanted to make sure that the court didn't use us 
as a long term referral source, which I think they would 
have done. It would have taken forever if we hadn't in- " 
sisted the kid be treated as if he were detained. If the 
kid's at home (i.e., sent home pending a decision whether 
to file a petition), they can file (a petition) whenever 
they feel like it. That's why we said a petitioncshould 
be filed'on every kid,(referred to the·program). 

Th~ interception operation 'of the Alternatives program required as 

well that agreements be establi$hed wlth police agencies to refer de

tainable status offenders to the p~ogram. The agreement established in 

the Cook County region of DCFS was most £Ully realized, and may be 
ij • , 

. described as prototypical of those the pt:0gram tried to conclude, with 

variable success; in the downstate regions. 

·The Youth Division of the Chicago PoHce Department .agreed to re

fer to ISOS all youth clia;rged with. a status offense ~ On taking the 

youth into custody, the officer called on a "hotline" to a central swi tch

board, from which the message was relayed to the ISOS worker covering 

the police district concerned. By the end of the first PlZogra,m year ~ an 

Alternatives worker attached to a contracted agency appeared at the 

~tation :~~li thin less th~i. an hour on the average to take ch~rge of the 

youth~ In the meantime, the youth officer had prepared a request for a 

petition, to be reviewed the following d~y by the intake lUlit of the 

court. In the absence of this procedure, the youth would ha~e been placed 
il 
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in the c?urt's detention center by the youth officer pending the screen

ing intake on the next court\ cldy. The Alternatives worker now had the 

task of assuring the appearance of the youth at a court hearing, if that 

had turned out to be the decision of the intake screening unit. 

Functioni.ng as a "youth advocate/' the Alternatives worker typical

ly returned th,~ youth to his/her home illlder his supervision. If the 

home situation made this impossible, the worker had available temporary 

foster care facilities provided by the contracted .agency. When the 

police.-ini tiated petition was reviewed by the intake screening unit, 

the Alternatives wo~ker furnished whatever information on the case he 

had acquired, and participa~~d in the discussion of the ca~e only at 

the invitation of the probation officer head~ng the screening unit. 

If the decision was to gra.'1t the pOlice petition requesti.ng a court 

hearing, the worker could maintain supervision of the case for a period 

notilto exceed ten -court days~ In effect, then, the Alternatives to 

Detention program placed a detained status offender in the community 

under the supervision of a youth advocate employed by a community based 

youth service agency. 

This was the pattern of operation in Cook COlUlty. There, the 

Chief Judge of tlle court had issued an order prohibiting the placement 

of status of~enders in·· the court t s detention center. The effect of the 

order was Virtually to force youth officers to refer cases to the Alter

natives program. The situation was quite different in the downstate 

region of DCFS. Many judges refused to issue a blanket order banning 

detention. However, in many jurisdictions they agre,~d to peimit the 

progl~am to serve those youth they felt .might be benefited. Typically, 

status offenders were brought into detention centers on petition, their 

, 
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cases were reviewed by probation officers, and a selection was made o;f 

those that appeared to be appropriate ;for the Alternatives program. 

Generally, the "hard core" cases remained in detention lDltil their court ' 

hearing. 

C(M.1[JNITY AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXTIJAL ELEME.t'J"TS . 
For reasons of economy and feasibility, the programs operating in 

only three o£ the DCFS regions were included in the national evaluation 

study. These were, Cook C~)Unty, embracing principally the city of Chi

cago, a ~egion centered on Macon County downstate that in~luded six 

additional l~rgely rural courities,and LaSalle County. 

As in the descriptions of all programs, only the more general con

textual elements concerned with the juvenile code of the state, the avail

ability of residential facilities, the justice system control of the pro

"gram, and the level of community tolerance wil~ be considered in this section 

of the report. Other, more specific, elements of institutional context will 

be discussed in the follOwing section on program implementation problems. 

Restrictiveness of Juvenile Statutes 

.As haS been s,uggested, elements of institutional and comnum:t ty context 

L~acting eaCh of these regional programs varied. The variation was true as 

well for the element of statutory restriction with particula! reference to 

the ~se, o;f detention in MINS cases. The 1~}7 4 statute prohibiting connni tment 

to correctional institutions of tp.ose adjudicated MINS was ·apparently ob-, 

served in all regions. However, only in the Cook County region was the de

tention of status offenders prohibited by court" order, except for those from 

outside the county or for whom a court order had been issued. In the other 
\. 

regions, detention contin~~d in use at the court's discretion. 
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Availability of Residential Facilities ----- -~::..:.:::.::.::.. 

While no serious problems arose respect~g the , availability of 

residential facilities, the Cook County program found it difficult t bt. 
' . ,00 aln 

these facilities in appropriate locations. They appeared to be in short 

supply in the commurlities in which program clients resided, frustrating the 

aim of the program to use only those facilities that Were c~umunity based in 

tenns of location. In cases requiring temporary out-of-home placement, it 

was frequently found necessary to use foster, shelter, and group homes at 

some distance from the home connnuni ty of the client. Moreover, there was 

evidence that lSOS administrators throughout t1le state preferred to use 

residential facilities located at d" t f th 
some 1S ance rom e client~s community. 

Juvenile Justice Control of the Program 

Juvenile Justice agencies had no.;direct control of program, since it 

was organized, staffed, and adminis'~~red by the state's public child welfare 

agency., However, only the most persistent status Offenders were given access 

to program services in one region after be~ng plac~d technically in detention 

status, and then only briefly pending the court's disposition of the case. 

In the other two evaluated regional programs, the courts provided no general 

order designating the ca~egon/ of status offenders eligible for program ser-
, II 

Vices, dealing wi~h suCh cases on an individual and ad hoc basis. Similarly, 

agreements with 'law enforcement agencies left in their hands the discretion 

to detennine which status offense cases would be referred to the program. 

In brief, justice agency control, while indirect, took the fonn of restricting 

the population of status offenders to b~ served by the program and, distinct

iVely in the Cook County program, the time available to provide the service. 
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Acceptance of these restrictions does not alter the case: justice system con

trols with reference to the status offender problem remained a prominent 

feature of the program. 

Community Tolerance 

As measured 'by school disciplinary action, community tolerance ranged 

from meditmJ. to low in ~e three districts whose programs were included in the 

evaluation. Duri.ng the pre-program year, 1975-76, both the Cook CountY"and 

the Decatur regions had rates of suspensions and expulsions in the highest 

third of the range across the eights~tes 1 wi.th the Ottawa-LaSalle region 

falling in the mediJ range. Supplementary. evi~ence of low tolerance for 

status offense behavior i~ the Decatu~ ~egion is suggested by the fact' that 

urbanized Macon County :rejected an'opportunity to obtain state funding to 

establish a set of yoJ1h serVice bureaus in ~~at region shortly before the 

status offender progra,m ~as initlated. 

OPERATIONAL FEAWRES .AND PROORAM' IMPLlMENTAJ'IONPROBLFMS 
" , C\ 

As in other s!-Tres 1 the Illinois p~ogram req~ired for its execution 
. ,I 

the cooperation of the court and the poL.ice on one side, and of a set 

of service providers on the other~ With reference to the .fonn~r, the 

character of initial agreements to collabo~~,te in carrying out the sta-
.,;::11.\ 

tus. offender program varied substantially o;,!~~urisdictioTls in the state 

differed in respect to population size and urbanization, as well as the 
:i 

view held by justice agencies regarding the status offender problem. 

But whatever the initial agreements called for, the novelty,of the under

taking precluded anticipation of the difficulties that .arose in day-to

day contacts between the program and justice personnel and in the execu

tion of program policy. Wi th reference to relations between IS08 and 

.:;. 
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service providers, the program similarly encountered a variety of trouble-, 

some issues. Several of the most salient of these problems will be re-

viewed. 

Program-Service Provider Relations 

With the program fully operative near the close of the funding per

iod, IS0S had succeeded in establishing contracts with 125 service pro

vider agencies throughout the state. To achieve this level of develop

ment, 'the p~ogram leadership had to overcome problems of underfunding 

for the statewide scope of the program, understaffing of the coordinat

ing and monitoring functions of ISOS, and, in the Cook County region, 

the need to eng:age new and relatively inexperienced ,agencies will~ng to 

provide status offender advocacy services at low cost. The coordination 

function'was initially imderstaffed because the Tll.nnber of status offenders 

that had been subject to detention prior to the start of the program 
(0 

was seriously underestimated. In Cook County the program faced an un-
" 

expectedly high initial 1nflowof police referrals ~d, as one program 

leader put it, the coordinators had to act "like killing snakes ,all the 

t~e." Further, the ISOS organization was structured on the model of its 

paren~ ,g.geni::Y/COCFS), with four service areas, each autonomously ~aged 

by ~~ coordinafoT:'J.lithout adequate supervision. Since all were dealing 
~ .C 

witH\'3;" single court, this arrangement quickly led to inconsistencies in 

case maIl:q.gerrient. The problem "was eventually rem.edied by establishing a 

functional division of labor am~ng four coordinators under the super~ 

vision of a single program executive. A major initial problem was that 

coordinators were inexperienced in dealing with budgeting procedures 
,; 

and in the task of setting up contracts with service providers" I! All 

/ L ... _~~~."=~~_~ 
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contracts required approval in the DCFS office in the state capitol, 

I 

and early failures to format budgets appropriately resulted in delays in 

gett].n.g contracts concluded. 

As to the character of contracted agencies, those engaged in the 

downstate regions turned out to be more sophisticated with respect to 

their fiscal responsibilities than those in Cook County. They more fre

quently consisted of older and mor~"established agencies with close ties 

to the social work community, participating in organized fund raising 

through United Way and simil?-r formations. Contracted agencies in 

Cook County included a higher proportion of those newly fonned to 

respond to the oppor~unity provided by the Detention Alternatives program 

of the ISOS , with their leadership ideologically commi t~dt.0 the 

values of deinstitutionalization and community treatment procedures. 

Viewi?g some of these ,agencies fran the st'fuldpoint of a h:ighly pro

fessionalized and s9ll1ewhat unsympathetic social worker'~ one observer 

commented: 

Theywere newly organized, they had a genuine concern 
to try to help youth, but they just didn't have the 
know-how' to account for not only when you place a 
child in a (foster) home, but what you ch~rged' (in 
budgeting) • ' 

However, by the second year ,of pr,ogram operation, these difficul

ties in Cook County were largely overcome by dint of the reorganization 

cif the 1S0S program along functional lines. Coprdinators were assigned 

responsibili ty for moni tori,ng and assisting service providers with re

spect to specific ~etions, such as contracting and budget~ng, policy 

in the recruitment and selection of foster homes, responsiveness to 

police referrais of status offenders, and the like. Advocacy services 

were provided by the established as well as the newly developed youth 

. , 
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agencies,with the latter more often furnishing foster care. 

The use of a youth advocacy procedure was central to the ISOS pro

gram of providing an alt~rnative to detention. As has been indicated, 

the task of advocates employed by contracted agencies was to appear 

promptly at tl1Er;:police station in response to a call to take charge of 

a status offender who would otherwise have been placed in detention to 

awai t intake screening by probation officers. At fhat point," the re

sponsibility of the advocate was to take custody of the youth until the 

intake screening on the following day., In most cases the youth was re

turned home during this brief interim, or less freq.-y.ently placed in a 

shelter or foster care facility. In'the meanttme, the youth officer 

on the cas'e had prepared a request for a petition to the court alleging 

a status offense, and infonned the court's intake unit of the charge by 

telephone. The advocate appeared at the screening session with the 

youth and provided the probation offf~cer in charge with whatever useful 
II . 

infonnation he might have about the child, the family situation, and the 

offense. 

If the screening unit ,accepted the petition request, as occurr.ed in 

most cases, a court heating was set not tQ exceed ten court days, or 

approximately fifteen calendar days. During this period the youth re-

mained in technical detention status. Again,the advocate's primary effort 

was to return the, youth to his/her home and to provide general supervison":',""." :., 

(/ tmtil the date of the hearing. In contrast to every other, the Illinois 

program made heavy use of foster and shelter care. The advocate was respon

sible for, producing the youth at the court l1earing, and at the invitation 

of the judge, was pennitted to participate iT]. the discussion of the casc. 
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Since the Alternatives program included no provision for after care,* 

the advocate's responsibility terminated with the court's disPQsition 

of the case. 

Advocates were employed and supervised by the se~Yice provider agen

cies contracted by ISOS. They were recruited principally from two sources: 

college students enrolled in social science or correctional courses, and a 

pool of paraprofessional youth workers that had developed,principally 

in Cook County in response to the dein~titutionalization initiative intro

duced earlier into Illinois by Jerry Miller. As an agency executive put 

it, "Lots of people surfaced (during that period) who had skills working 

wi th people, but didn't have academic credentials." In addition to an 

interest in youth work, quaiifications sought in advocates included flexi;:\1 
, '.'ci( 

bility in personal schedule, since advocates had to be ready to respond to 

police requests at any time, and the use of an automobil~. In Cook County 

the applicant was also ch~cked fora record of ar.rests'and convictions. Fot 

many, employment as an advocate represented an entry level job in a planned 

career in human services. Contract agencie§as well as ISOS leaders recog

nized the need for a training program, but the monthly four-hour meeting of 

all ISOS advocates fell far short of tile need. 

Advocates faced a particularly difficult task in carrying out their 

job duties. In addition to being on call during their working hours to 

respond to police re~errals, they were required to supervise youths in their 

custody during both the pre- and post-intake screening period, deal with 

their families in a crisis situation, place them in foster homes in the 

* HmiTever, the Service Demonstration program in Cook County provided 
after-care during the first program year. During the second program year " 
the Decatur region established a special after-care service as an ~ntegral . 
part of the Alternatives program. ' 
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youth's own community if possible, ~onitor the adequacy of foster home 

placements, and appear with the offender at court both for the intake 

screening and the court he~ring. Such Ii~avy demands on the t:im~, 'skill, 

and dedication of the advocate created a problem of employee turnover as 

a result of "burn-out." An. executive of one of the contract agencies in 

Cook County accounted for the problem by pointing out that "the gratifi

cations of the job are sparse"; that advocates are the lowest paid employees 

of the~gency; that her part-time advocate employees are on call 24 hours a 

day, seven days of the week; that much of their time is spent "chauffeuring 

'kids ,around"; that he "'suffers abuse in his court appearances" at the hands 

of probation officers because he is the least educated L~ the technical 

sense; and that altogether "the job is hard on the ego." Another a~ency 

:,exern.tive pointed out that many advocates enter the job with little appre

cia~ion of its demands. ''People come in," he said, "thinking the program 

is one thing and find out it's another." 

TI).e job performance of advocates was noted by q. member of the 1SOS 

evaluation staff to fall into two qui te different work styles. Some made 

an earnest effort ,to work with the families of status offenders in resolving 

conflict problems, p~oviding a counseling servi~e to parents and youth. 

Others saw their task aspfimarilY that of divertjng youth from court pro

cessing, that is, of simply protecting the youth from a detention experience 
:.-

during the period prior to the firlal case disposi tf:on. 

Finally, as a note on the fiscal problem faced in maintaining an 

advocacy service of the'ISOS type, the smaller conummity based service 

provider'agencies found it uneconomical to employ advocates on a full time, 

salaried basis. Since caSe flow in the police 'districts served tended to 

be sporadic, they determined that the need could be met at lower cost by 
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employing advocates on an hourly basis. They eventually s~ceeded in 
I.'.. ,-
~. .:~ 

shifting 1808 reimbursement for advocacy service from a daily rate of 

$9.00 to an hourly rate of $8.34. 
. \) 

The experience of the Illinois program with respect to the out-of-

home placement issue paralleled that of many of the other eval~ted pro

grams. Generally, it was found that most youth taken into custody for 

status offenses cotlld be r~turned to their homes. The two downstate 

regions inclUded in the evaluation encolmtered few problems in obtaining 

foster homes for the small numbers for whom they were needed. The single 

ppoblem 1808 workers in these regions met was .reluctance on the part of 

candidate fost~r parents to accept teen-agers and youth "in trouble with 

the law." Resistance to accepting status offenders on a short tenn basis 

because of the difficulty of coping \vith incorrigibles and runaways did 

not appear to be the problem it was at other sites. In the Cook County 

region, on the other hand, there were serious prob~e~ of establishing 

foster homes in the numbers and locales needed. The volume of status of

fender cases generated on the base of the county's population size created 

a need fora large number of foster homes, despite the minority of the total 

IS08 case load requiring temporary shelter: Because of the funding shortage 

and the consequent inadequate staff size in relation to need, there was 

apparently never enough time to devote to the recruitment of foster homes. 

In any event, those foster parents in'this region who served status offenders 
JJ regarded the link with the youth advocate as advantageor' as the advocate 

j 
. was more readily available for help in dealing with problem cases than 

,', • < ~ ~ <-~ , "' 

'were the workers in the standard placement agencies. ~10reover, the link 
.-q'" ' ;: 

providedfbr the kind of continuity with the helping agent that is often 

lost in th~ 4sual referral procedures. 
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While issues of organizational structure and choice of service pro

viders have been described, this account of program-service provider 

problems has focused on the use of youth advocates because of their key 

role in the 1808 Detention AI ternati ves program. The main probleIIl$, 

summarized, were (a) inadequate funding in the face of the effort to 

cover approximate~y one-third of the state's 102 counties; (b) a conse

quent problem of understaffing, particularly lin tile metropolitan Cook 

County region; Cc) the further consequence of resort in that region to a 

substantial number of newly organized and relatively inexperi~nced com

munity based agencies to provide status offender services; Cd) the employ

ment by these agencies of largely para-professional youth advocates on 

a part time basis; (e) a loss of stability in the youth advocate staff and 

a high rate of '.'burn-out" and turnover resulting from low pay rates and 

minimal job gratification; and (f) difficulties in the Cook County region' 

in' recruiting and maintaining an adequate supply of suitable foster homes 

in communities in which status offenders resided. 

Police-Program Relations 

An important first step in implementing the Illinois program was to 

obtain the cooperation of police departments in referring status offenders 

to project workers instead of delivering them to detention centers prior 

to the court's intake screening. S11ch cooperation required in the first 

instance that a court order be obtained prohibiting police referral to 

detention in status offense cases. Consequently, efforts were made in the 

counties constituting the DCF8 regions to obtain court orders prohibiting. 

pre-screening use of detention centers. Only in the state's major metro-

politan region of Cook County was 1808 successful i~itially in obtaining 

" ~ 

. , "~~~'\':;''''~~,-..;..-..;...-",--'-~--,-;;----''''''-'~--_ ....... --"= ,---'-------------'----"--=--------~-... ----~-~- . 
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such a court order; in all others ISOS attempted to conclude agree-
Ii 

ments with individual police agencies. 'The downstate regions presented 

a formidable task, accomplished with only partial sucGess. The com

mentary offered here on program-police relations is based principally 

on the Cook County case, supplemented by information from one of the 

downstate regions included in the evaluation, where the police department 

of the City of Decatur agr,eed to cooperate with the Detention Al ternati ves 

program. 

By virtue of the court order, the police in Cook County s princi

pally the Youth. Division of the Chicago Police Department, were in effect 

constrained to refer status offenders in custody to Detention Alternatives 

workers. The understanding entered into between the program and the CPD 

Youth Division stipulated, that only those status offenders apprehended 

on a status offense, exluding out-of-cotmty or state youth and status of

fenders on a warrant for arrest ... and for wh~ a petition request w~s to' be 
~ .,C ;:",::.~. - , 

entered, would be referred. On its side, ISOS undertook to respond. promptly' 

to such referrals by dispatching a youth advocate from a c~f6vider agency ,J.' 

covering the given police district to t~ke custody of the offender. 

With some reservations, the police responded positively to this arrange

ment. During 'the early months of program operatiorl they were acutely cri

tical of excessive delay in worker response to referrals. Theproblem 

"ras remedied by the fifth month of program operation by creating a backup 

mechanism to provide an advocate aftel" the second police call. \) Additional 

reservations, voiced principally by the leadership of the department, con

cerned the professional qualifications of some of the advocates, and of the 

provider agencies contracted by ISOS. Despite such demurrers, police support 

Ii 
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accorded the program was firm and consistent,although police were not 
. r>\ 

1 '1 

eager to state their sttmport publicly. An ISOS leader described the 

police posture in these ~ords: 

Law ~nforcement people, when they get in public meetings 
don't say much good about us be<:ause they're cops and we're 
the social wo~k siue. But in fact we've had more support, 
and more cons1.stent·support, from law enforcement people 
than from anybody else after the first three or four months 
of op~ration.. They darn near- buried us in Chicago (during) 
t~e !1.rst three months. We just had to work hard to con
v1.n~e them we're a service organization. They finally 
bel1.eved that, and they're l~.'J~ing that .. 

,}" , 
Similarly supportive was the Decatur police department, appreciative 

in particular for the dependability of ISOS help. As cne police officer 

t · " pu lt, we may go along for three or fQJ,~r weeks and never need (ISOS) 

assistance, but when we need them, we need them now, and they're there 

to help." 

Nonetheless, pOlice collaboration "~th the program was not without 

problems affecti1;g the selection of clients for the program as well as 

the task of the advocates. Some program work~rs observed that at several 

stations the police learned that the Detention Alte:q:tatives workers could 

be used to help meet two of their problems. The first was the shortage of 

referral resources available to youth officers to provide help to youth who 

did not meet program eligibility criter.ia. Inch~ded were those charged 

with delinquent offenses, and cases of neglect and abuse. Without providing 

hard evidence for the claim, program staff asserted that police red~ced and 

escalated charges in the interest of obtaining the help of the ISOS program 

in selected cases. They asserted as well that a second type of police 

exploitation of advocate services occurred when cases customarily handled 

as "station adjustments," usually involving first and second time status 

offenses, were referred for advocate services. In some police districts in 
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the Cook County region, located principally in the ethnic poverty areas, 

youth officers apparently tended to cali ISOS in order to get the status 

offenders. off their hands and out of the police st~~ion as q~ickly as pos-
• ,I: 

sible, with iaconsequent "net-widening,i effect. the supervisor of advocate 

services in one agency stated, "We make the station adjustment that the 

police should do." For the most part, however, sUch"youth were processed 

through the screening and hearing stages of court processing, increas~ng 

substantially the number entering the court system. In addition, both types 

of inappropriate referral, those resulting from ch~rge reduction and from 

evasion of normal policy duty, added significantly to the work load of the 

youth advocate staff. 

A quite different problem surfaced in relation to the Decatur police, 

who on the whole observed the program eligibility criteria more punctiliously. 

Although ISOS program personnel state that th.ere was no problem in establish

ing temporary shelter and foster care facilities, from the police standpoint 

they were in distinctly short supply~~ As a result, they found it necessary 

either to hold for exceptionally lo~g periods status offenders who could not 

be returned to their homes pending the advocate's location of a suitable facil

ity, or to use a large, long term group home intended only for se~ious delin

quent offenders. 

A final problem affect~ng principally the program in the Cook County 

region stemmed from discrepant expectations of advocates and police respecting 

the use to be made of out-of-home placement. Most advocates made a determined 

effort to return those status offenders (including runaway) placed in their 

temporary custody to their own homes. The police, on the other hand, tended 

to view ISOS principally as a placement agency, and to regard youths apprehended 

for a third status offense as having come from a failed home. From their 
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point of view, youth officers had already attempted twice "to straighten 

out the kid" with return home. In their judgment the third offense war

ranted out-of-hame placement. Youth officers were bound to see the advocate's 

insistence on attempting a third home return as an implicit denigration of 

their ability tomalee authoritative judgments in thesetases. Although dis

agreements between advocates and youth officers over this issue were often 

spirited, in the end the advocate, taking custody of the child, was free to 

follow his own judgment. 

To summarize, while the police ~ere entirely cooperative with the 

Detention Alternatives program, whether under a court directive or '!?y in

dividually negotiated agreement, several implementation problems, both 

major and minor, persisted. The major problem was a police tendency to 

make inappropriate referrals out of both admirable and questionable motives. 

The, former resulted in some 1fdownch~T~ngtf of delinquent to status offenses. 

The latter, more critical for the program, inserted into the machinery of 

the court cases that should have been dismissed at the station level, 

resulting in a "wideni.ng o.f the net." A minor problem was a submerged but 

chronic conflict between advocates and youth officers regarding the need 

to avoid subjecting status offenders to even the benign institutional 

experience Of temporary shelter Or foster care. 

Program~Coutt Relations 

The description that follows of the relationship between the Detention 

Alternatives program and the court will focus mainly on problems in the 

Cook County region. Separate and less detailed treatment will be given to 
1-' '. 

problems in the downstate Decatur region. 
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The court in Cook County readily provided the order prohibiting pre

screening detention of status offenders. In the light of subsequent 

developments, it seems clear, however, that the court order was an expres

sion of judicial interest in reducing the use of secure detention in status 

offense cases, rather than that of the court's probation department. For 

the latter, the issue posed by the program was the use of ISOS service 
o 

providers and their youth advocates to furnish interim supervision of status 

offenders pending their court appearance, who were technically and legallr 

in the custody of the court and its probation department. The reservations 

expressed by the probation staff were concerned less with the use of com

munity based facilities during this interim than with the temporary suspension 

of their direct control over the supervision of status offense cases, the 

professional c~etence of IS0S youth advocates, and the quality of facilities 

for out-of-home placements. They were inclined to regard even a brief sus-,. . " 

pension of their control as an abdication of the court's responsibility. 

In justifying their objections to the ISOS ?etention Alternatives 

program, probat.ion perso:gnel cited a history of similar raids on the 

court's jurisdiction over other kinds of cases. in each of these episodes, 

they ~laimed, the expected improvement in services failed to materialize. 

The first Qf these occurred during the economic depression of the 1930S~ 

when the court was inundate~ with a flood of dependency cases. The couTt's 
" 

Temporary Care Division had been established by the probation department 

or provide interim foster care for dependency cases pending their acceptance 
o 

and longer term placement by private social agencies. The Division was 

expanded to 130 temporary foster homes accorrunodating some 300 chi1.dren~ 

However, the private sociara~ency conununity felt that even the temporary 

placement of dependency cases was not an appropriate court function, and 
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led a successful camp~ign to have it transferred to the county public aid 

conunission. In the view of the probation department, the publ;i.c aid 

agency was unable to duplicate the experience and competence in selecting 

and moni tori,ng temporary foster homes that probation officers had acquired 

over a period of years. 

A second, more recent, episode occurred when the provision of social 

services to dependency cases was transferred frqm the court to the then 

newly established statewide Division of Children and Family Services (PCPS). 

The theory behind the move was that dependent children should not be 
\ 

exposed to the trauma and the stigma ()~ a court appearance simply to 

receive social services. Alth~ugh the private social agency c~ity 

opposed the md~e' in this instance, the law establishing DCFS gave that 

,agency the power to accept children without their coming through the 

1 1 court. /1 According to probation department personnel, hbwever, DCFS £ou~d • I 

it necessary repeatedly to file petition requests in order to obtain 

court authority to compel the compliance of uncoopera~Dle clients. 

In brief, probation workers in Cook County denierl the need to divest 

from court control any of the categories of nondelinquent youth, whether 

temporarily as in the status offender Detention Alternatives program, or 

permanently as in the transfer of dependency ca}l~es to DCFS. The denial ,/ '. 

was grounded on ~p'ree conten.tions: first, that probation workers had 
I;' 

" the professional competence and the experience to provide skilled social 

service'; second, ~hat resort to the court ~ s authority is in m,any Cases 
'f<; -

necessary and unavoidable; and third, that boW! by law and traditi.on, the 

t;~-~ __ "~_;,. 
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I,'"~ 

court has the ultimate responsibility to protect the child. Comrnenting'j 
//l/ 

on a currently considered problem of selecting a public welfare agency 

to which to transfer from the court the supervision of MIN8 adjudicated 
" 

cases, a probation department official stated6 

• • • If a welfare agency is going to take the NUN8 cases 
and they run into a problem, where they don't get cooper
ation, where the parents of the child isn't cooperative, 
where are they going to go (to get compliance)? Or if the 
child and the parent don't get along, (but) the child has 
something in his favor ,and the agency goes along with the 
parent, who's going to protect the child (if not th~1 court)? 

~ , 

In the light d£ this view of the need for court authority, and of 

the competence of the probati:on department and its concern for the welfare 
II 

of children, it is hardly SurI)rising that the Cook County probation depart-
!I 

ment, while cOn£trained to cooperate with it, was less than enthusiastic 

about the Detention AI ternatives program. As the program settled into 

routine operation, youth advocates became increasingly confident of their 

judgments respecting the appropriate disposition of status offender cases 

referred to them by the police, and increasingly free to argue their views 

as participants in the intake screening sessions. What had been developing, 

in effect, was an undercurrent of c,()mpetition between advocates and proba

tion officers for control over case dispositions. The matter came to a 

head after eight months of program operation, when the intake screening staff 

was rotated to the field and a fresh crew took over~! At that point the 

department official in char~e of intake screening decreed that henceforth 

all advocates would be barred from participation in intake staff conferences, 

except at the explicit invitation of the head of a screening intake unit. 
" 

They were otherwise to be restricted to furnishing theWonnation they had 

about the case to the head of the unit to which it was assigned for screening. 
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A probation officer explained that in excluding the advocates from 

screening discussion 

••• we had to remind them that those are our kids and 
our responsibility and we have to keep a hand on them. 
They are in custody (of the court) when they're with 
I808. They are in a custodial situation. They call it 
shelter as OPP9sed to incarceration, but they're still 
(under court control). 

The heated objection to sharing the control of status offense cases 

was fueled by a refusal as well to accept the·largely parJprofessional 

advocate staff as competent to make infonned judgments inreconnnending 

case dispositions, and the service provider agencies to select and 
I'i 

monitor temporary foster ca~e facilities. As to the comPetence of advo-

cates to participate·in discussions with trained probation officers on 

the dynamics involved in a child's behavior, one probation worker stated 

that this was 

like putting a horse and a mule together. (Advocates) 
don't have th,at much' to offer. Our people are all t~;ained, 
college trained,,! and then additionally trained, and have 
from three to tlUrty years experience. ' 

There was, however,grudging recognition that ad~ocates had "street 

sense," and know~~dge, of ,the youth's connnunity and its pressures, in

fonnation occasionally seen': as helpful. The same probati6n worker con

ceded: ''You can get some infonnation from ;these people. I'm not putting 

them down altogether." On their side, on the other hand, advocates fre

quently had an opportunity denieq probation officer scree~~rs to obtain 
, ~ 

crucial infonriatidn)about the youth and the family as they attempted to 
" 

" , , , ,,' I!;~" II 

return the youth horne afteT picking ~p a referral from ~~ police. , 

The probation department was equally critical of the competence of 

service provider agencies to rnakeappropriate and lmowledgeable selections 
~ I'~ 
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of temporary foster homes. Probation officers claimed that they found 

many foster homes to be inadequate, particu1arlyduring the early 

stages of program operation, although it was conceded that as these 

were brought to rsos attention, their cont:r;acts were cancelled. "But," 

said one officer, "it was unfortUfiate that we had to be the ones to call 

this to their attention." There was some awareness at the same time 

that much of this problem was a function of inadequate resources and 

start-up time to organize the program properly. Said one: 

The way the program started was a problem,. It started in 
a big h~y with a staff of four coordinators to imple
ment a program in a county of seven million people, thou
sands of agencies, and SO miles from one corner of the 
county to the other. And they were supposed to do not 
only the paper work, but find the (service provider) 
agencies, do the monitoring, and oversee that the kids were 
getting to the facilities • • • They were just improperly 
staffed. 

There were other criticisms as well. They pointed out that although 

the program was designed to select "conummity based facilities," so far 

as foster homes were concerned, "the idea of conmnmity based alternatives 

to detention became pretty much of a fa~lacy. If they could not find a 

community based facility (in the child's area), they would take one 40 

miles away." Probation workers also faulted ISOS for depriving the child 

of schooling in their effort to avoid detention. Thus, 'When that kid is . . 
two weeks in ISOS, he's not in school. And their aim was, we can put the 

kid in (his) community and keep \him in (his) school. II In this connection, 

th~y pointed out that one benefit" of retaining the child in the de~ention 
,I 

center was that his education would be continued there. 

It was evident, finally, that the basis of the disenchantment of the 
" 

court's probation department with the program was at bottom its explicit 

"~ __ .-O"~""""".~~."""""" __ '" 
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commitment to. the value of keeping the status offender out of the hands 

of the court during the pre-adjudication period. "Philosophically," 

according to one of the probation officers, "the worst thing that could 

happen to a status ofiender in the mind of an advocate is if the child 

comes into the court system. So total diversion (fTam the court) at all 

costs was (the program's) goal." This posture, with its implicit denial 

of the court's claim to a benign interest in the welfare of the child, 

was hardly calculated to evoke a warm response. Moreover, the spirit 

of child advocacy embraced by many of the advocates was seen as under

mining the value probation workers placed on defending the integrity 

of the family unit. With some indignation, the objection was made: 

(rSOS) workers became the advocates for the child. 
and completely shut the parents out in terms of what the 
parent saw as the child's needs at this time in the 
screening. process. Whereas the, screener listens not only 
to the'child's (side) but also to the parent's in making 
that decision. And the advocate (tends to) disregard the 
parent. 

Despite probation officer objections, complaints, and criticism, by 

the end of the funding period tensions between the department and the 

program were substantially reduced. Commi tted to working wi thin the 

court structure and accomodating to its procedures, program managers set 

up regularly scheduled meetings with department officials to try to re

solve all complaints and conflicts. The department, systematically 

. logged complaints and met bimonthly with the deputy director of ISOS 

to deal with them. Those that persisted concerned failure to inform the 

department of the transfer of clients from one to another placement 

facility, frustrating department efforts to complete court ordered social 

investigations; and criticism of some of the foster home facilities se

lected by service provider agencies. 
, 
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As a final comment on the posture of the probation department 

respecting the 1808 program it should be noted that their objections 

were mainly directed to the loss of court control over status offen

ders in custody during the pre-adjudication period. Their concern 

with program quality appeared to be an overlay on the more basic 

grievance, as is suggested by the commentary of one 'of the department 

leaders: 

There is no qllestion in our minds that the court could do 
a better job of providing alternatives to detention. . • • 
But we don't have the money in our staff to implement such 
a program. Philosophically, I don't think any of. us in the 
court are opposed to the idea of nonsecure detent10~. We 
also feel ,there are certain status offenders! certa1n M[N8 
kids, who need secure detention. We also think that the. 
major thrust must be on the developmen~ of adequate q~11ty 
'resources for these kids at the COmmun1ty level. Aga1n, 
given the resources and given the monies to do.this,.I be
lieve personally that 1808 • • • cou~d accomp11sh th1s end. 
• • • But I still think that the court does need that bot
tom line control, becallSe it's never b~en proven to m~ 
that another agency outside the court 1S able to prov1de 
it adequately. . . Even though there .seems to be a feel
ing arOlmd the country that this type of cas~ ~hould not 
even come into court, we don't take that pos1t~on. V!e 
feel that the child needs someone to protect h1ffi ~ga1nst . 
(the bureaucracy) of a social agency. 8ee the ch1ld at 
least has his say in court. 

T1le discomfort of the department with the program was reinforced 

by its impact on court operations. Probation personnel estimated that 

although the program reduced the number of status offenders in pre

screening and pre-adjudication detention by about 85 percent, it in

creased substantially the number sent to court intake. Many fewer 

. . to court 8a1' done, "Be-were detained, but many more were com1ng 1n • 

cause of the availability of the 1808 service, the police are not di-

verting the same number. • . It's much easier to pick up the phone 

and have an advocate respond to your police station than to get in the 

car and bring him down (to the court)." 
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\ 

To sunnnarize, problems in program-court relations in Cook County 

centered on the concern of its probation department with the issue of 

control over status offense cases, and with the quality of services 

provided by 1808. Because the presiding judge of the court strongly 

supported the program, the probation department was constrained to 

cooperate, despite its reservations respecting the competence of many of 

the service provider agencies and the youth advocates. In the end, 

while conceding that 1808 could improve service quality if given ade

quate resources, the department persisted in its conviction that in the 

light of court responsibility·· for the welfare of M[NS offenders, all 

efforts to deinstitutionalize status offenders should remain a court 

function. 

In contrast to program-court relations in Cook County, those in 

downstate Macon County in the Dec~tur region stemmed from the fact that 

the judiciary declined to issue a court order prohibiting the pre

adjudication detention of status offenders. 1808 workers in that county 

had to contend with a somewhat punitive court~ which viewed the use of de

tention as a useful correctional experience in the control of status 

offense behavior. It has remained the practice of that court, for ex

ample, to decree "week-end" incarceration in the county's detention 

center for probation violators. In addition, placed as it was within 

the structure of DCF8, the 1808 program was obliged to overcome a decade 

long history of court antagonism directed against DCF8. The hostility 

stemmed from the earlier transfer of service to court wards to DCF8, 
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poorly performed in the court's view. To overcome the antagonism, IS0S 

leadership found it necessary to present the program as radically dis

sociated from its parent organization, "separate from anything you know 

about ])cFS." 

Within this context it was not surprising that relations between 

probation officers and youth advocates took on an adversary cast from 

t:ime to t:ime. Disagreements, when they arose, most often concerned the 

issue of returning pre-adjudicated status offenders to their own homes, 

a co~se favored by advocates, rather. than pla,cing them in shelter fa

cilities. In addition, as in Cook County, probation officers opposed 

the choice of other types of service facilities made by advocates. Des-
\\ 

pite such problems, 1SOS leaders were satisfied\;,tpat the program in this 
'\. 

region was on the whole effectiyely implemented. While the court em-
::.-:/' 

braced the Detention Alternatives objectives with considerable reluc

tance, the a:ims of the program were strongly supported by the enforcement 

a~encies of the region and by the local press. 

SYSTFM . pENETRATION DURING RE~~ 

By design, status offender clients in the Detention Alte~_natives 

program were placed in the custody of the court as a condition of 

eligibility for program services. Only those status offenders were 

accepted by;.the program who were not accorded a "street adjustment," 

i.e., dismissed at the p~tice level, and on whom the arresting officer 

had entered a petition for a court hearing. Thus, to receive program 

services, status offenders were processed by the police, with the cases 

'~.'~"1::" ~~4~"'.T;~:,.,~~~r~'_~'~~:-_T>~;~"~:"-""''- ~ .-~. ::.--. '=:'-;:~-,~-:-\ii; ,r-.. ~-~-~::--:~':::'~ 
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subsequently reviewed and screened at court intake, and with most obliged 

yo undergo a court hearing. 

On the one hand, it is accurate to characterize the program as 

requiring relatively deep 'system penetration. This is to say that 

program clients were fully exposed to processing by the juvenile justice 

system, with the exception, of course, that they could not, by law, be 

incarcerated in correctional insti tutJ." ons. 0 h n t e other hand, however, 

as a deinstitutionalization effort the program was designed not to 

divert status offenders from system processing, but to avoid the use of 

secure detention pending the disposition of their cases at the intake 

and hearing stages. 

PROGRAM CONfINUITY PROSPECTS 

By the end of the "s~cond program year, discussion of future effort 

in Illinois to deinstitutionalize status offenders centered not on the 

question of whether it would continue, but under which administrative 

auspices and with what sources of ftmd~p.g. By that t:ime, the statute 

prohibiting their post-adjudication incarceration in correctional 

institut~ons had been extended to require that only "shelter facilities" 

be used in status offender cases dur~g the pre-adjudication period. A 

number of counties' had already begun to interpr~t th,js provis~on as pro

hibi ting the use of the coUrt I s established detenti.on center. 

Program personnel as well as gJsiriterested observers reported "that 

over the period of its operation many judges had come to regard the 

program as a useful adjunct in dealing with status offense cases. One 

downstate IS~~ wor~er noted, fOT e~ample, that during the first program 
i. l , . 

year judges ~ould have opposed the change in the state's JIJVenile Court 

,. 
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Act that mandated the use of shelter care in pre-adjudicated NUNS cases. 

The introduction of the change in the second program year found judges 

much less inclined to object to this change, largely attributable to the 

ISOS demonstration that the use of alternative nonsecure community 

facilities was altogether feasible. 

Discussion of the agency auspices most frequently mentioned under 

which the :program might be continued included DCFS and the Deparunent of 

Correctio~~: (roC). The latter had earlier established a community 

treatment program for serious youthful criminal offenders, the Unified 

Delinquency Intervention Services (UDIS). roc thus seemed a reasonable 

choice to take on the task of fostering the status offender program.:As 

to DCFS, the parent agency of ISOS, there was general consensus that it 

would bea desirable choice. However, its leade~ship was cool to 
'';, 

the prospect of absorbing the program into its structure, in part because 

its staff was already heavily burdened with traditional child welfare 

tasks, and in part because it was inclined to a,ecord low, priority to the 

advocacy feature of the ISOS program. roc seemed a more likely prospect 

as th6~~ture home of the program, although ~here were misgivings on two 

grounds. The first was the questionable appropriateness of an agency 

principally concerned with the incarceration of serious offenders to 

(( provide for the needs of noncriminal youth in community settings. The 

second was the feature of the Juvenile Court Act that prohibited the 

commitment of adjudicated NUNS cases to roc institutions, interpretable 
" 

as prohibiting as well the transfer to the department of custody in pre-

adjudicated cases. 
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With reference to continued program funding, it was also widely 

conceded that the state's general revenue funds were an unlikely source 

of support, given the retrencJunent of state spending then under way. The 

preservation of the program de~ign required that funds be available for 

the purchase of services from private sector social agencies. Dis

cuss~on,.of this aspect of the continuity problem focused on the need to 

tap into federal Title XX funds, available in Illinois as elsewhere. The 

problem, clearly, waste select an ,agency and create a mechanism that 

W9Uld meet the requirements of e~igibility for these funds in support of 

the program. 

As matters finally turned out, neither DCfS nor DOC picked up the 

150$ Detention Alternatives program after termination of its federal 

support period. It was transferred instead to the Illinois Commission on 

Delinquency Prevention (ICDP), a statewide community based delinquency pr.e

vention agency under the control of the governor's office. Despite the 

state's economizing drive, the ICDP obtained $800,000 from general revenue 

funds, supplejllented by ~ grant fromILEC, the Illinois criminal justice plan

ning agency. Essentially, the 1S0S Detention Alternatives program 

design w~s preserved, with minor changes in ~rganizational structure, 

but with a major addition to the scope of its senrices to status offen-

ders with a new source o{ fund~g to support enlarged services. Wi th 

few exceptions, ICDP has renegotiated the approximately 150 contracts 

statewide with service providers that had been established 
" 

under I80S, replacing only a small number. The maj or change has been 
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access to Title XX money administered by the State Department of Public .. 

Aid. The Conunission makes use of these funds to support two additional 

program components. The first is designed to remedy the lack of after

care services from which the Detention Alternatives program suffered, 

since it was restricted to the two week, post-arrest period. Service 

providers are not contracted to furnish follow-up coverage of referrals 

from the status offender program. The second of the added program com

ponents is designed to furnish services ·to status offenders referred to 

the ICDP from other than police sources,· i.e., self, parents, schools, '. ~-

and the like . Title XX ftm& are also now ayailable to cover the Costs 

of short tenn placements. 

Of particu.lar interest in this development is the use made of the 

reorganized program to obtain court orders prohibiting· the detention of 

pre-adjudicate~ status offenders. ·Counties are offered access toCommis

sion funds only on condition that thei:r juvenile court judges provide 

such court orders. Tlris is calculated to be an attractive inducement, 

since counties are chronically faced ~ith a shortage of funds w~th whiCh 

to use conmunity based facilities as an alternative to secure detention, 

however favorably juvenile court judges may regard such a course. As of 

the time of this report, some half dozen counties have issued the re .... 
':, 

quired court order, adding to the single Cook County order with which 

.. ISOS initiated the Detention Alternatives program. 

SIM4ARY: THE ILLIoo1S P~OGRAM MJDEL 

The Illinois Detention Alte~tives program offers a model that may 

be well adapted to jurisdictions whose courts can be induced to take 

only the first tentative steps toward the deinstitutipnalization 

.-
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of status offenders. Detention Alternatives was designed to introduce 

only the most minimal change in usual court proce~'1res. Status offen

ders taken into custody by the police for referral to court intake, of 

whom a large proportion would otherwise have been placed in detention, 

were instead placed in the custody of program workers. This alternative 

to detention was sharply time limited to the period prior to both intake 

screening and court hearing, the total time not to exceed two weeks. 

After L~e hearing the case came under the complete control of the court, 

\\'hich provided whatever aftercare. services were deemed appropriate. 

The second notable f~ature of the Illinois program was its use of 

service provider agencie~ selected for their strong ties to lockl com

Ill'!:mi ties. In emphasizing the value of "conununi ty basedness," the pro

gram may have suffered some sacrifice in the quality of services offered 

program clients. Small, neighborh09;d based youth service agencies with 

tenuous ftmding are often unable to ~1;tract quaiified . line staff. 

IiLmost cases, Detention Alt~rnative~\rorkers who were given responsi-

. bili ty for the teIIIP-orary.liUpervisionfdf statusq;ffenders were 

f . I . h· .;1 th parapro eSSl.ona s Wl. t an l.nterest, em' you welfare, and a disposi tiQn 

to adopt a youth advocacy approach in their relations with police and 

court· persoxmel. As implemented. i,p the case of the Illinois program, 

youth advocacy tended to denigrate the. values of co.mnn.mi ty safety as 

perceived by juvenile justice functionaries, and occasionally to oppose 

parental demands in cases of parent-child conflict. 
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However, these problems may have little importance for the model 

represented by thet Illinois progr!.IDl~ In this model, the primary ob

jective is to demonstrate the feasibility of eliminating the use of 

secure detention in status offender cases during the period prior to the 

court hearing. ~~ing the two week hiatus between police referral and 
I, 

court hearing, the services furnished included only the superv~sion of 

the offender provided by the youth advocate and the placement in temporary 

foster and shelteT! care facilities. The program model thus differs 

markedly from those at a number of the other program sites, where charges 

against program clients were either dismissed by the court, or by .agree

ment Were not initially placed by the arresting agency. 

In sum; the virtu~ of the Illinois prog~am model is its capacity to 

demonstrate in situations of justice agency skepticism the feasibility 

of cOl1mnmity based alternatives to the pre-adjudication detention of 

status offenders. As seen in the Illinois experien~e, the model imposes 

minimal demands for a high cost line staff and is ~ighly flexible. Be

cause services are given status offenders for only a short period, use 

may be made of provider agenc;i.es closely tied to local conmrunities, 

op,viating the need for costly professionalized staffs.' 

The lSOS p~ogram iIi Illinois and the DCYS program in Connecticut 

were the only ones among the federally funded set which made no attempt 

to divert status offenders from the court. Both thus represent model 

p~ogiams for juvenile courts that remain opposed t~ the divestiture of 

jurisdiction in status offense cases. Such opposition frequently per'-

sists even in the face of statutory prohibition of secure detention, 

often subverted by the device of charge manipulation. The Illinois 

program model, in effect, provides a procedure for initiating the use 
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I of community based non-secure"detention," restricted to pre-adjudicated 

I status offense cases. Because it avoids confrontation over the issue of 

{;'1 court jurisdiction, the~~model represents a promising approach to the 
j problem of overcoming court uncertainty regarding the feasibility of 

status offender deinstitutionalization. 

" 
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CHAPTER IX 

THE SOUTH CAROLINA PROGRAM 

As one of three statewide deinstitutionalization efforts included 

in the evaluation study, South Carolina offers an opportunity to examine 

a program that confronted in acute fonn the dilenuna posed by the oppor

tunity equally to divert status offenders from a juvenile justice -
'n 

system which institutionalized them in large numbers, or to remove 

frOID, secure confinement those already institutionalized. 

Already noted with reference to the programs funded in several of 

the oth~r regions of the U.S., the notion had gained some headway that 

for purposes of an appropriate response to juvenile offenses a distinct~on 

might be usefully made between criminal and non-criminal-but-prohibited 

behavior. For well over a decade prior to the appearance of the LEAA 

status offender program, there'had begun a slow , but steady diffusion of 

statutes establishing a newly defined !=ategory of children primarily ,in 

need of effective community supervision rather than secure confinement. 

For this class of young offenders, known as CHINS, PINS, JINS, and the 

like, the customary use of detention or of ~ornmitment to secure institu

tions was regarded as counterproductive. As one of the more politically 

and socially conservative states of the region, South Carolina remained ., 

unresponsive to the stirrings of this refonn movement. By statute as 

well as by administrative procedure, all juvenile offenders, whether 

charged with non-criminal or criminal offenses, were unifonnly defined 

and dealt with as a single undifferentiated category with heavy use of 

institutional treatment. Pressures for the "modernization" of the 
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juvenile justice system existed, but the state legislature saw little 

need to spend tax dollars for this purpose. 

This was the condition of juvenile justice in the state until the 

late 1960's when a reputable newspaper with a national circulation 

published a series of articles exposing abuses in the institutional 

treatment of juvenile offenders.* Included among the several states 

whose practices.were given national exposure was South Carolina. Stung 

into action, the state legislature established the Juvenile Placement 

Bureau as the agency to oversee the practices of juvenile institutions, 

and vested it with sole authority to release commi:tted offenders. The 
,; 

agency was directed to review the cases of all juveniles in correctional 

institutions at three month intervals. 

Encouraged by the break in custom, those who had been urging the 

refonn of juvenile justice in the state then undertook to press forward. 

Wi thin the next several years, the Depar~ent of Corrections, with 

jurisdiction over the state's juvenile institutions, was renamed the 

Department of Yo~th Services (DYS), and was given the added ftmction of 

developing a statewide delinquency prevention program. The initial 

effort of the DYS in this direction was to e~~9urage the establishment 

of a network of locally based and funded you~h service centers. Recog

nizin.~ within a short time that local resourq~~, if not interest,-would 

not be 'forthcoming, DYS then succeeded in obtaining st~te ftmds for the 

employment of personnel to staff an~ operate youth service centers 
\\ 

located in the more populous counties. 
"~) 

lil,p 
J!if 

* Howard James, "Children in Trouble: A National Scandal~" Cliristi'an /;J 
Science Monitor. Series of 15 articles published b.etween March 31, 1969 
and July 7,' 1970. 
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During the period when this structure was under development, it 

became evident that federal funds might become available to develop 

programs for the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The 

Division of Youth Services promptly prepared a comprehensive program 

proposal for submission to the federal Office of Juvenile Justice. In 

its concept, the program contained two major elements: the removal of 

status offenders currently confined in secure institutions, and the 

diversion from detention and institutional placement of youth charged 

with status offenses. Having already initiated the state s~ported 

youth service bureau network, it was its Youth Bureau staff that was 

to serve both fun.ctions. ' 

It is important to note that more than most of the other program 

jurisdictions, South Carolina traditionally made use of institutional 

commitment in status offense cases. In one sense, this jurisdiction 

was ripe for a major push to reduce decisively the number of status 

offenders who were currently incarcerated. It was in the context of 

this opporttmity that the functions of "front end" diversion and 

"back end" deinstitutionalization became competing objectives in re-

lation to the distribution of program funds. While the program in 

fact served both objectives, the availability of the DYS supported 

network of youth bureaus created a tendency to emphasize the diversion 

component of the program. The "tilt" in this direction was reinforced 

by the need for the supplemental ftmds offered by the program grant to 

~~ore up the fiscal health of already existing youth bureaus and to 

establish additional units covering the less populous coun.ties. 
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This policy did not, however, go unchallenged by those who regarded 

the primary task of the program as the removal of status offenders al

ready incarcerated in long term correctional institutions. Most par

ticularly, their concern was the chronic status offender, whose re-

moval from institutional placement to treatment in a non-institutional 

facility posed serious problems requiring focused effort. The defense 

of DYS leaders to this virtual charge of inappropriate use of program 

funds l\faS to point to their activity in removing in a timely manner 

adjudicated status offenders from the state's Reception and Evaluation 

Center (R & E). Without the concerted efforts of DYS, these individuals 

might otherwise have remained in that closed institution for a max~ 

of 45 days pending case disposition. 

In the light of public and judicial conservatism respecting 

change in the treatment of status offenders, and of the tenuous state 

of the movement for the refonn of South Carolina's juvenile justice 

system, it would have· been reasonable to.expect the federally sup-
~ : 

ported status offender program to have been introduced on a modest 

scale. Such was not, however, the case. The proposal submitted and 

funded undertook to mount a statewide program on the base of a Youth 

Bureau. structure that the Division of Youth Services had only recently 

established. With status offender program funds sv,pplementing its 

state support, the Youth Bureau Division underwent an expansion from a 

$400,000 to a $2 million program in a single year. Such sudden and 

striking growth did not go unheeded by other agencies in state govern-

ment, by the judicial collur.iln.ity, and by those with strong convictions 

about what the shape of judicial and correctional reform should be. 
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The South Carolina program was thus staged against a background of 

a traditionally high level of institutional commitment in status 

offense cases. This tradition was in contention with an effort of 

very recent origin to build a statewide program emphasizing the use of 

community treatment in delinquency cases. A second background element 

of importance was the basic policy decision of program managers to lay 

major emphasis on "front endlf diversion of status offenders from de-

tent ion and from confinement in the state's diagnostic facility. This 

policy was persistently opposed by those more concerned with returning 
~ 

status offenders' to their communi ties who were on long term inst:i:cu-

tional commitments. A final feature of the envirorunent into "J1zmch the 

program was introduced was the con~ern and anxiety evoked in court 

personnel and administrators of juvenile institutions by the ambitious 

;cope of the program and its effort 'to introduce radical change in the 

apprqach to the status offender problem. 

. 'IHE seUTH 'CAROLINA- PROGRAM PLAN 

Ov.erlaid as it was on the existing Youth Bureau network, the status 

offender program was shaped on the warp of this network's structure and 

activities. The most significant effect on the status offender program 

was to bro~den the eligibility criteria for program services. The Youth 

Bureaus quite,appropriately provided services to troubled youth, whatever 

the character of the problem. Accordingly, intake policy encouraged 

. referrals from non-justice as well as fJ;-om justice sources. Wi th respect 

to status offense cases referred by non-justice sources, this meant 

that the program accepted as eligible for services whoever may have been 

regarded by parents and schools as "in danger of becoming status 

. , 
239 



\1. 

'0, I 

• r:' 

~\ 

,,, ..... - •• "~--,,=~ =~,.~="~~""",.~~., ••. ,,,.,,,", .. ,~.-, ... , .,,, .... ' "I 

-6-

offenders. " Of the total number of clients who entered the program . 

during its two-year existence, over half were referre~ by non-justice 

sources (see q-uipter XII). 

While they recognized the "net widening" effect of their intake 

policy, progrrun managers steadfastly insisted that its benefits could 

only be positive. As one program administrator put it, " ... the 

bottom line is helping kids. . . . As long as we don't go out and 

bring them in, and they do need services, they are eligible (for 

program services)." 

Program administrators found further justification for a non

restrictive intake policy in the difficulties faced by status offenders 

in obtaining remedial services. They asserted that unlike other problem' 

categories, for example, the mentally retarded or the psychotic youth 

for whom agencies exist with well defined criteria for case intake, 

. the status offender typically does not fit snugly into any of the es

tablished categories of problem youth, while often overlapping a number 

of them. As a result,many status ()ffenders, particularly in the early 

stages of an offense career," are frequently rej ected by specialized 

service agencies. They remain a negleoted population ~ch by"virtue 
': ',,\\ 

of their treatment as delinquent youth ti~nd ,to be pushed illtCt c:orrec-

tional institutions ~ 

The ju.c:;tification of an "open enrollment" policy in providing . . 

sta~JS offender serv-iceswas reinforced by the stat~'s liberal use of 

its diagnostic facility in detaining status offenders. Prohibitedby 

l~~ from referring adjudicated juvenile offenders directly to non-justice 

community agencies, the courts were obliged to remand them to .. the 

I 
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Division of Youth Services (the renamed Department of Corrections), 

which maintablec the Reception and Evaluation Center for diagnostic 

workup and ultimate case disposition. Program administrators conse

quently saw early intervention in problem cases originating in non

justice referral sources as interrupting a highly predictable process 

that would first bring the offender into court, and in a high propor

tion of cases result in an experience of detention at the R & E Center. 

It was in this sense that pz:ogram personnel equated diversion with 

deinstitutionalization. In one Youth Bureau region, for example, it 

was claimed that referrals to the R & E Center were cut in half by the 

program in one county, and by about 80 percent in another. The regional 

administrator asserted, further, that in the absence of the program, 

some three-quar1~~rs of all status offense cases would have gone to court 

adjudication, and of these approximately half would have been remanded 

to detention in the R & E Center. 

Program administrators thus did not perceive their diversion 

activities as separable from deinstitutionalization, whether responding 

.. to referrals from non-justice conmrunity sources or intervening to re

move status offenders from detention at the R & E Center. Youth Bureau 

staff claimed to have removed substantial numbers of status offenders 
• ; l,~ "/ . 

who were detained/institutionalized in the Center, a procedure usually 

accomplished in a five to ten day period. The release procedurere

quired notification of the Youth Bureau in the status offenders' re-

gion of residence that he had been received at the R & .E Center. A 

worker was then assigned to visit the court from which connnitted in. order 

to ascertain whether this was a valid status offense case. Once verified, 

.' ( 
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the worker developed a placement plan (own or group home). The plan 

was then presented for approval to the Juvenile Placement Agency, which 

had sole authority to release juvenile offenders. Those who were re

moved were regarded as no longer at risk of commitment to long term 

correctional institutions, at least as a result of the current episode. 

It should be noted, however, that program persomel were reluctant to 

estimate the net deinstitutionalization effect of their procedures in 

returning to the community status offenders remanded to the R & E 

Center. As one program administrator put it, "Kids were DSO'd~ no 
It 

It 
question about that •••• But it's impossible to tell whether a kid 

w"Ould have gone to a (long term) institution i{;.ihe hadn't been DSO' d. II. 

The phrase, "to b~ DSO'd," commonly used in the South Carplina pro

gram, was an acronymic rendering of "deinstitutionalization of st2.tus 

offenders." 

A second major source of referral 1;0 the program was, of course, 

the court system itself. As noted, the Division of Youth Services, 

other than having developed the Youth Bureau network as its del in

que~cyprevention function, was retained as one of the state agencies 

to which courts at their option could refer delinquent youth. Prior to 

Ithe establishment of the status offender program, the court in one of 

the larger urban centers had collaborated with the DYS in <:onducting 
i( . " 

a pre-trial iritervent5.on program for criminal youth. In that program, 
,. 

'adjudication proceedings were suspended and an opportunity given to the 

local Youth Bureau to provide remedial services. With the status" 

offender program in place, the DYS now u~ged the court~ to refer all 
,~ , 

status offense cases to the Youth Bureaus, excluding only those with 

i' 

II 

\ 

I 
I . 

:If," ;:, 
0» ~ J 

I (>-! 

,,' ~''iJ., '~o 'I 
,'~ I 

: "" '.j d r;;.; 

l-~---·_C. 

I 
-9-

I 

• ,J,) 

II 
)1,. 

criminal charges pending and those on probation for a prior criminal or 

status offense. There were thus two "filters" for case intake, one 

. finely screened by the court, and one virtually unscreened by coIIlIIlUIlity 

sources or referral. 

Services for Program Clients 

As has been indicated, the effort to remove status offenders from 

locked facilities was focused principally on L~e state's single Re

ception and Evaluation Center. Because this institution was an agency 

tmder its jurisdiction, the DYS was aware of every commitment and, in 

the interest of the status offender program, in a position to take action 

for the return of the youth to his/her corrnmmi ty. To accomplish this, 

it was'necessary to obtain the approval of the Juvenile Placement Bureau, 

the state agency vested with sole authoritY to release institutionalized 

juveniles, a procedure that typically took several days. Where status 

offenders were remanded to the R & E Center on mixed status and criminal 

charges, and the latter were "unproven," the youth was considered elig

ible for release. 

The DYS, thus found the release of status offenders from secure con

finement in the R ,& E Center to be altogethE:IT fea~ible. However, this 

was not the case with respt::ct to another wid\espread use of confinement 

dtiririg ,the pre-adjudicati()n st,age. In mid-1978,,~:b.ile the status 

offender prc:>gramwas in progress, legislation 'was enacted creating a 

statewid.e uniform pr9bation intake system • 
, ,:;.. (1 

One provision of the statute 
:::;'L 

required that in jwenile c~ses a hearing on detained youth be held 

,within ,24 "houts, Hon judicial days." This 'was a clearly intended effort 
;! ,';, '- ; ,::,", 
'lli" . .to increase hearing promp,tness .. and to reduce t:ime in detention. The 

1
1
/ 't" . , 

q:iJfi<:Ul1:y,posed by the "judicial days" specification was that in the 
oi, " 
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less populous, rural counties the interval between judicial days often 

extended to two weeks. Detention facilities there were commonly the 

county jails~ typically without facilities for the segregation of 

juveniles. In the urbanized counties; where judicial days occurred at 

more frequent intervals, time in detention might on the average be shorter. 

But this, again, would depend on the load of juvenile cases and the var

iable frequency with which judicial days were,;. scheduled. 

The Youth Bureau program included residential placement, counseling 

with use of a crisis intervention model, eduC;f,ltional services, "and referral 

to community based recreational and mental health services as needed. 

Some of the latter services, principally the use of psychologists to fur-
',' 

nish counseling, were contracted. However, most of the referrals for 

services provided by contract were to recreational a.gencies. As' between 

those provided directly by staff of the Youth Bureaus and those by com

nnmity agencies to which clients were referred, the bulk of services 

were furnished by the Youth Bureau staffs. One Youth Bureau regional 

supervisor estimated that approximately four-fifths of all services re

ceived by program clients were direct services by youth ~ureau staffs. 

Program funds were used to establish one shelter and three group homes, 

each with a cap ad. ty of 20 residents, to supplement existing residential 

facilities~ The latter consisted of two categories: a statewide network 

of over 100 volunteer foster homes provided by the Alston Wilkes Society, 

and locally based residential care fa.cili ties. The Alston Wilkes " 

Society, based on church. organizations, recruits volunt~r foster parents 

to receive placements two to three times per year.for periods of uDder 

ten days each. This facility was .used primarily to remove youths from 
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jail detention. Reportedly, over 200 such removals were effected 

during 1978. 

The second category of locally based placement facilities con-

sisted of residential care insti't1:ltions, some of which were state sup-

ported. Most housed populations larger than prescribed by the LEAA-OJJ 

guidelines for insti tuti:ons appropriate for s·tatus offenders. 

In some instances their primary use was to house permanently placed 

orphans. The Youth Bureaus used such institutions as shelter care facil

ities for status offenders when no alternative suitable facility was 

available, with its staff assuming responsibility for providing the 

supplemental services needed. While aware that use of these kinds of 

institutio~s dj,d not confonn to the national program requirements, the 
~ , " . 

DYS justified the policy on grounds that the use of community based 

residential facilities, despite their character, preserved an opportunity 

. for Youth Bureau staff to serve the needs of the client. In many cases, 

however, youth in these institutions were placements outside their coun

ties of residence. Among some judges, the practice was not uncommon to 

conmit juvenile offenders to ,,;distant institutions in order to rid the 

conmnmi ty of its "bad apples." 

P~ogram leaders regarded Youth Bureau employees as well trained to 

provide quality services. Led by two MSWs, a program of training in 

family counseling techniques was instituted for line staff, utilizing a 

crisis intervention model. With respect to this model, hOlvever, one 

administrator noted that its implementation fell short of success~ Most 

Youth Bureau workers exceeded the 20 day limit set as the nonn for 

crisis intervention, extending Case treatment on the average to 4S7-dayS. 
i 1 ~~! 

Ii 
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As a final note on program content, its design came under sustained 

criticism by the state's planning agency for criminal justice on a num

ber of grounds, despite the fact that it had approved the program pro-

posa~. 
c:: .. .) 

First, the program was faulted for failing to place major emphasis 

on strengthening community resources for the treatment of status offenders, 

rather than on expanding and stabilizing the state supported network of 

Youth Bureaus as the primary source of youth services. Program adminis

trators conceded that this would indeed have been desirable, had there 

been, in their view, a willingness on the part of local agencies to devote 

greater resources to the status offender problem. 

Second, there was objection to the use of the Youth Bureaus as an arm 

of the state' 5 juvenile correctional agency, the Division of Youth 

Services. The point wa!~ made that such auspices would carry with it the 

stigma of treatment by a delinquency control agency. Program personnel 

countered the criticism by asserting that in their contacts with Youth 

Bureau clients and their parents, the 1atter'tended to s'ee these units as

part of the state's structure of social sel;ri~es rather than of the 
11",,::= 

delinquency control and correctional apparatus. 

Third, the use of a substantial portion of program funds for the pur

pose of diverting youth. ftom the justice system who were seen as "in danger 

of becoming status offenders" brought the program under critical attack for 

diverting'resources from the task of removing status offeI\ders already com-
(( 

mitted to long tenn correctional insti:tutions. It was, argued, :t,:or example~ 

that if·a genuine policy of deinstitutiona1ization were pursued, a substan

tial portion of program funds should have b~en made av~ilable to find com

munity placements for the hard-to-place status offenders. The contention 

o 
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was that those clients committed for status offenses to long tenn confine

ment were principally those for whom placement facilities in their home 

cOIID'IlUIlities were inadequate or non-existent. As indicated earlier, program 

administrators defended themselves from this charge by pointing to their 

activity in reducing the period of detention in the R & E Center, and 

in truncating status offense careers by prompt intervention during their 

earlier stages. Moreover, administrators pointed out that in specifying 

the target population for the status offender program, the Office of 

Juvenile Justice never clearly defined how imminently "in danger of de

tention and institutionalization" this target population was to be. 

With reference to these criticisms., the program descripticm would be 

incomplete if note were not taken of the smouldering political conflict 

with which it was surrounded. Program funds came to South Carolina at 

about the same time that the first Republican governor since Reconstruc

tion was voted into office. As an ann of a new administration devoted 

to fiscal economy and reduction in the growth of state services th.at 
• 

were, naturally, led by staff appointed in preceding administrations, 

the crjfuinal justice planning agency was bound to oppose any expansion, 

even with federal funds, of the Youth Bureau network of the DYS. This 

is not to say that their criticisms were necessarily without merit, but 

~implY that 1.egitimate disagreements respecting a proper program design 

were exacerbated by extraneous political conflict. 

In Stmll11a.ry, the main features of the South Carolina program were 

(a) the use of a pre-exist~g state supported network of Youth Bureaus 

as the principal resource for providing services to status offenders; 

(b) a policy emphasis on minimizing status offender insertion into the 

i 

I 
I 
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juvenile justice system by diverting them from court ,processing and by ob

taining the early release of those adjudicated and conmri.tted to the state's 

Reception and Evaluation center; Cc) provision of residential placement 

services in three small group homes supplemented by access to a statewide 
• - 1~ 

l\ 

volunteer foster home system, and by the use for temporaT)~ shelter care of 

locally based "orphai~age" type institutioqs; and Cd) the limit~d use of con

tracted counseling services to supplement" when needed, services of the 

same or similar type provided by Youth Bureau. staffs. Program funds were 

used primarily to eXpand and strengthen the state supported network of Youth 

Bure~"l.ls. 

Ii 
CCM4UNITI AND INSTITUTIONAL CONfEX11JAL ELEMENI'S 

Restrictiveness of Juvenile Statues and Juvenile .Justice Control of Program 

Four features of the juiisdictions in which'status offender programs 
~I 

were conducted !)ave been defined as furnishing their crucial context • Two. ;, 

of these, statutory restriction on the secure confinement of status offender~, 

and justice system control of the program, have already been touched upon in 

the preceding sections. Neither pre-adjudication detention nor post-adjudica

tion commitment to correctional institutions for status offenders was pro-
n 

hibi ted by the Souther Carolina Juvenil~ code. Ho¥ever, prior to the advent 

of the program, court~ in a ntnnber of the larger urban conmrunities ha¢l. begun' 

by administrative arrangement to divert from detention minor criminal offend

ers" including status offenders. To the extent that the giant recipient and 

the administrator was the DYS, the state's juvenile c,;orrectional agency, the 

program was completely under the control of the justice system. At the same 

time, howeve'r, by placing the provision of conmruni tY based status offender 

services in its Youth Bureaus, the DYS diligently sought to dissociate these 
"(i 

services from its correctional function. As one means of accomplishing the 
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separation, -very few workers were transferred from 1.""ts 
correctional·ser-

vices to staff its Yeuth Bureaus" most were newly h" 'd d" 1" . '" 1.re 1.reet y 1.n to the 

staff. More0vet,'while youths c0uld be moved from correctional institu-

ti~ns to Youth Bureau superviSion, the Bureaus were pr0hibi ted fr0Iil refer

ring their clients to any of the;; DYS
1 
correctional agencies. 

,. 

Two additional contextual elements of the program remain to be 

considered: the availability of residential facilities, and the level 

of community tolerance for status offense behavior. 

Availability of Residential Facilities 

Among the eighfsitesl.r1;1 which status offender programs were eval

uated, South Carolina was notable for a virtual absence of adequate 

residential services. 
All programs, including that in South Carolina , 

"made principal use of some fO:nn of "horne detention," in which it was 

found fe~ible to return the ~outh horne prior to adjudication. However, 

in the limited ntnnber of cases where homes were distinctly uns~itable, 
other sites found. themselves on the whole reasonably well sWJplied with 

alternative placement resources. 
This was not the case in South Carolina. 

Even more critical was the fact that many localities lac'>'ed'· 
" l\. even sepa~a,te 

detention facilities £ " " . 
or Juven1.les and made use of local jails for this 

purpose. 

The response of program administrators to the problem of widesp~ead 
use of jails for the detentiOl1of juvenile offenders took two fonns. The 

" most immediate and active respo~~e was to make use of the statewide system 

of volunteer temporarY foster hO~~s sponsored by the Alston Wilkes Society. 
W"th hi ' \ 

1., t S resource in hand, Youth Bpreau staff often fotmd it possible to 

remove detained status off d f "" , en ers rom J a1.ls after a case. investigation 
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that customarily took 48 hours. As previously noted, in the rural areas 

of the state, a decision to terminate jail detention was often delayed 

for several w~eks pending the occurrence of a "judicial day." Beyond 

this, with the help of an Alston Wilkes "jail watch" program, every 

effort was made to reduce jail detention time. 

The second response to the problem of inadequate residential re

sources was an effort to develop temporary shelter care and group homes 

for post-adjudication placement and as an alternative to detention~ fo~ 

several years prior to the program, the DYS had endeavored with little 

success to obtain state funding to develop these facilities. Its re

quests for funds were denied by an lUlsympathetic legislature. One pro

gram administrator characterized the posture of legislators as " • • 

their attiolde is to take a hard line with children without (making) a 

distinction between criminal and non-criminal offenders. i, Program funds 

were allocated for the de,relopment of three ~oup hom~s and one shelter 

home,each limited to 20 residents. These were recognized as entirely 

inadequate to meet the need, and DYS permitted its Youth Bureaus to use 

as p+acement facilities group home~ of virtually any size and character, 

provided they were located in the community of residence of their cases. 

Community Tolerance 

There seems to have been less tolerance for status offense'behavior 

in South Carolina than in any oftbe 0'0er program sites, including even 

miniJpally tolerant Connecticut. This impression is gained not only from 

the limited data available on rates of school suspensions/expulsions, 'r 
I 
1 

Whi~li fell in the ~igh rang~ of the distribution across the eight sites, 

but :from thE~ observations of program personnel. 

'I 
.I, 

'I I, 
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In contrast to every other jUrisdiction in which programs were 

funded, prior to the introd.1Jction of the program there was virtually, 

no conception among juvenile justice personnel of a distinction between 

juveniles who committed criminal and those charged with status offenses. 

All offending youth were dealt with as delinquents, although status 

offenders were classified as "minor criminal offenders." An earlier 

reform of the juvenile justice system had established a diagnostic center 

to furnish an informed view of appropriate treatment in individual cases, 

many of whom were returned to their communities, but judges c9mmonly re

manded youth to the R & E Center for "puilishment." 

It would appear that although South Carolina had established a 

juvenile court structure as a means of providing separate treatment for 

young offenders, it was far from having accepted the philosophy of the 

juvenile court movement. On~ program administrator noted, for example, 

that the Old South conservat;ism of the state was expressed in the ju

venile justice area by an insistence that " • . • (children are regarded) 

as responsible for their own acts." Other progran:,:personnel cited in

stances of court orders on the disposition of status offense cases that 

read, "committed to DYS for placement outside (the youth's) community." 

And a number referred to a "worst case" episode in which one judge 

ordered commitment to the county jail "until she was 21" in the case of 

a girl whom the DYS had "DSO'd" out of the R & E Center for return to 

the community. These impressions of a "hard line" stance toward status 

offenders in South Carolina are relieved, on the other hand, by the 

development of such DYS sponsored programs as pre-trial intervention in 

the city of Columbia prior to the federally funded status offender program. 

, j 
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OPERATIONAL FEATURES AND IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS 

Implementation of the status offender program required, most cru

cially, cooperation from three sources: the juvenile court, the enforce

ment agencies, and the youth service provider community. For the' south 

Carolina program, progress in serving police initiated status offense 

cases hinged primarily on court support. Virtually all status offender 

services were provided directly by the DYS as the grant recipient, and 

wi th minor exceptions, police referrals to the program were minimal. 

Program-Court Relations 

Distinctive in the South Carolina program design was its sponsor

ship and administration by the leaders of the correctional agency of 

the state's juvenile j'lstice system. In the light of this feature, re

lations between the program and the courts essentially required coopera

tion between two arms of the justice system. This meant that, tmlike 

otber program sites where courts were requested to refer status offense 

cases to private sector youth agencies~ in South Carolina the request 

was to refer cases to another public agency within the same system. 

Nonetheless, virtually all of the problems in program-court relations 

that were seen as typical in other sites existed here as·well. 

First, many of the courts expressed some uneasiness over the fact 

that the p~ogram was not centered in the court, an arrangement that would 

have obviated the need to share their control over status offense cases. 

Court concern with this matter surfaced with particular vigor in connec

tion with program efforts to obtain the quick release of status 'offenders 
/I 

from institutions. This seemed to many judges an unwarranted substitution 

of the judgment of Youth Bureau personnel for the judgment of the, court 

in committin~ the youth. Said one administrator, "It's a problem of 

--... '---..,.,...,...,.".....~~·c:-/" ... OOI'"".:'~.,.,---'·~ . . ... ~. 
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trying to convince the judges (that status offense cases should be 

returned to their commurii ties) . Th~y put a kid in, and we get them 

·out." Because some number of released offenders reappear in court, he 

continued, "the jll;dges call us the revolving door .'11 The program method 

of dealing with runaways was another source of friction with the courts. 

The police were apparently not inclined to exert themselves to retrieve 

runaways except on the basis of a court issued warrant; they otherwise 

simply filed a missing person report. In order to intervene more 

positively in these cases, DYS followed a practice of filing a delin

quency petition, thus obliging the court to issue an arrest warrant, with 

a subseq~ent withdrawal of the petition when the youth was recovered. 

Many courts were resentful of this procedure, complaining "to the DYS, ttyou 

are just using us. II In one Youth Bureau region, judges actively resented 

what they perceived as an effort "to tell the court what they can or 
j,' 

cannot do in status offender cases." 

Counter~pressure from'the courts was, of course, inevitable, and the 

pr~gram in many instances found it expedient to seek a compromise. In 

some counties, judges agreed not to institutionalize only if DYS would 

agree in turn to their adjudication as status offenders, whereupon they 

were placed on probation and referred to a Youth Bureau. for service. The 

arrangement enabled the courts to feel that they still maintained control 

over the case, and, mused one program administrator, ,"at leas·t it kept the 

kids out of institutions." 

On their part, program persomlel were not totally out of sympathy 

with the need, ill some proportion of status offense cases, for the use 

of court coercion. Said one, "At times we do need the (authority of 

----~-~ •• -"!""<" ..... ~< -'----'-- ,-, 
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the court); we need the leverage (in dealing with intractable behavior)." 

Indeed, in one court with which the program enjoyed particularly' good 

relations, where the judge had agreed to refer status offenders to the 

program without the filing of a petition, program personnel often re

turned clients who continued "to give trouble" to the court for a 

conference with the jntake worker. Its purpose was to make clear to 

the client that the threat of remand to the R & E Center remained, 

according to one worker, "as a hannner over their heads." 

Finally, whatever fear .existed among court persormel that the pro

gram posed a competitive threat respectLTlg case supervision and control 
() 

was confined principally to courts in the smaller c?unties. The effort 

to pers~de courts in these counties to sup~ort the program was ~ered 

by the court's concern for maintaining an adequate caseload. Said one 

Youth Bureau worker, "It got to be a turf problem. They feared that if 

they didn't have status offenders, what would they have in a small 

corronunity?" 

In SUIIDIlary, while courts represented a significant source of referral 

to the pr,ogr~m, court personnel tended to view the program variously as an " 

intrusion on their authority and competence, as a source of acceptable 

help in dealing with. status offenders, as an unwarranted subversion o~ 

the deterrent effect of institutionalization, or as a threat to their jobs. 

Despite this range of response, the net impression remains that program 

administrators managed their relations with courts well enough to open 

a view to the possible values of deinstitutionalization in status offense 

cases. 
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Program-Setyice Provider Relations 

Relations with service providers were virtually problem free 

because, with minor exceptions, services to status offenders referred 

to the program were provided directly by the Youth Bureaus. As has 

been noted, the design feature that distinguished the South Carolina 

prqgram was tr.tat the program staff and the DYS-supported Youth Bureau 

staff were one and the same. Administrators regarded this policy ~s 

havLLg been forced on them because there were no youth service agencies 

in the smaller, rural counties and because in the urbanized counties , 
where a variety of services for youth axisted, they typically did not 

serve status offenders. " These latter agencies included ll."1its of the 

state's Department of Social Services, and family service and vocation

al rehabilitation agencies. Whether a concerted effort was made to 

enlist their cooperation and to offer to enter into contractual arrange

ments with them remains unclear. Where services were contracted out , 
they were in the m~in to private practice psychologists, youth and family 

counselors, physicians, recreation agencies, and group homes. The latter 

were largely privately sponsored, lCl;rge population institutions th~t Youth 

Bureau staff used for temporary shelter care. 11 For the most part, their 

services were obtained on an ad hoc basis. Of all types of services 

obtained through contract, it was the view of one program administrator 

that by far the largest category was for recreational services. 

Where services were contfact~d out, only in rare instances did the pro-' 

gram encounter a problem of aV~\lability or of dif£icultywith the ser~ 

vice providers. This may well hl\ve been a function of the minimal use 

made of private sector serVices; the situation could conceivably have 
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been quite different had the program been designed for a heavy de

pendence on the private sec~or. 

As to problems with the direct services provided by the Youth 

Bureaus, the only major difficulty concerned'case overload. Caseload 

size was based on'prevailing:norms f0r a variety o£ problem'types. 

It was found, however; that where clients were principally status 

offenders, such norn~ constituted an overload. A note of despair is 

evident in the following connnent by ,one Youth Bureau worker: "I wonder 
i! -'" 

what keeps me going, and I really don't know. These (status offender) 

kids are difficult to deal with. We really don't have nee~ed staff and 

resources. The Department of Youth Services looks at staff compared to 

the number of kids you have, not the number of man hours spent with cer-

tain kids, so it's overwhelming. But staff keeps doing it and working 

hard." 

Program:-Police Relations 

Unlike those at most other sites, the South Carolina pro~am did not 

find the police to be an important source of referral. Apparently, the 

principal ,reason for the minimal role of the police in the program was 

, their dismclinationto deal with status offense cases, and their prac

tice of dealing independently with those cases on which they were obliged 

to take, action. This situation was described by one of the Youth Bureau 

regional s~ervisors in the following words: "Police just don't want to 

deal wi~ (ungovernables or truants). They honestly don't care about 

keeping them overI1;ight. Unless someone else has br~ught a fonnal charge 

against the juvenile, they just won't keep them .••• They feel that is 

(. s~mething the. c.Ourt should take~are of. The police have not been a maj or 

factor in (the) SouthC~rolina (program)." 
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That pplice w'ere inclined to keep their distance from the program 

is indicated more specifically in the unsuccessful effort made in the 

city of Columbia to obtain their cooperation. Arrangements were 

initially made for the police department to refer status offender 

,cases to the pr9gram. These were to be picked up by a Youth Bureau 

worker at weekly intervals. After several months the worker ceased his 

visits to the department because the police had no cases to refer. What-

ever cases the police regarded as serious were petitioned to the court 

which, in this region, routinely referred them in turn to the pr<?gram. 

In summary, implementation problems centered predominantly on 

program-court relations. Relations with private sector service providers 

and, ;With police agf,mcies were non-problematic. In the fonner case almost 

all ,status offender services were provided directly by program personnel. 

In.thelatter case, police rema:j.ned largely uninvolved with the program 

as a source. of referral. Where they existed, diffiollties in relation 
, 

with, the court primarily concerned Uneas:iness or downright objection to 

the program practice of promptly returning to the community status 
'. ' 

" 

offenders remanded by the court to the state's R & E Center. 1ess 

obtrusive was the p;robleIIJ. of comPetitive threat to court personnel posed 

by the u~e of program services for status offenders. 

SYSTEM PENETRATION 

Examined" in the evaluation of each of' the programs was the depth, to 

which status o£fenderswere inserted into the juvenile justice system in 

the course of program effort to reduce their ins't:i"tutionalization. This 

qttestibn becomes relevant because, as matters turned out, all prograItls 

had adopted as a principal strategy what may be termed "deinstitution-

alization by diversion." This is to say that there occurred early on an 
Ii 

, I ' 
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unspoken recognition that the lower the level of the justice system at 

which the status offender was diverted to community agencies, the less 

the likelihood of detention and of commitment to an institution. This 

was true for all program jurisdictions Pl which institutional commitment 

was not prohibited, the prevailing condition at all sites at the start

ing date of the program. 

The South Carolina program presents a sharply divided picture with , 

respect to system penetration. Approxima.tely half' their client popula

tion were court referrals. Data are not available to determine the pro-

portion of this group diverted to the prog!~am at the pre- or post

adjudication levels, but the group as a whole represents a substantial 

degree of system penetration. On 'the other. hand, the balance of ,the 

client group were referrals from parents, schOols, and self, reprd:sent

ing a segment for which, preswnably ,there was no contact with the 

justice system. However, in earlier references to South Carolina'~ cri-

.teria for client intake, ~t was pointed out that the standard "in ,danger 

of becoming a status offender" was invoked. In some minds this may well 

raise the question whether this half pf South Carolina's program con

stituted an appropriate target population for a program concerned with 
'" 

status offenders at risk of being subjected to secure confinement. Ad-

mittedly a thin line separates youth exhibiting incipient rebellion 

agp.j)}st adult authority from youth in c~ear and open defiance of par

ental and school controls. ,However, it is the latter rather than the 

fonner who are the likely candidates for the variolls forms of secure 

confinement available to the juvenile justice system. 

'I I, 
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PROGRAM CONflNUITY PROSPECTS I! 
1, ,. C, 1\ 

The status offender de~stitutionalization inid,ifltive launched by 
", \i 

the Office of Juvenile Justice was intended to do motb in the funded ", 
\1 ' 

jurisdictions than effect an immediate reduction in die use of secure 
\: 

confinement in dealing wi th sta~us offendJrs, and to ~I\raw into this 
,I 

effort the tre~tment facilities of the priVate sector i,iyouth servJ,ce 
, , J ,-

agencies. It was also expected that th~activity thisi:\, fostered would 
::- II 

persuade local jurisdictions of the des irabil i ty of th~~se efforts 
',',I , 

II 

encouraging them to consider adopting the program as ai;permanent 
ii 
Illl 

I' 

\', 
feature of their justice systems. 

There is evidence that substantial progress towarcIlli this goal was 
!i 

accomplished in the South Carolina progra:!n. The main o1~stacle the pro-

gram faced w~.J/~ccording t; program administrators" ~h1k s:imple lack of 
,,11 

awareness on the part of justice agency p!l~rsonnel, legi~~lators, and even 

social agency leaders that a distinction )1seful for treJ~tment purposes 
!I , I' /Y 

existed between criminal and non-criminal juvenile, offe~!ises. In wha,t 

may have been an overstatement, one Youth Bureau staff jhember claimed 
f," !) 

that in 1976, the year prior to the star't1i; of the progr~h, there were no 
;"\ /-v :! 

more than three juvenile court 'Judges in the state "Who;! knew what a 

status offender was." By'the end of the}:'unding period!, he a-sserted, the 

status offender"concept and the argument; favoring thejlir treatment in 
. Ii 

the conmnmity wt:::,l'e familiar to almost all of the judge!;' Whatever its 

e~fectiveness' in reducing the recidivism of status offi~nders, an issue 

acrimoniously debated during its life, th~ program apf,/1arentlY had visible 
I' 

:impact as an educational enterprise. Awareness of th~ status offender as 

repres~nting a dis~'inctive problem spr6adas well to lillie private sector 

sbcial agencie~. In ";;ne region ~hese age~~ies beganfactivelY to con-
J I 
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sider mobilizing and coordinating their resources in behalf of providing 

servicr~ to status offenders. And the most h?peful note sounded by pro-
f __ j . 

gram administrators was that "some legislators are beginning to under-
'I ". '!l 

stand the need of keepiflg status offenders out of institutions." 

In stun, it was asserted that the most :important effect of the South 

Carolina program was to create awareness of the status offender problem, 

and to initiate'''a change in attitudes toward status .offenders. By the 

end of the period of federal funding, the most tangible effect of the 

program was the fact that juvenile court judges in the larger cities 
~ . ' 

had ceased hearing status ~~fense cases and were routinely refei;i±ng them 

to the Youth Bureaus. 

Prospects for continl1:ed development of the progT8JTt in South Carolina 

wotild thus appear to be entirely favorable. The optimism expressed by 
(.. I 

program leaders respecting post-funding progress indeinstitutionalization 

w~s based principally on the'continui:figavailability of the state sup-
() 

"ported Youth Bureau network. While initially developed to conduct a com-

nruni ty based delinquency prevention program "by providing a variety of 

youth services, the status offender program added to its activities the o '1 

diversion of status offenders from court processing and thej,r removal 

from detention and long term inca~ce~ation. 
,;;:;~~ 

There was, on the other hand, some concern that with the termination 
Gl 

':.of federal support, used in part to expan~ Youth Bureau operations, it 

would be necessary to reduce staff. The expected "result was that 

those ~egions where addition!? toY,o~th Bure~~ staff had been made would 

witness a rise-in court coIIDnitments of status offenders to the R & E 

Center and to correctional institu"dons. 
f·', 

I 

I I " 
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Program administratQrs were apparently prepared to push for reform 

in the juverlile code t<;>,prohibit the secure confinement of status of-
.J '-"r~" . . ). 

fenders. In their. judgment, however-, there would be little prospect of 

success unless provision were made for retaining judicial power to confine 

status offenders in cas~j where treatment in community based facilities 

met with repeated faiiure,~ 

StM4ARY: THE SOUIH CAROLINA PRcJGRAM MJDEL 

The South Carolina program represents a unique'IIlqd~1 which was un

like that developed at any of the other sites. With several of the other 

program models it shared the need to adapt its procedures to the court's 

',reluctance to give up some of its control over status o:f;£ense. cases. 

And it was similar to other programs in its sponsorship and adminis-

tratlon by a public agency. 
-:.' 

However, among programs in the evaluated 

set d~veloped under the auspices of public agencies, it was' dis:tinctiye 

in ';that the services it furnished in the treatment of status offenders 
~'I 

were p~ovided almost exclusively by its own staff. In ever; other case 

of public agency sponsorship, the focus of effort was to enlist the ser- \~ 

vices of private sector youth agencies to furnish stat~s offender 

services. 

The reason for,th~s may well yiave been d~e ,in part to conditions 

indigenous to South Carolina, and in part to the ambiguity of the 

national program guidelines in f~esignating the target pOPulat~\~n. The 

;; population served by the program wasexte!lded beyond cited and adjudi

cated status off~nders to'include community referrals Qf youth "ta 

danger of becoming status offenders .. " Discouraged by an apparent un- ,! 

readiness or inabilitY of private sector agencies to provide status 

"~' .. ,." .''''r"''", .. ·;o~"·~.,,,-o-r _',',~ ".,:""' :-"~·~"'~"1.·'C.-::;:· ;:.':!';':: j·;"':'··~~-~··~""n:=.=--.:-:rr' ,.,.~, __ ~~_ w-_'_' -~"" .. ,., 
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offender services, tmder pressure to initiate program activity, and with 

its state supported Yo~thBureau network already in place, the Division 

of Youth Services, simply underteok to provide serviees itself. This 

policy presumably offered the added: advanta~e Gf ~sipg federal program 

funds to strengthen its Youth Bureau operation. 

In this connection, however, it is :important to note that the use 

of multiple sources of ftmding in support of the South Carolina status 

offender program has created difficulties for evaluation. The prac

tice of merging national status offender program ftmds with state 

ftmds normally designated for DYS operations, togetper with some use of 

Title xx funds, has made it impossible to assess the unique impact of 

federal fi~cial support for status offender deinstitutio~,~;;atiQ~' in 
i.e.\. :fl, ',' ' 

South Carolina. This is not to fault the use of diversesorttces dffund-

ing in Qehalf of a desirable, social objective. But there, is no way of 

disentangling the impact that each of these sources of support may have 

had on the achievement of program obj ectives. A contrast is offered by 

theothe~ programs, where federal status offender deinstitutionalization 
~ " 

funds con~tituted, with minor .exceptions, the sole source of program 
" . '.'~"''==\l 

support. "''')I ./ 
," ,; 

Relations with the juvenile courts of the state remained central 

to program operations, since efforts to engage the collaboration of 

private sector agencies were largely foregone, and the:~p~lice were unin

volved as a source of referral. Status offenders processed by the 

juvenile justice system came to the program almost entirely through the 

courts. Other than outright dismis,$al, court options" in disposing of . . 

delfu.quency cases had, in South Cat~,lina; the r~striction that the youth 

;1,' 

\i 
'I 

I', 

1.···-·------· 
j 
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could be connnitted only to official state agencies for further pro-
II 

cess~g and ultimate case disposition. Referral to a community agency' 

was not permitted. This meant, in effect, that cases could be trans

ferred only to either the Reception and Evaluation Center or to a Youth 

Bureau, as both "rere operations of the juvenile corrections agency, the 

DYS. In turn, ,.options open to the R'& E Center, after case study, in

cluded release to the. community or co~itrnent to a longer term juvenile 

correctional instiv).tion. In consequence, program effort was focused 

first on increasit'"lg court ,referrals of pre- a.."ld post-adjudicated status 

offender cases to Youth Bureaus ami, second, where judges insisted on 

commi trnent to the R & E Center, on their quick return to the connnuni ty 

tmder the auspices of a Yo~th Bur~au office. The main features of the 

South Carolina p~ogram may thus 'be best tm4erstood in the light of the 

structural imperatives tmder which juven.ile justice was conducted in 

that state. 

As an instructive model for pursui.:Dg status offender deinstitution

alizationaims, the South Carolina program is probably of limited value. 

However, its program may offer suggestions. o£;possible u$:e in juris-

~, dictions that maintain a "hard line'; approach to juvenile offense, 

i\"'(, ~, whether crimifialor rr(j:n,;;~riminal, that prohibit or discourage the use 

.U'~_~,~~- ~!,:~~~~_~.a.sed ,agencies in treating status offenders, and that in 

~~l-, ---- filly caSe~la€k~th.e-~~o=r:c:e~:'7oI money and interest in building connnuni ty 

-..: ..... 

j 
I 

agencies to serve youth. l~\ seems clear that the principal£actor that 

~pe~ed a path to status offender deinstituti8n~iization in South 
_ .• -<'1 -

Carolina was the ,deve~opment of i;ts sta.te St.lpp8~ted Youth Bureau net .. 
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work. Wh~ther it is politically feasible to accomplish this first step 

in jurisdictions' where conditions parallel those' found in South Carolina 

remains, of course} problematic. 
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.CHAPTER X 

'!HE CLARK COUN1Y PR(x;RAM 
(WASHINGTON) 

Lying across the Willamette River from Portland, Oregpn, and within 

the Portland metropolitan orbit, Clark Cotmty contains the principal city 

of Vancouver. Wi th an estimated population of approximately 130,000, 

Clark Cotmty is one of the principal industrial areas of its metropolitan 

region. During the IS-month period prior to the start of the status offender 

program, ftmded by OJJ in July of 1976, the Clark County juvenile court pro

cessed approximately 5,000 cases referred on delinquency charges, and appro

ximately 2,000 cases referred on status offense charges. Estimates derived 

fram court records indicate that about three-quarters of the latter were placed 

in detention during the two years preced~ng the start of the program. The 

nunberof stap~s offenders actually institutionalized after adjudication, was 
\ ,'.' 

difficult to ascertain. Those status o;f;fenders the court reconmended f,or 

institqtional treatment were transferred to the state's Department of Social 

and Health services, which in turrimade the decision whether to place the youth 
!. 

in one of the state's locked facilities. However, 32 status offenders were 
.) 

received by this age:cy during the 30-monthperiod. January l~ 1975 through ' .. 

Jtme of 19.76. ~lJhen the pr:og:ral!! b.e~an operations, t.here were ten status offendetts, 
\.'., 

from Clar't C!0tmty still remaining in the institutions of the agency. 
',' -' 

}he major feature of the program design was its integration with es

tablished court procedures. As detainable status offenders were brought 
.. 

to the court, specially assigned personnel of the probation department 

() 

(i 

" 
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intake staff we:re charged with the task of furnishing a family crisis 

intervention service as an alternative to their placement in detention. 

communit\)based services were also provided, such as contracting with 

"group homes for out-of-home placements, as well as a special form of 
1 

family crisis intervent~on, in addition to.that furnished by the court, 

for deal~g with the more intractable cases. But the main locus of 

treatment intervention as an;alternative to detention occurred within 

the court structure itself. "In effect, the Clark COll."lty juvenile court 

used the grant funds to establish as a normal procedure the use of 
\\ 

intake 'personne: who could return the youth to the family and attempt to 

resolve the precipitating problem. 

THE PROGRAM 'PLAN 

With a $105,000 grant to be used entirely for providing services to 

status offenders, the court undertook to accomplish two goals. The first 

was to modify in a crucial way the court's customary method of dealing 

wi t.h status offense cases. The usual procedure had been to hold the 

offender i~ detention until the youth could be interviewed by a probation 

officer, a p'eriod that often took several days. In cases requiring social 

services, the time in detention might be extended tmtil the Departme;lt 

of Social and Health Services (DSHS) was available to take over the case. 

DSHS is the statewide welfare agency charged, among other things, with 

. furnishing social serviCeS to the court. The court modified this pro

cedure by using program ftmds to employ aqidi tional probation officers 

whose sole :functio~ was to eliminat:e the use of detent;on for most of 

these cases. Where youth were physically brought to the court by police 

, \~: 
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or parents, detention was avoided by conducting the interviewinnnediate

lyon intake in an attempt toc;;effect a return to the home. If this was 

inappropriate, the effort was made tdplace them in a non-secure com

munity facility. In cases of a paper referral, the probation officers 

" assigned to the status offender tmit were to make an effort to,~ontact·· 
~', 
""\~( :: 

the yoUth and" set up a meeting with the family to discuss the problem. , . 

In effect; the aim of th~ court was to provide a specialized meChanism 

tor r~pid response crisis intervention iQ status offense cases. No 

petitions were filed in these cases, and according 'to the plan whIc:h 

waS effectively implemented, thistmit in the probation, department pro-
y>. , ~,: 

vided virtua1 around-the-clock coverage at court intake. 

Recognizing that a residual number of status offense cases were 
., 

likely to represellt the;. mor«1'! chronic problems of family conflict~ the 
, " ". /1 . 

\;-.. /../ IJ 

program plan callecf''fc!'' ",ttie development o~ an extensive form. of family 

This was done by setting upa \'voltmteergroup crisis intervention. "', 
c(;>nsist~g of social workers; "psychologists, edUcators, and q,thersin 

\1 
if 

" .,. 0 _, ; 

the huma.'l service,s' occtlpations' to conduct, under, ti].eleadership,of a 
'." \ " -.' ". 

Program emp' loyed '~oordihltt.or, a variant o~:f family crisis 
" " ,,~ 'i] , l~ 

knoWh,'as Multiple Impact Therapy (MIT). 
, 0:1 

A"final element of thep"rogtampfan called for ftmdirig, bi contract, 
: \ .n Q ' 
". ,I 

of a small addition to·tqe ,be~ace a.vailabl~ for"o.ut-of':'home placeinents 
!~ <J • ,-..-:,'\\ • V 'f 

6f sta~lS o£feriders. n:: was to "be ,~q~r~~ken:6~~ia~bQ!'ationD with 
,~ (, j::: f' II 

:QS!IS, which, was::,'Cna,rgegJwith responsibility" for "p:rov~,f1ingfoster and ' 
(.I " 0 /' '~ '0 " " l\" "('0 

group home Rlaceme~t'~ervices ."'" , '.,. 
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COt\MJNIlY AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT 

Justice System Control of Program 

In contrast to the situation in some of the other program jurisdictions, 

there was no evidence of a public concern in Clark COtmty with the treatment 
'I 

acc:orded status ;,offenders by, the juvenile justice system prior to the estab

lishment of the program. There was apparently no buil t-in constituency of 

YOl{;th serVice agencies together with "progressive" public support groups 

pressing for the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. In the absence 

of such pressures, .,which implicitly question the utility of court jurisdiction 
,~; '. \\q , " 

in these cases, there·had be&~ no occasion for the court to develop a defen-

sive posture. On the contrary, it was left to the court itself to initiate 

. and manage a deinstttutionalization program in the manner that has been 

described. Hence, there was total justice system control of the program in 

C1ark ·,County. 
u 

Community T~le~ance 
'.\<&J 

The leVel of communitytol~rance for status offense behavior as measured 

by school suspensions and eXI;>!-llsionS fel~ in the medium rai~~e. That this was 

not a conmruni ~ of high tolerance wa,? revealed in addition by the experience 
~ ,'.,:. \ 

of a private statewide agency that P1'ovided group 'and shelter home facil-
, ." ,~ , \) 

i ties. It had uPAertaken to' pU:rchase a residential structure for Use as a 

~helter home ~fo~ girls and encountered strong resist~c~~=Eram neighborhood 
" (,' 

C) residents. Two offers on homes were made 'and wi thdXawn before a "'Succ~ssful 
" ~. ~p 

purchase was ~ade,~ ,'f ,r'!h~ cc;mnnent of the executive of" the agency was that in 
, ",,' // ~ 

tlje v:i"ew of residentsU "status offender" was just anotheJl term for delinquent. 
" ,. 

'h 

" o , 

Avaiiabili ty of'" Residential Facilities 
'I- " 

Clark Co~tY waS r~lativelypoorly equipped with resid~ntial facilities 

,. ,> '£ql'out,-of-,home. :placements 0 Difficul ties in increasing the residential 

n 2~ 



il 

1 

.--•. -!:~ ,'! 

'. 0 

(I + -~-~-----..--.--........---....---------------

-5-

bedspace available for status offEmders serv~(f, to spur program efforts'; to ,re~ 

tum to their homes CU5m~¥ as possible of those brought to court intake. II). 

the final .resolution of the bedspa<:,:e proh,lem, 'the court was able to reserve 

only 12 of 'the 78 places in the county for" short tenn care of all juveniles. 

As at other sites, there 'was many event much less, need for residential bed

space tl-... qn was antiCipated. Iu'most cases, status offenders could b~ returned 

to their homes. 

,~~ '. 

Restrictiveness of Juvenile Statutes ",:r ' 

UrJ.til July 1, 1977, when" the program had been in operation for a year, no 

statutory· restriction existed with respe~t to the ,detention or incarceration of 
I, ,., ,,: 

status offenders. After that date, :status offender,s found to be incorrigible 

could, in, the judgment' of the court, be cormni tted to "a diagnostic and treatment 

facility for no more than 30 days if other less restrictive alternatives had been 

found to ha:ve failed to correct' the behavior. This change in the juvenile code 

left untouched the court; S pOWer to detain status offenders. it was not until 
fl , , 

July of 1978 that the ;code was furtller Ca1tered to remove status offenders com-

pletely from the sourt' s jurisdiction, placing them under t..qecontrol of the "state's 
·"'--~,----.l/ 

Department of Social and Health Services. 

QPERATI.ONAL FEATIJRES AND IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS 

The procedures required by the program design were, ~jth Ii ttleexception; 
, , 

altogether under the control of the court, and conSequently offered few problemS 

of implementatlQl1 external"to the program itself~;. Potentially detainaple status 

offenders 'were" proVided i.m:ffiedtate service by" the spe:~ialized probation department 

unit":' Supplementing the prompt response w,as a volunteer organizatibn.providing 

"~tens~v~ 'f~IY' C7,~i~is "inte~~nt{on for a~prop:ri:ate cases' Both th~ court ~en
texed and 0e" ~lun~eer opera~ions ~ere similar 1rr," their inl1:e{J~:entidnstrat'egy e:, 

i, '.~ 
':' ," 

both,were focused on status" offender cru;'lesfor which the alternative wasde7 
(.) /' G::;: ,,1'.1" .. \' '. --" -~ . 11. 

': ~ (} .-;.. .. 

'tenf19n. " 'U1e flow'~Qf "cases :into court intake"was effectively 11creenea ' 
• Q • ~ 

" '! 
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by police operations organized to divert the less serious cases, an 

activity that developed virtually simultaneously with the court pro

'gram. AI though the court program uti;lized a family crisis interven-
, \ \,'; 

tion approach similar" to those found ~(~'/~ a number of other funded pro-

grams, it presented a number of uniqu~) features worth noting. 
I " " 

The Intervention Strategy 

The two member unit of the probation staff assigned to intercept 

status offenders at court intake typically interviewed the youth on 

entry, attempted to detennine the nature of the problem, and sought 

to affect a return to the youth's home. This usually entailed a con

ference with the parents, and, if family conflict triggered the status 

offense episode, an effort to bring about its resolution. Where more 

chronic problems of family conflict existed, the case was referred to 

the volunteer group of family crisis counselors. If the problem trans

cended family conflict, other needed services were mobilized. In sit-
/\ 

uations prohibiting return to the home, a shelter or group home place-

ment was attempted. 

The volunteer group of famiJ,y crisis Io.?unselors, trained by a con-
• :! 

suI tant, utilized Multiple Impact:, Therapy as the method of intervention. 

The procedure called for an initial sustained session of five to six 

hours held on "neutral" ground, usually in a church structure, involving 

all memberS of the family and an MIT team. Each member of the team 

functioned as an advoca.te for each family member. Inmedia,tely after the 

family and the team met as a group, advocates and family members met 
<" 

individually, followed by a meeting of the total group iii an attempt to 

. resolve the crisis problem. A rela~;"i.vely small munber of status offense 
o 

cases coming to court intake were referred for MIT treatment. The program 
I) ,( ,; , II ,', ',', 

)/ 
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to recruit, train, and retain Vol'!Jl1teers was succes~fully implemented 

under the leadership of a full time worker employed with program funds. 
I' 

The two crisis intervention:'counselors on the court staff thus 
// ' 

worked closely with the MIT teams, func:tiQning as the source of their 

case referrals. These counselors found their principal implementation 

problem to be serious und~rstaffing for the work load they faced. Given 

the numbers brought to intake, the need to spend a minimuln of an hou~ 

for the interview of each status offender intake drastically reduced the 

time needed for the delivery of follow-up services in each case. In 

addition, more delay than was desirable intervened between the initial 

crisis counseling and the schedul~g of sessions for those families seen 

as needing multiple impact therapy. Ini tiai~y, MIT sessions were to be 

made available wi thin 24 hours. 

.An additional implementation problem encounte,rec!., by the court con~ 

cerned placement in group homes in those cases ineligible for return 

to their own homes. AI though the need turned out to be minimai, some 

difficulties were encounte~ed in establishing bedspace for status offender 
II 

placements. ,.---

A major problem was presented by group-/home personnel, who, 

r.egal"~~d~status offenders as presenting problems that they pre;ferred to 

avoid.,Un.1ike youth in long term placements, who could be integrated. = ___ : I 

into the routines of the establiShment, status offenders placed for brief 

periods required special sU~leillance. They often were found to present 

serious acting out problems. Further, because they were temporarily out 

of" school, they had to be supervised throughout ~e daY.Asa result, 

the "burn-out" rate of of oster homes as well as group homes with referel1~e 

to their receptivity of statusoffenderQcases was found. to be very high. 

Cl 
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SuCh homes have traditionally handled long tennylacements of youth 

'who are at school or at work \ during the day, le~ving some free time 

for house parents. Iil status offense cases ,'where the length of stay 

may be overnight or for I~an unknown period pending further disposition 

of the case, such uncertainty is found to be disruptive. In addition, 

problems of hOllse parent liability for property damage occasionally 

created by disturbed status offender~,:,¥ere not s~tisfactorilY resolved 

. the DSHS under whose jurisdi~tion the 'placements fell, was smce . , " 

equally uncertain of its liability. cThese difficulties set up barriers 

resulti~g in detentions that would other.,. ('\ to statuS offender placements, \\ . 

\~ise have be~n avoided. 

Program-Police Relations 

The Clark County program was designed to emphasize de ins titutionali -

zation in that mO$t $t!3:t~, o!£ende·rs: referred to the court clearly' faced 
. l'" •. 

the alternative of detention. This- emphasis was made possible in large 

part bY'the existence of a police operation created to effect early in-, 

terventiqn in ca,ses of delinquency;. A "'pt:Ogressive'" pOJrke chief of the 

ci'o/' of Vancouver, a:J?Pointed some 1I}0nt1).s' Q,e;fore the startbf the p~ograin, 

estab.lished wrthin the department a People I,S Assistance Te~an CPAT) staffed 
j, 

hr Qne un±:€Q;r;'Illed of;£i:cer and three "social workers. They were assigned 

the task Of handling family disputes ~ youth problems, . and similar requests 

for police help, and were on call around the clock to provide crisis 

C01.m~eling. The" PAT team began operations- on the same date that sru~ the 

inception of the program. HowevElr, this innovation seems not to have had 

an immediate impact on th~ number of post-program stat'Usoffender referral~ \ 
'. I) 

to the court. Trend data exanrl.S.ed by the site evaluator indicat;;,ed no change 
o \\'_ 

in the l~vel of 'police refen'als, during the six~month period following l, . ','. 
';~ 
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program start-up. 

SYSTFM PENET:f.iA.TION 

With the exception of those'~ith four or more prior offenses of 

any kind, all status offenders referred Ito the court were eligible for 

program services. Those referreq~ to thi~ court for program services who 
, I; J.' -, 

were re-referred for a status offense f,or a fourth time' were trans-
II ' 
Ii 

ferred to the court's dependency!! tmi t"and held. in- detention. pending 
II 
II 

arrangements for their long teJ:ni1 placement through DSHS. The Clark 
II ,~' 

II " 
COtmty program thus dealt only ~iith that part of the status offender 

population that had penetrated ~Ihe juvenile justice system oi'lly Jo the 

, . . d '. j . -"Th 0 th t d extent of pol1:ce an court 1nti:UFe process1ng.' , ey us represen e ;,a 
" II ~ , 1/ :, ' I 

group that .was only moderately !,at risk of detention and'Il1inimallyatll 
' !i " 

risk of commitment to correcti:~nal :insti'tutions. 

. PROGRAM CONTlNUITY PROSPECTS 

By 'Virtue, of a change in the: s'tate I;S juvenile. code ~ which took 
I' 

effe~~ at tIle end of ,the prograri!~ ftmdi;ng period, responsibility for 

dealing "with s·tatus offense casds· was remOiredfrOOl court jurisdiction 

and transferred to DSI1S'. The future of the status offender deinstitu-· 

tiQnalization effort in the state of Washington will therefore depend 

la;rgely on the capacity· of that statewide agency to provide the kinds of 

services that have shown promise in the Spokane and Clark COtmty programs::~, 

Although these p~ograms' differed in o,rganizat,i,onal design, they' shared 

as\essential features, prompt intervention at the 'point of arr~st or in-
, "'!} , 

take, a crisis in~ervention service focused on pr<:')blems of family' conflict, 

" and suOsequen1;; refeTral to c01lJIIl1.D1ity'based youth s~rvices as needed. 
".c. _~.\ ,;-' 

, ~~~~e the ,agency was expected to absorb ,~he added :~S,~onsibi+i ty wi thin " 

its CUrrent budget, DSHS' leadership in Clark COtmty t~xpressed strong 

_~ ____ .......... ~"':"'-~ •. o~_._.' " 

. ~~. . .... 
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concern about their ability to take on the status offender problem. 

Program continuity prospects in Clark County may suffer as a 

re$ult of the limited effort made during the program period to estab-

lish,:anetwork ,of coIIlIIlUni ty agencies as the locus of status offender 

seryices . These were furnished principally by th e court, ~hich 

created a special crisis intervention unit in its probation staff. 

Additional services in cases of exacerbated family confiict were 
I 0 

utilized in ,only a '5mall proportion of cases, and were provided by an 

organization staffed by volunteers. In Spokane County, where a 

separate status offender service network linked to conmnmity based 

youth agencies was created outside the court structure, the divesti .... 

ture of court authority in status offense cases can conceivably leave 
I 

the ;networ10 available for use by DSHS. The Clark County program, on 

the other pand, by ,focusing services 'almost exclusively within the 

court, now' faces a situation ~ which the court is preempted fronLex

pan4ing a promising program of services.' Handicapped by restricted 

resources', severe constraints in furnishing prompt round-the.,:.clock 
.'1 

.,inteirventionin de,tainable statUS, o:ffense cases,). and an absence pf 
& 1 

,the kind of assistance available in Spokane County, the DSHS organi-

zat~on in Clark County may be hard put to suStain the progress initiated 

hy the court. 

The Clark County p~ogramexperience points up an important con.,. 

, sideration with respect to prog~ess in the deinsti tutionalization of (", 

status offenders. Whether jUri~d1cti?n in status offense cases remains v 

vested in the court or is relocated :in piililic child welfare agencies, 

~fhas occurred in the state of Wasfington, the effort to register 

steady prog~ss will continue to require the. creation of a mechanism to 

, 
275 
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mobilize a network ofc
' corranunitybased agencies prepared to provide 

. 0 

prompt and effective alternatives to the use of detention. The 

experience of the national st,~~ offender program suggests that the 

initiative in de,re1oping such mechanisms can be takel) by <;C}iJ~s,,,q 
~ \~, 

by public child wI91fare agencies, .or by combinations of youth service 
~.. , 

agencies in the private sector. As a "practical matter,. the. source of 

such initiative is rarely an outcome of unconst;rained choice. The 
. ~ .. 

insti tutional1ocus of interest in promotj,ng status offender deinsti ~ !\ 

tutionalization seems in part a matter of hi:6~orica1 accident, and in 
," 

pal:t a reflection of the locally prevailing ba1anc~r, of power and 

influence among the -potential actors in the lIDdertaking. Nor, finally, 

is it possible in the light of current knowledge to argue convincingly 

that anyone of the three source~: of, initiative poss'esses intrinsic 
".". 

super~Qr±tr:. Each is likely to offer both advantages. and problems. _ 
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'Sm.MARY: TIm CLARK COUNTY' PROGRAM MJDEL 

This program offers a feasible model for jurisdictions of mod-

erate popq~ationsize without a well developed network of private 
. -. ~:-f'~~f' .-. l[ 

sector yoJth service agencies. Juvenile courts in such jurisdi~tions 

are generally relied on by the comnnmities they serve to provide with

in; their structures both the control and reJmbili tation service func

tions. Moreover, jurisdictionso£ t..lrls .type are unlikely. to generate 
['1 

strong professional and public pressures ~-" behalf of deinstitution-

alization objective$. Advances in this direction are probably most 
~ -

f~8siblymade ~hen und~rtaken by the court. 

The ClarkCount)T program experience suggeststrat with the assist

ance of federal funding, courts in the smaller jurisdictions that are 

poorly--equipped wt:tit'y6uth service ageI)cies ~:y be encouraged to add, 

to their intake staffs small special crisis intervention units to deal 

._~ _=.~~~~~--sp~i£ical1y'Wi. th--stattts~~offenclet5 ~t the greatest risk of detention. 

While it Js likely that: the direct service delivery of such a unit will 

fall short of the need, their activity can well' provide'a. critical 
--,II =~,~__ ~, -._-. ' __ ",0 ____ , , . ' '. -

, first step iIi- the expansion of connnuni ty based facilities for serving 

the needs of status offenders. Opportuni ty to move ahead in this -

respect will, of cou~\s~, vary among such jurisdi~tions in relation to 
'" \ 

differences in concrete features. Clark County had the advantage of 
1.! ,_ 

"\'l ,-

adjacency to the sophisticat~d and advanced niJtropolis of Portland, 

. c;-=maJdng possible the inclusio~ of a family cr1si~ intervention compo-
li r 

'tient, as well as access to the services of a statewide welfare agency. 

But the initiative for utilizing these services in behalf of deinsti

tutionalization objectives necessarily lay with the .. court. 

277 , 
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The Clark County program model is particularly worthy of attention 

in view of the likelihood that jurisdj,ctions of its type account for a 

very large proportion 'of det~ined and institutionalized status offenders 

nationwide. This may~ccur as much by,the absence of alternative facil

ities as by a disposit~on to emphasize the court's control function. 

Jurisdictions serving the large metropolitan communities have developed 

over the past decade a variety of diversion programs in one or another 

fonn and, whether by statute or adm,inistrativeregulation, introduced 

separate proceedings for s:tatus offenders. Also more readily available 

to them is a more adequate potential supply o~ alternative facilities 

for their treatment. Lacking these, th~ public in smaller conununi ties, 

may tend to rely on their juvenile' courts as the principal means of 

dealing with the infractious behavior of its youth. As a consequence, 

such. courts. represent the crucial :inst:ituti~~l lqcus for initiating 

change in the treatment of status offenders. 
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CHAPTERX;r 

THE SPOKANE PROGRAM 
(WASHINGTON) 

The Spokane program took shape in a community with a well developed 

concern for youth p'roblems, a coherent organizational structure com-
, 

mitted to giving effective expression to that concern"and possessing, 

in addition, a reasonably full complement of youth serving facilities. 

Several years prior tQP:t"ogram inception the Spokane Area Youth Connnit

tee (SAye) was established by resolution of the Spokane City Council 

and the governing connnission of Spokane County. The primary goals of 

the SAYC were (a) to act as a policymaking body concemedwith the 

needs of youth, and (b) to coordinate the activities of both public and 

private youth service a~encies in responding to those needs. 

Undertakings of this kind ar€\ hardly unique. Indeed, the land- ' 
. ~ 

scape of organized social work is $trewn with the remains of coordina-
p 

tion; efforts that have perished in :ithe hot sun of agency' autonomy. What 
i 

was unique" aboutSAYC, endowing it with vigor, waS, first, that its mem-

bership embraced~ the leadership of all" the local public agencies with 

legal responslbility for youth services. In addition to representatives 

of the major private social agencies, its charter mandated the inclusion 

of the superintendant of the'major school district of the county, a 

representative of the County Conunission, the Spokane, County Sheriff, 

the Spokane City Chief of Pplice, the."sitting judge of the Spokane 
, . 

County Juvenile Court, and the Spokane regional "director of the State 
( , ~ 

" 

, Department of Social, and Health'services. The second, and perhaps 

more significant feature ;bf SAY(\ was that its public meIJlbers represeI~ted 
~, . 
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the executives and policymakers of their several agencies rather than 

line personnel to whom the duty of representing agency interests in 

coordination efforts is frequently delegated. With the heads of agen

cies in the private sector, the members of SAYC thus personally cpn

stituted the set of community influentials. Each had the power to de-

termine policy for its agency. 

ORIGINS OF TIIE SPOKANE yourn ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM 

At the suggestion of the juvenile court one of the first issues to 

be tackled by SAYC was the problem of incorrigible youth. The court 

viewed status offenders generally as requiring an excessively large 

share of its resources. As one observer stated, "Status offenders had 

been a problem because (the court) spent so much more t:ime with them . 

than with the delinquent populati.on." The SAye's interest in this pr.o

blem was sh.ortly 'to coincide with the LEAA announcement .of the dejnsti

tutionalizati.on initiative. SAYC had already mobilized a task f.orce of 

agency representatives to examine models designed t.o meet a variety .of 

;outh service needs, including th~se .of status offende~s. The task 

f.orce included s.ome 50 participants wh.o w.orked fer 12 weeks to develop 

their rec.ommendations •. With a m.odel to provide services for status 

offenders already devel.oped, they were thus prepared t.o apply for pr.o

gram funds. 

After receiving their pr.ogram grant the principal problem SAYC 

faced was t.o determine the .organizati.onal structure .of the status .of

fender program •. As a co.ordinating b.ody, SAYC regarded itself as an in

appropriate gr.oup to .operate the pr.ogram. Taking its cue from the pr.o

gram model thought to be most ~esponsive to the needs .of status 

, . 
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\. 

" I 

.. 

-3-

offenders, SAYC created Yo~th Alternatives as a new .organization with 

4 mandate to receive referrals of status offenders from the police and 
1"'/ 

the court, provide a family crisis intervention service, evaluate 

client needs and refer the case on t.o an established social agency 

appr0priate to the presenting problem. Not without some obJection and 

misgivings in various quarters, a well placed and respected jUvenile 

court functionary was selected as program director to recruit the 

Youth Alternatives (yA) staff, create a YA Board of Directors, and 

establish its operating pr.ocedures. The concern with the selection was 

that the shadow of the court, with its formal procedures and devotion 

to the protection of the community, would lie over the enterprise. 

This turned out not to be the case, as the Program Director brought 

with him an already established court commitment to avoid so far as 

possible the use of detention and correcti.onal instiuJtions in status 

offense cases. 

An Rdditional problem that threatened to become troublesome sur

faced in the course of establishing YA. SAYC as the grantee continued 

to be uneasy about its legal responsibility for the administration of 

program funds. This concern stemmed from the fact that fiscal control 

was lodged with YA, a separate operating body having its own Board of 

Directors. Staff of SAYC, were particularly critical of the decision of 

the YA Board to incorporate. This'move tended to increase their "sense 

of ownership" of the YA operation, although no formal subcontracting re

lationship with SAYC was entered into. One observer regarded the in

formali ty of the tie as placing SAYC in legal jeopardy, although he 

conceded that despite some "rocky moments" no serious problems arose. 

', ... ."..~,-<-'"".'''-~.~~.,- ,". - . ,. 
.. - I-

I 
!~, 
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He accounted for this outcome on grounds that ~'Spokane is a hand

shaking community" and "everybody just expected it to work out be

cause everyone had known each other for twenty years." Further, "the 

composition of the YA Board itself created a fail-safe situation. 

While the SAYC membership was comprised of the heads of those, maj or 
: 

public and private agencies dealing with youth, the YA Board was made 

up of line staff from the same agencies. 

The organizational structure of Spokane's YA program reflected 

the norms of the community. Just as the organizational moves that es

tablished YA were grounded in the network of personal ties among com

muni ty influentials, so the YA structure was itself founded on similar 

ties among agency workers. As revealed by the organizational analysis 

that supplements the National Evaluation Study, three types of organ

izational structure ,were discerned among the seven programs: formal

istic, personalistic, and a blend of the two. YA was seen in that 

analysis as a clear case of personalistic structure. However, despite 

the high degree of direct access of agency workers to one another, as 

noted below there were problems of competition OVer "turf," centering 

principally arOlmd the division of labor between YA and several social 

agencies in providing client counseling. 

CCM.1UNITY AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXTUAL ELEMENTS 

Four features of each program have been defined as providing the 

basic conditions that we~e faced in developing community based ser

vices for status off:~nders. These relatively fixed conc\',itions confront-
• :1 j, 

i 

ing program efforts !,ncluded the level of community tolerance for status 

offenses, the availability of non-secure residential facilities for the,;, 

" 

J' 

\ 
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" 
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alternative placement of status offenders, the scope of juvenile 

justice system control over program content and procedures exercised by 

the juvenile justict;, system, and statutory restrictiveness respecting 

the detention and inca.rceration of status offenders. 

Community Tolerance 

As measured by rates of school suspensions and expulsions, Spokane 

was assessed as exhibiting only moderate tolerance for youthful misbehav

ior. This suggests that in the mix of community se:atiment with respect 

to troublesome but non-criminal youth, the attitude of indulgent fore

bearance is likely to be balanced by a vi~w of this group of offenders 

as continuous with those who cOIIDni t criminal offenses. Important here 

is the identity of those on each side of these conflicting views, and 

their access to the machinery of social control.' In Spokane it would 

appear ~t those who managed the control. system, the agencies of juve-
" , 

nile justice, supported a constructive rather than a repressive approach. 

In any event, rates of school disciplinary action, the single measure 

used as an indicator, suggest a lower level of tolerance relative to 

other program sites. 

j ...... 

Availability of Residential Facilities 

Based on past status offender statistics, it was anticipated that 
II 

there would be a need to develop additional bed space for boys. However, 

the Spokane program was n~t put to the task of helping to develop such 

facilities. By virtue of its intervention strategy the program found it 
~;:;:>" 

unnecessarY to make extensive use of residential placement, as it was 

found possible in virtually all cases to return status ~ffending youth 

to their own homes pending a detennination of the further action to be 

undertaken. 

: 

:, , 
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Juvenile Justice Control of Program 

The Spokane COlmty Juvenile Court was among the prime movers in the 
',\ 

development of plans for the program in the interest of improved services 

to status offenders, and remained fully supportive throughout the demon

stration period. Despite its involvement, at no time was the program 

perceived as dominated by the c,ourt. Unlike several of the other pro

grams, the court in Spokane was not the grant recipient. The court was 

at all times insistent that with the exception of out-of-county runaways, 

YA be used,/as the initial agency to respond to all status offense cases. 

For example, the juvenile code of\: :the State required arresting 'officers 

at their discretion to transport youth, charged with delinquency 

Qr w.itb status offenses either to their parents or to the court. 
;1 

Utilizing its discretion, the court had authorizird enforcement agencies 
" 

to refer arrested status offenders to YA. Desp~te these arrangements 
(i 

and understand~gs, som~ Spokane, city police and virtually atl members 

of the Sheriff's Department .insisted on a punctillious observance of the 

State statute, and brought their arrestees to the court. Court policy 

was then pro~tly to refer the case to YA. This problem was reduced 

over time, in large part because of the time and effort YA staff devoted 

to cementing relationships with enforcement agencies through coopera

tion, collaboration, and immediate response to referral calls. While the 
.. 

court continued to use detention in status offense ;'tases, this was 
~ " 

largely but not entirely restricted to cases of ou~-of-county runaways. 

Justice system domination of program is very much a matter of the res

trictions the court is empowered to place on the eligibility of status 

offend6rs for program serVices, discussed below. The situation in the 

'..; " 

/1 

285 I' , .,' 

Il '~, j /,,,' J 

" A ,I " .... /"'i 

. '·-'i:··-'-..-~~---"_,. __ nt-~_'*~~' ....... ,..__; .. ~ 
, • \1,. 1 

'.' 

~,: . 

1 

I, 
"I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

,--------------------------------------------------~ ... aq ---

)) 

" 

-7-

Spokane p:r;ogram was succinctly put by' a YA staff member: "One thing that 

was of extreme help C in progrrun operations J was the court I· S very 

defini te statement that they would no longer deal with status offenders. t,' 

Statut~ry Restrictions 

Shortly after the program s·tarted in 1976, the juvenile code 1-Jas 

altered to provide for a 30-day maximum commitment of inco~igib.le~ to 

a diagnostic and treatment facility, and only'when the use of less 

drastic alternatives had failed. ' However, prior to this change, there 

existed no prohibition on the ppst-adjudication institutionalization 

of status offenders. The 1976 change in the code, which came ±ntoef~edt 

on July 1, 1979, was, moreover, silent respecting the use of detention 

in stat~ offense cases. In 19.78 ~rther legisl~tiye prohlbitions ,were 
" , 

extended to the use of detention for status offenses. In fact> in that 

year jurisdiction in status offens.e cases wf:lS r~moved :from the j.uyenile 

justice system entirely- with responsibility placed. in the hands of the 

Department of,'Soci-al and Health Services. It is of interest to note 

Cal that, as in a nl.!Inber of other program si,tes, legislative action for 

the deinstitutionalization of status offenders was proceeding simulta;neousl:y 

with the establishment of the status offender program, and (bl that prior 

to the imposition of statutory restriction, the Spokane court had alreadr 

taken the initiatiVe")n instituting the deinstitutionalization of status 

offender~ . ijere as elsewhere, the s,ignals fn;>m the State capitol and from 
I 

tile Federal establishment were being accurately read. 
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OPERATIONAL FEATURES OF TIlE YOtITH ALTERNATIVE~ P~OGRAM 
':::"=':":::"::':';;';~---, v; 
The Intervention ?trategy 

The OJJ guidelines suggesting accepta e program e hI d S1"grls specif,ied, 

two major types of service to status offenders. Supported by a substan"', 

tial degree of consensus among youth workers, the first typ,e was crisis 

intervention supplemented by individual and family counseling. In many . 

of the programs under review here, service entailed rapid response to 

case referral, ai~,counseling of' the youth and parents to initia:e the 

, task of resolving the underlying problem that is assumed to have pre

cipitated the status·offense incident. A second type of service, 

enjoying somewhat less support among youth workers, called for an effort 

to provide for the substantive needs of status offending youth. As 

connnonly conceiF?d, these include th~)need for help in problems of 
\( 

school adjustme~t~ of developing employment skills and finding jobs, of 

identifying recreational opportunities in constructive settings, and 

more generally the provis'ion of a "?rokerage" function in obtaining the 

sp~cialized services of youth agencies 'in the conmnmity. Youth advocacy 

in this mode assumes that delinquent behavior is generated by a failure 

principally of the educational system an4 the economy to respond to the 

needs of adolescent youth in winning their way to a respected adult 

status. Implied in the youth advocacy ,stance is the notion that it is 

the failure of these institutions that" accounts for both the weakening 

of parental controls and the delinquent behavior. Although ideologically 

the crisis intervention/counseling and the youth advocacy service ap

proaches are JlUltually exclusive, in. practice youth workers find it 

necessary to employ both. Program service desigIlS" consequently are best 

tl' 
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distinguished on the basis of the emphasis given in the intervention 

approach toone or the other, since resources are rarely adequate for 

the full utilization of both. The Youth Alternatives program in Spokane 

fOOL~ed principally on crisis intervention and associated counseling, 

although more than in similar programs in the national effort, YA made 

a very real effort as a service broker to "follow throughH beyond crisis 

intervention to obtain needed services for its clients. The Youth 

Al ternatives program i.n Spokane had as its 

principal ':goals: 

(a) to develop and coordinate resources; 

(b) to provide crisis intervention which involved responding imme

diately to court and police referralS and providing family 

counseling; 

(c) to assess th~ need for further services; 

Cd) to attempt to'tailor available services to client need; and 

(e) to l'efer clients on, as soon as possible, to existing com-

munity agencies for needed additional services. 

While all YA clients received a crisis intervention service, this 

was the sole service provided to almost half of the clients. An additional 

small group of ~~e clients'were referred on'to other agencies for, additional 

longer term counseling •. In other words, almost th~ee-fourths of the pro-

gram clients were only accorded c~isis intervention combined with some 

additional' form of cOuDseling, with the remaining receiving a variety of ser

vices other than'solely longer term counseling in addition to crisis intervention • 

288 
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This suggests the possibility that for the majority of youngsters who 

come to attention as status offenders,the tletwork of$ervices required 

beyond immediate and constructive intervention may not be as extensive 

a.."ld compr.ehensive as is often assumed. Spokane, for one, found that 

in their program planP~ng they had overestimated the need for group and 

shelter home bedspace. 

Despite its eclectic leanings, the YA program was oriented pri

ma~lly to a family conflict view of the source of status offenses. 

Spf!}cifically, its staff regarded the chronic parent-child conflicts that 

were frequently seen as the proximate cause of a statu!~ offense incident 

als a reflection of farlure of the family to take resgQJsibility for its 

d!WIl problems. The Court was particularly support~~ye of the demand that 
j ~7 

~!arents be held accountable for the care and welf!,ili'e, .. \of their children. 
\ 'i II ih the ii view of one of its officers, certain fanli~ies "feed on conflic~\, II 

• / I' 

and should not be a:J.lowed to use the court to solve} their problems. The 

thrust of the crisis intervention operation wa:s then to "cool out" the 

immediate conflict and arrange for the re-entry of the client into the 

family. An incidental but significant consequence of this approach was 

to reduce drastically the need for short term residential placements. A 

staff member summarized the model of crisis intervention as COnsistlllg 

of three goals: 

(a) defuse the tension in the situation so "people can hear ""hat's 

going on"; 

(b) identify what has precipitated the flare-up of the conflict 

and the str~ngths and weaknesses of the familY,and share this 

wi th them; and 

(c) refer them to existing agencies to get continuing help. 

.' ,<' 
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Finally, a comment on the problem encountered in the YA's advocacy 

efforts is warranted. There was a pressing need for jobs for youth, 

particularly during the summer months. The only program available for 
~' .. 

this purpose was restricted to youth from only the lowest income fam-

lies. The benefits of the program were inaccessible to YA clients, 

almost none of whom, according to a YA worker, could qualify on the 

basis of family income. This experience points up the excessive restric-

tiveness of federal youth programs for summer employment. 

PROBLEMS ·OF PROGRAM IMJ?LEMENTATION 

Wh~Jeve~ the initial advantages a program concept may have, and 

Spokane was well supplied with these, putting them into operational fonn 

is bound to encounter difficulties. The most significant of these are 

reviewed, with attention to the ways in which they were met. 

Relations With Polf~e 

Involved in the planning of the YA program was not only the command 

level of the Spokane Police Department, but line officers as well. 

There was sharp awareness that, as put by a YA worker, "there have 

always been some strong feelings between cops and social workers." 

Three methods were used to counteract possible antagonism between these 

groups. First, during the early period of program operations YA workers 

were invited to' attend police roll call sessions to explain the purposes 

and procedures of the program. As a counterpart to this communication 

campaign, the training of newly recruited YA workers included riding in 

squad cars on routine police patrols. In addition to promoting personal 

relationships among the two groups, this provided an opportunity for YA 

, " 
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staff to understand the status offender problem from the police perspec

tive. YA workers came to view police officers in Spokane as '''a pretty 

neat group of guys." The appreciative view was probably fostered in 

large part by the fact that many of the line officers were young and 

college educated, some with degrees 'in social work, sociology, and 

psychology. YA staff came to see many of the police as professionals 

"who were probably in more contact with more people more of the time 

than anyone else in toWIl." There were, of course, other officers, 

principally older, "who feel you should just lock up kids." 

Second, on their part police came to appreciate the 24-hour on call 

availability of YA workers to respond to their call~ to take over in 

status offense arrest cases. In addition, a special follow-up report '.", 

form was developed to feed back to police information on the outcome of 

each case ' includiIig the agency, if any, to which the client was re-, , 

ferred whether a family conflict· situation was resolyed, and the like. , c 

This procedure seemed to be decisive in cementing the ~ommunication link 

between YA staff and the police. Finally, with some success police 

officer$ were invited to voluntee! their off-duty time to assist YA 

staff, 'j oining them in crisis intervention and counseling sessions. The 

effectiveness of all these moves notwithstandulg, the importance of . 
sustained support for the program from the top echelon of the Spokane 

Police Department temained crucial. Their determination to support the 

program is suggested by the comment of one police officer, citing the 

posture of the Chief of Police: "They (the officers) will do it this 

way (cooperate with the YA progrruh) or maybe a little time off will 

teach them a little better." 

, . .. - . ~\' " 
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Juvenile Court-YA Relationship 

Already noted was the court's early and sustained support of 

the YA program. Its initial o.rganizer and director was an empl(.)yee 

detached from court service. Two principal issues required resolu

tion as the program go~ under way. The first. was the eligibilitY' of 

court wards for prograra services. The general problem of client eligi

bili ty is discussed bellow, but here it may be noted that it was nec

essary early on to determine the eligibility of status offenders on 

probation to the court for a prior delinquent offense. In the first 

resolution of the issue, the court decided that it ~ould process, all 

cases of a status offense by a youth on probation for a delinquent 

offense, but that status offenders on probation for a status offense 

would be referred to YA. In.the latter cases the court COUld, by law, 

take jurisdiction since such probation violators were defined as de

pendent and I'l:eglected cases. The decision rule with respect to de

linquent probationers'was then altered to refer to YA all status of

fending deliilquentson probation for minor offenses unless the remain

ing period of probation was at least six months. Toward the end of 

the program period the court became increasingly flexible, referring 

to YAdelinquent probationers arrested for a status offense virtually 

without respect to the lerigth of the remaining probation period. The 

technical procedure employed was to dismiss and close the case prior 

to referral. 

Noted earlier was a second issue affecting the role· of the court 

in program implementation. This concerned the insistence on the part, 

of some police officers to continue bringing arrested status offenders 

L 
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to court :intake. In instances where the return of the offender to his 

home was tL~easible, the statute explicitly directed the arrest:ing 

officer to deliver the person to the court. To counter fear of legal 

difficulties in the police use of YA, the court by letter informed all 

police agencies that it approved the use of the YA program as a viable 

option in case disposition, and that if there were still· uncertainty 

the referral could be made to the court, but that the court would ask 

YA to handle the case. 

t' . 

PrivatJ Sector Agency Collaboration 

Despite the fact that the YA program in concept and design was 

set up as a coordmat:ing and referr~l agency, limit:ing its direct ser

vice to crisis intervention, there rema:ined among private sector agent'. 

cy concern about YA as a comPetitive threat~ As the program developed, 
," (; \ 

some criticism surfaced witli respect to YA "holding on"· to clients be

yond the initia~ crisis intervention. An agency executive asserted, 

for example,.t1-13.~t:: YA exp~ed the ~risis intervention procedure to in...:' 

clude counseling. t'hl:S .was faulted on' grounds that for therapeutic 
\ . " 

reasons the two' types of servicelIRlstbe provided by di£,ferent persons 

in different agency settings. YA staff claimed, however, that .the 

average t~e devoted to each case was Ol}~ ana" one-haif days. They de

nied that they retained clients beyond the time neede<:l to resolve the 
, 

immediate conflict situation, assess the naolreof the problem, decide 

on an appropriate referral, and follow up the case t~ascettain whether 

the client and/or the family appeared at the agency to whicH they "were 

referred. The last was regarded as having, pa:rticular importance f,or 

I' . 

J} 
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completing the follow-up form furnished to th I" 
, ' e po 1ce. For the of-

ficers, "this il1formati~n was an acknowle:dgment of the legitimacy of 

their interest in the outcome of cases with which,they were the first 

to deal. For YA workei~s, provision of the infonnation served to keep 

,alive the close collaborative relations this had :f3 d"th " 
II orme W1 the po11ce. 

From the YA!perspective, the entire 
set of procedures represented a 

responsible way of pr~viding a cr;s;s 
~ ~ intervention service. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR PROGRAM SERVICES 

Perhaps. the mo~t distinctive and critical feature of each program 

. has been the set of criteria each employed in selecting status offend

er~ into program ·gervices. Programs varied u,;dely ;n d f" " 
,Ii . "~ ,~ .LU e mmg the 

conditions under which the cOmmis" f 
S10n o· a status offense warranted 

treatment of the youth as a status offe~der. 
An unavoidable uncertain-

ty has' always surrounded the distinction between the act and the act~r 
,,,,,'in the legal response to juvenile offenses and ff d " 

o en ers. Concretely 
for the status offe d . , 

. n er px:ograms, each program site had to detennine 

whether anr youth arrested for a status offense would be I" "bl 
" e 191 e to 

receive program servi" " 
. ,ces, 1rrespect1ve of concurrent delinquent of-

fenses, a record of prior serious' delinquent offenses, or violation' of 

probation for a pri d l' ' " 
o . . or e mquent offense or for a pI'ior status offense. 

To be detennine'd als h th 
I 0 was weer only those were eligible whose cur-

rent or past o:ffens€/s eXG*uded serious delinquencies and ;-... th 
' . ,~ e~~ 

of "pure" status offenders, whether eligibility should be confined to 

those who, iri the absence of program serVices 
, would have been placed 

in detention. Cl 1 ' 
!i ear y, program eligibilit.y criteria are calculated 

to h~ve a detennfning effect on the'composition of the program 
1" 
I! 

/ . 
/ 

--------------------------------------~--~------~------~~" ~--------------~~~~--~ 
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population and consequently on prospects of affecting favorably the 

future conduct of clients. 

The Spokane program represented one of three instances in the set 

of eight evaluated,programs in which; with minor qualifications, the 

sole c~iterion for eligibility was the commission of a status offense. 

However, it was feared, that when the availability of the program be

came known in the corrnnuni ty, YA would be inundated with more cases than 

their small staff could serve and continue to maintain program quality. 

Of particular concern was the possibility that schools would see the 

program as a new resource to deal with truants, with whom the court 

l1ad not dealt in the past. The request to school officials to refrain 

from making such referrals received their full cooperation. Minor 

exceptions were made in those cases in which all school-initiated 

efforts to deal with the problem had failed. It should be noted that 

the acceptance of the requested cooperation in this matter was facil

itated by the presence on the YA Board of Directors of the school 
'/ 

district representative responsible for the aaministration of the 

student adjustment p~ogram. Further, since student misbehavior cases 

were not normally placed in detention, the court was insistent on 

excludi."1g them as eligibles for the YA,!program, since its resources 
" 

were to be used primarily for cases mo~t of which would have resulted 

in detention in the absence of the program. Also ineligible for pro

gram services were out-of-county runaWays, for whom detention was used 

pending an appropriate disposition. F~ally, as noted earlier, the 

court increasingly referred to YA status offenders on probation for a 

prior delinquent offense. 
Il 
.~ , 
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SYSTFM PENETRATION DURING REFERRAL 

Once determined to be eligible for prog~am services, status 

offenders may reach program intake by a number of routes, eacb dis~ 

tinguished by the degree to which agencies of the juvenile justh;:e 

system are involved. The decision to deflect a status offender from 

official treatment and possible detention by referral to an alterna

tive, community-based service can occur at a series of junctures, be

ginning With parents or school officials. The sequenc'e involving in

creasing degrees of system penetration then moves to the police, court 

intake, and pre-adjudication hearing, with the decision to avoid commit

ment to a correctional institution possible only at the post-adjudica

tion stage. If it is the purpose of a deinstitutionalization program 

to avoid the labeling effect associated with the experience of deten

tion, that effect is also, if perhaps not equally, conveyed by whatever 

other formal processing occurs by agencies of juvenile justice. Given 

the fact that the labeling effect has been a matter of fundamental con

cern in the national status offender initiative, it becomes releVaJlt 

to assess programs in terms of system penetration. 

As indicated earlier, system penetration is generally defined by 

the presence or absence of a requirement that referral to corrnnunity 
I 

based" services can be made exclusively by an agency of the juvenile 

justice system, namely, the police or the court. 'fIxe :important matter 

is whether there exists such a requirement regardless of the fact that 

in virtually every one of the status offender programs most referrals 

came from the police. Where, court processing ,has preceded referral, 

penetration is increased to the degree that the client is filtered 
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through its successive stages prior to referral. .. The Spokaile program 

required neither prior0~01ice nor court contact with the status of

fense case as a condition of referral, although as in all of the 

status offender programs, the' l3:rgest single~source of'referrals'were 

police agencies. In the relatively rare instances in which police had 

insisted on transporting an arrested status offender to the court, YA 

staff were immediately alerted by the court intake worker to t~ke. charge 

of the case. Police procedures called for immediate referral of status 

offenders to YA at the point of complaint, tmless the alleged offense 

included drug or alcohol use, defined in Washington State as a delin

quency. In these caseS the officer in charge of the juvenile division 

of the Spokane police department was first consulted with regard to 

possible referral to an agency specifically concerned with such pro

blems. 

On the obverse side of easy and direct referr~l to a status of

fender program lies the danger of "net widening," i. e., including 

youngsters who would otherwise have been simply counselled and re

leased by the police. There is some evidence that a net-widening effect 

may, in fact, have occurred. As the police became more, aware and appre

ciative of the.i .. approach and services provided' by the YA staff, it was. 
"1 

mUch easier for officers to call YA to take a youth off their hands 

in a matter of minutes than to return the youth to his or her home and 

deal with the co~lexities of the situation themselves. .The YA staff 
. '-, 

was quite aware tM1Jtheir success in engaging the enthusiastic coop-
1.-' '. • 

eration of the police created sucb.,a net widening danger. They kept 

this under control to some extent by adhering carefully to program 

iL I 
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eligibility restriEtions confining program intake <'to incorrigibles 

and in-county runaways. They estimated inadvertent admissions of non

eligibles to comprise no more than five percent of their program pop-

ulation. 

Effective July 1, 1978, the juvenile code of the State of Wash-

ington was revised, divesting the juvenile court of jurisdiction in 
(.' 

status offense cases. R.~sponsibility for dealing with the problem 

was transferred to the State's Department of Social and Health Ser

vices CDSHS). For a ntmlberpf reasons this development was widely re

garded by YA staff anttBoar4 members as posing problems for the con

tinued operation of the Spokane program. First, while DSHS=wa.s'inan

dated to take over the status offender program, its budget was not 

correspondingly increased. Fund shortage was seen as a special handicap 

because a YA type of pT0gram requ~red 24 hour availability of staff to 

provide continuous and rapid response to police calls. To accommodate 

after-hour referrals, the DSHS staff, by virtue of their union con

tract, had to be paid an after-hour wage bonus, including travel time 

to the work location, materially increasing program costs. Second, 

the cooperative relations between YA staff and the police, essential 

for program effectiveness, would have to be achieved anew by the DSHS 

staff. There was some skep~icism whether this could be readily accom

plished in view of the cool, not to say hostile, relations that had 

traditionally existed between the two. However, as the program period 

(~ drew to a close, active and somewhat favorable consideration was being 

given by State and regional leadership of DSHS to the possibility of 

continuing the YA program and staff by contract. 

298 

I 
I 

I 
I , 
1 

I 
I 



, i 
1 

''1 

1 
, \ 

'.~ .. -20-

~Y: TI-IE SPOKANE l?goGRAM'IDDEL 
.. 

The SpO'kane program prO'vides a medel well adapted to' jU1!isdictiO'ns 
... - ,~. 

whese cemmunity features, generally patalI~lthO'se fOWld in Spekane 

C01.mty. 

·'1' " 

These 'are cerrmunities that emt1I'ace a ,region with pepulatiO'ns 
I' ;.....;' 

nO't exceeding several hundred theusand centaining a rel~tively small 

prO'pertien O'f minority grO'ups, centered on a majer city censtituting 

the region'!:? metropoli tan center ,pessessing a well established and 

stable pelitical pewer strul;ture w.ith an epen er "prO'gressive" erien

tatien with respect to' human services, and equipped with a wide range 

of yeuth servic~s facilities in the private sector. To mebilize cem

nnmity effort in behalf of deinstitutionalizing status O'ffenders, the 

model requires the creation of an erganizatiO'n cencerned generally 

wi th the yeuth welfare preblems ef the cemnn.mi ty, whose membership by 

its charter must include the top leadership ef all public institutiens 

charged with the educatien, training, and fonnal centrel ef the youth 

pepulatien. Censtituted as a cerperate bedy to' plan, initiate, ~d 

moniter programs respensive to iden~r£ied preblems in the delivery' of 

yeuth services, the regienal youth committee may then, by centract or 

otherwise, create, fund, and,previde public, pelitical, and fiscal 
: I~ 

suppert fer a !:?pecialized O'rganization to receive referrals of~tatus ([ - - .. 
" 

'effenders from the pel ice and the ceurt. 

With respect to' pregram centent, certain elements' are tmique to' 

the Spekane medel. First, because there existed in the regiIYli a full 

'cemplement ef conmrunity based youth service ,agencies already c~mmitted 

to accept and serve clients referred by the status effende~ tmft, pro-
i/:J ,; 

gram funds were little used' for centracting services. Secend, intake 

. - ,:() 

299 

" ' 

(\, Ij ~, 

" 

o 

."; 

, . 
,) ;, 

,i 

" 

/ 

-I'.. ,;:;> 
,_' __ ~"""_~ _____ ~'~'_"'~~~ __ ~ ____ ',""""T.~ __ r, ___ • .,.l."_",-_~::",>,,",,,,",~~,"-• .:.-,;...~~~~_ ........ ,~,--, ..... 

ii, 

-21-

dnte the program was restricted to' the highest frequency cat,egories 

of status effenders, typically incer~igibles and runaways, principally 

these selected by the pelice and the ceurt as representing serieus 

preblems. Referral of curfew' violaters , truants, and drug and alce-

hoI cases was disceuraged as dissipating the reseurces of the tmit , 
and as previding pressure en parents, scheols, and the pel ice to' share 

the resp,ensibility fer dealing with the status effender preblem. 

Third, particular effert was invested in develeplllg the clesest pes

sible relatienships with the pelice by furnishing timely feedback 

infO'rmatien en case dispositien and in ether •. Tays ", treating the pelice 

as full partners in the pregram. 

While ce:ngruent with the Spokane medel, ether pregram elements 

were net unique to' it. These include crl"sl"s . mterventien as the prin-

cipal treabnent strategy, suppl ' t d' h emen e were pessible by yeuth advecacy 

procedures; little er nO' centrel ef the pregram by agencies ef juvenile 

justice beyend their use as the,primary seur~e ef referral; a highly 

persenalistic erganizatienal design, in which werkers in the netwerk 

0: services to' status effenders have persenal and direct access to' ene 

anether; little restrictien on client eligibility fer pregram services 

in relation to past effenses; referral seurce restricted to' juvenile 

justice agencies; and very lew penetratien ef status offenders intO' 

the juvenile justice system. 
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CHABTER XII 

CHARACI'ERISTICS OF THE PROGRAM POPULATION 
IN EVALUATED:,AND 'NON-EVALUATED SITES 

Solomon KQbrin and Frank R. Helltml. 
The,Officeof Juvenile Justice funded programs in ten*sites, each 

designed to provide cemmunity based services to status offenders as an 
/(/ 

alternative to their detention and institutionalization. In the course 

of their operation over the two-year period of federal funding, these 

programs served some 17,000 youth. Slightly less than one-fifth of the 

population was cycled through the progra..u more than once, yielding a ' 
case count of approx~te1y 20,000. 

As noted previously, two of the ten programs, E1 Dorado County, 

California and Newark,'Ohio, were excluded from the evaluation study. 

This decision was based on the expectation that the number of youth 

they planned to serve was too small to warrant their inclusion. 

In presenting the characteristics of the program populati~~, 

attention will be focused on their gender~ age, ethnicity, commtmity type, 

offense attributes, source of referral, and type of customary househo14. 

Beyond providing an accounting of the number and kinds of youth served 

"'by the national status offender program, these data offer an opportunity, 

first, to establish some of the parameters of a status offender popula-

tion based on a large sample and, second, to assess some of the variation 

across jurisdictions in the types of juveniles regarded as eligible for 

treatment as status offenders. In addition,these descriptive. materials 

provide an opportunity to ex~e some of the features of those who were 

referred 'for, program serv,ices more than once, constituting a group whose 

status offenses were possibly mOl'e chronic.,· 
f? 

I 

I 
I 
I 

* Two additional programs funded by OJJ ;:::Arkansas and the National Assembly I I 

. of the National VoluptaTr Health and Sochn Welfare Organizations, were I 
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GENDER 

The data presented in Tables 1 and 2 support the general impression 

~~ females are overrepresented in the status offender population, con

stituting 5S.3 percent of the total. lithe imbalance is even more pro-
I' 

nounced in the two smaller program sites excluded from the evaluation 
Ci

,;. 

study, where females corist'ituted 60.3 percent of those referred to the 

program. Among the eight eva.luated sites, the proportion of females 

ranged from a low of 44.6 percent in Delaware to a high of 69.2 percent 

in Cormecticut, with" a mean percentage of S3. 6. Only in Delaware a.nd 

South Carolina did the female proportion fall below 50 percent. 

'Females similarly predominated as a proportion of all program 
,c 

clients of both genders Who re-entered the program, constituting 19.4 

'percent of return cases versus 14.6 percent for males. In the eval~ted 
sites this difference was 19.9 versus 14.9 percent, and in the two non-

" evalua 1::~d sites, 7. 'J versus 7.2 percent. The imbalance is more striking 

when return referrals are compared for eac:h gender group. For the en

tire program population, of re-referred cases, 62.1 perc~nt were females 

compared to 37.9 percent for males. Approximately the same discrepancy 
;'''-:" 

was true for the evaluated sites (62.2 versus 37.8 percent); as well as 

for the non-evaluated sites (61. 9 versus 38.1 percent). A similar pre

dominance characterized every one of the evaluated sites. Of the two 
'I:"~l 

non-evaluated sit~~~, only the Newark program showed a reversal of the 
,I , ~, 

trend, an effect, possibly, of instability associated with the very 

small numbers of total'" ~eturns • 
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TABLE 1 

NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS 

EVALUATED, NON-EVALUATED AND ALL SITES 

BY GENDER ' 

Site GroYRs Male 

N % 
" 

Evaluated Sites 

New Referrals 7,459 46.4 
Returns 1,305 37.8 

lifota1 C!1ses 8,764 44.9 
k 

% Return Cases 14.9 

Non-Evaluated Sites 

New Referrals 309 39.7 
Returns 24 38.1 

I 

Total Cases 333 39.6 

% Return Cases 7.2 

All Sites 

New Referrals 7,768 46.1 
Returns 1,329 37.9 

u 

Total Cases 9,097 44.7 
'-:-

% Return Cases 14.6 
I 
I 

Missing, Observations: 

New Referrals ~ 27 
Returns 25 
Totals - 52 

l' ., 
. -',' 

' Female 

d N % 
j: 

" 
8,617 53.-5 
2,143 62.2 

\ 19,760 55.1 
" 

I 19.9 

\:1 

469 60 .. 3 
39 61.9 

I 508 60.4 
I 7.7 I 

9,086 53.9 
2,182 62.1 

11 ,268 55.3 

19.4 

,. 

Total 

N % 
"'-

\\ 
\' 

\\ 
16,07i6 100.0 

il 

3,44'1'3 100.0 
\\ 

19,524, 100.0 

17.7 

778 100.0 
63 100.0 

841 100.0 

7.5 

- 16,854 100.0 
3,511 100,,,,0 

20,365 100.0 

17.2 

304 , 
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Table 2. New and Return Referrals, All Sites, By Gender 

Evaluated Sites 

Program Site Male Female Total 

",. 

N % N % N % 

" 
Pima Count:t:2 AZ 

,', 

New Referral I 1793 49.9 1800 50.1 3593 100.0 
Returns 579 42.3 791 57.3 1370 100.0 . 
Total Cases 2372 47.8 2591 52,.2 4963 100.0 

J 

% Return 
" '24.4 I 30.5 27.6 

.: 

" 'i ,. .. --
Alameda County, CA I 

I , 
., 

I New Referral 1305 44.4 1632 55.6 2937 100.0 
Returns 214 35.9 382 64.1 . 596 100.0 

Total Cases 1519 43.0 :,2014 57.0 3533 100.0 

% Return '0 14.1 19.0 , 16.9 , , 

i 

Connecticut : 

New Referral 128 30.8 287 69.2 , 415 100.0 , 
, Returns 10 20.8 38 79.2 i 48 100.0 . 

I 
-, 

Total Cases 138 29.8 325 70.2 j 463 100.0 
1 

II i 

% Return 7.2 1.1. 7 I 10.4 f 
I 

! , 

Delaware i 
i I 
I I 

New Refe rra 1 867 55.4 697 44.6 
, 

1564 100.0 
Returns 76 48.1 82 51.9 '2 i 158 100.0 ., 

I 
, 

Total Cases 943 54.8 779 45.2 ! 1722 100.0 
I 

% Return 8.1 10.5 J 9.2 
i," 

, 

III inoi5 

New Referral 1003 38.3 1614 61. 7 2617 100.0 
Returns 240 32.3 504 67.7 744 100.0 

Total Cases 1243 37.0 2118 63.0 3361 100.0 
% Return 19.3 23.'8 22.1·, 3D5 

_c:o 
__ ,-_~.h·-- .-~, .. ~·~·-~t ,_ .. _._.,...-_._ .. '. ~ ...... '. --, ...... '''''''''"''"''' ...... ~-.. '-.. .... ".~ .. ~-.,- .. , .. ~~.~~-... 

.-

-5-

Table 2. New and Return Referrals, All Sites, By Gender (contd.) 

Evaluated Sites (contd.) 

Program Site Male Female Tot 1 a 
.~. 

N % N % N % 

"-

South Carolina 

New Referra-l 1718 51.8 1596 48.2 3314 100.0 
Retu'fns 72 44.2 91 55.8 163 100.0 

Total Cases 1790 51.5 1687 48.5 3477 100.0 

% Return 4.0 5.4 4.7 

Cl ark County 

New Referra 1 283 40.8 '~ 411 59.2 694 100.0 
Returns 46 35.1 ' 85 64.9 131 100.0 

Total Cases 329 39.9 496 60.'1 825 100.0 

% Return I 14.0 17.1 15.9 

Spokane 

New Referra 1 362 38.4 580 61.6 .,,- . -" - ~ '\ 942 100.0 
Returns 68 28.6 170 71.4 .. ,,--'.- 238 100.0 

Total Cases 430 36.4 750 63.6 1180 100.0 

% Return 15.8 22.7 20.2 

, 
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Table 2. New and Return Referrals, All Sites! By Gender (contd.) 

Non-Evaluated Sites 

Program Site M 1 a e Femfle 

N % N % 
;' 

I " 

Eldorado County, CA 1 
J 

I 246 i 39.2 \ ~81 60.8 New Referral I 

Returns 19 34,.5 1\ 36 65.5 

Total Cases 265 38.9 417 61.1 

% Return '7.2 .. 8.6 
" 

, 

Newark, OH 

New Referral "63 41.7 88 58.3 
Returns 5 62.5 3 "37.5 

-<, 

<;~. ',-

Total Cases 68 42.8 91 ;; 57.2 

% Ret.~*rr;~j, 7.4 ,"- 3.,3 " 
"."<"--

.. 1\ 

.-

Toi'al ,~'.' ";',. .. 
',. 

N 
, 
\ % 

\\ 
1\ 

627 100.0 
55 100.0 

682 100,.0 
,I 

8.1 ,), 
,\ 

! II 
\\ 

100.0\ 151 
8 100.0\ 

, 100.d\ 159 

5.0 
\ 

, \I 

.<:,1,\,.,' 

'\ 
II 

" 

r . 
I 

, 

I 

" 

',\ 

'I I, 
1\ 

\ 

',,"," 

" 

\', 

.' '. ' 

\', 

'~ 

\ , 
1\ 

It r . 

1'" ··1' " 
iI 

AGE 

Of interest in the age distribution of status offenders refe~ed 

to the program is the fact that the most freq'tent category is found 

in the 15 and 16 year ageg;-t.oups. The largest percentage of newre

ferrals (Table 3) fell into these two ages for the evaluated, non-eval

uated, and for the entire set of program sites. 1hose under 12 years 

of' age constituted strikingly smaller proportions for the three group

ings of sites. Older youth represented approximately 10 percent of 

total new referrals, with this proportion slightly elevated for the 

non-evaluated sites (13.6 percent). The age distribution suggests that 

status offenders tend to be concentrated among you~~ during the middle 

and later stages of the adolesc,ent car~er. It alsQ suggests the need 

for caution rega~~ing the a~~tnnption sometimes made asserting a general 
it, 

pattern of progression from status offenses among the younger group to 

la ter criminal offenses. HOW(~~er, the higher frequency of females among 
:::.' " 

status offenders coupled with the poss~bility that they may come to 
" . 

official attentl.on only as they become older can well &ffect the age 

distribution when the two genders are pool~d. 

Approximately 18 percent' of all cases (new and return referrals) 

were re-referrals in th~:,;'~va~luated sites. This proportion in the non-
i 

evaluated sites wa.s very much: reduced (7.4 percent), and may well re-

flect a difference inpQlicy in those two sites with reference to the 

acceptance of youth once served by the program. For the most part, how-

ever, return cases exhibit substantially th~same age distribution as 
';" /.-. 

do initial referrals. 

As se~n in Table 4, the proportion 9£ return referrals among eval-

uated site~?ran~ed from a low of 4.7 percent of all cases in the 

II ' I . , _, .. '._.' ___ ~.~~,. ____ ~_ " "',-;---~"-~~-:--lr-tr·---~';: 
;1 'i II 
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TABLE 3 

NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, EVALUATED, NON-EVALUATED " 
ALL SITES, BY AGE 

Site Groul2s UNDER 12 12-14 15- 6 17 & OVER 

Evaluated Sites N % N % N % N % 
New Reterra rs 1122 7.0 6201 38.7 

.' 
7175 44.8 1534 9.6 

Returns 122 3.5 1416 41.1 1639 47.5 272 7.9 

Total Cases 1244 6.4 7617 ' 39.1 8814 45.2 1806 9.3 
% Return Cases' 9.8 18.6 18.6 15.1 

t 

Non-Eval~ 
Sltes 

, 
·50.3 104 13.6 New Referrals ,'. 18 2.4 257: 33.7 384 

. 
Returns 2. 3.3 20 32.8 32 52.5 7 11.5 

Total Cases 20 2.4 277 33.6 416 50.5 111 13.5 

% Returns 1.0 7.2 7.7 6.3 

All Sites 

New Fererrals 1140 ! 6.8 . 6458' 38.5 7559 45.0 1638 • 9.8 
I 

f 

124 i 1436 40.9 1671 4Z.6 279 ' 7.9 Returns 1 3.5 
1 1 'I 

Total Cases 1264 I 6.2 7894 38.9 9230 45.5 1917 9.4 
r 

'. 14.6 % Return Cas e' 9.8 18.2 18.1 

~issing 'Observations: 

New Referrals - 86 
Returns - 26 
Total -112 

"-.-"~-"""'~'.'~":'.'.-::,":-"!'r~,,::,::""r""'-""'-.r--...,...."' .... ........,.,.... ......... ~~'--"-. ""'. ~-~' "':"".v._~ 

'- ~ ,. ~, 

-
TOTAL 

N % 

16,032 100.1 

3,449' 100.0 

19,481 100.0 
17.7 

763 100.0 

61 100.1 

824 100.0 

7.4 

16,795 100.1 

3 510; ' , 
99.9 

20,305 100.0 

17.3 

'\ ' 

• ! 

. ' 

'II. 

~-'~---

-
Program Site. 

Pima Co., AZ 

New Referrals 

Returns 

Total Cases 

% Return Cases 

,Alameda Co., CA 

New Referrals 

Returns 

• I~' 

Total Cases 

% Return C;ases 

Connecticut 

New Referrals 

Returns 

Total Cases 

% Return Cases 

Delaware 

New Refe rra 1 s 

,[ 
Returns 

Tetal Cases ., .. 
% Return Cases 

\' 

, . 
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TABLE 4 

NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES BY AGE 

EVALUATED SITES 

Under 12 12-14 15-16 
N % N % N % 

322 9.0 1283 35.7 1433 39.9 
43 3.1 541 39.5 625 45.6 

365 7.4 1824 36.8 2058 41.5 
11.8 29.7 30.4 

179 6.1 1132 38.8 1247 42.7 
15 2.5 256 42.8 279 46.7 

194 5.5 1388 39.5 15.26 43.4 
7.7 18.4 18.3 

13 3.1 201 48.7 199 48.2 
2 4.2 23 47.9 23 47.9 

15 3.2 224 48.6 222 48.2 
13.3 10.3 10.4 

57 3.6 415 26.5 745 47.6 
8 5.1 45 28.5 82 51.9 

65 3.8 460 26.7 827 48.0 
12.3 9.8 9.9 

t •. 

- ~'<~'-'<~"-"''''''-~'''''''''''''n-='O''''''l>1-~_'''~'>:'''''''''''1~''''''''' __ ~v_~'~_~' ¥ _. 

;!l\ 

/' 
I , . 

17 & over Total 

N % N % 

E52 15.4 3590 100.0 
161 11.8 1370 100.0 

713 14.4 4960 100.0 
22.6 27.6 

361 12.4 2919 100.0 
48 8.0 598.-100.0 

409 11.6 3517 100.0 
11. 7 17.0 

--- --- 413 100.0 

--- --- 48 100.0 

-~- --- 461 100.0 
10.4 

347 22.2 1564 99.9 
23 14.6 158 100.0 

370 21.5 1722 100.1 
6.2 9.2 

-
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Program Site 

Ill; noi s 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

South Carolina 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Clark Countl, WA 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Spokane, WA 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
'% Return Cases 

- ' 

. .. ~, 
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TABLE 4 (cont'd) 

NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY AGE 

EVALUAT~D SITES 

(I, 

Under 12 12-14 15-16 17 & over 
N % N % N % N % 

102 3.9 1022 39.2 1421 54.4 ,65 2.5 
36 4.8 311 4".9 ~81 51.3 15 2.0 

138 4.1 1333 39.8 1802 53 .• 7 80 2.4 
20.1 2~.3 21.1 18.8 

395 11.9 1495 45.2 1361 41.2 56 1.7 
13. 8.0 90 55.2 59 36.2 1 .6 

408 11.8 1585 45.7 1420 40.9 57 1.6 
3.2 5.7 4.2 it 1.8 . 

16 2.3 308 44.7 308 44.7 57 8.3 
.:.: 

2, 1.5 47' 35.9 76 58.~,O . 6 4:6 
, 

" 

18 2.2 355 43.3 384 46.8 63 '7.7 
11.1 13.2 19.8 9.5 

" 

.~ .. ,,~. 

" 
38 4.0 345 36.7 461 49.0 96 10.2 
3 1.3 103 43~3 114 47.9 18 7.6 

41 3.5 448 38.0 575 48.8 114 9.7 
I 

7.3 23.0 19.8 ,. -15.8 

.. -"-,~-..... ~-.",---.-
;:. • -'I' , , 

Total 
N' % 

2610 100.0 
743 100.0 

3353 100.0 
22.2 

3307 100.0 
163 100.0 

3470 100.0 
4.7 

689' 100.0 
131 100.0 

.(. 

820 100.0 
16.0 

940 99.9 
238 100.1 

1178 100.0 
20.2 

" 

" 

J 
I 
I 

o 

I 

,,' '1..,_~_ .. ~ .. ~, .. _ ... " ., 
I' 

.I 

Program Site 

Eldorado Co., CA 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

' , 
. ". " 

\~' 

Newark, OH 
New, Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

. '~'~---'- ... -....-"--. 
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TABLE 4 (cont'd) 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES BY AG~ 

NON-EVALUATED SITES 

Under 12 12-14 15-16 17 & ov~r 
N % N % N % N % 

14 2.3 213 34.6 308 50.0 81 13. 1 
2 3.7 18 33.3 28 51. 9 . 6 11. 1 

16 
I 

2.4 231 34.5 336 50.1 87 13.0 
12.5 7.8 8.3 6.9 

4 2.7 44 29.9 76 51. 7 23 15.6 --- --- 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 
4 2~6 46 29.9 80 51. 9 24 15.6 
0.0 4.3 5.0 4.2 - . 

Total 
N % 

616 100.0 
54 100.0 

670 . 100.0 
8.1 

147 99.9 
7 100-.0 

154 100.0 
4.5 I, 

I 

312 
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South Carolina program to a high of 27.6 percent in the PL'Ua County 

program, with a mean percentage of 17.7. Such extreme dispersion is 

a likely reflection ,df wide differences in policy among programs with 
II 

respect to their USe of resources, and to differences in jurisdictional 

policy on returning rt;peat offenders to the program. Both of the non

evaluated sites showed relatively low proportions of return referral 

cases: 8.1 percent for El Dorado County and 4.5 percent for Newark. 

To be noted in connection with the high proportion of return cases 

in Pima County, evident in all of the data presented in this chapter, 

is the fact that this may reflect the operations of its Mobile Diver

sion Unit (see Chapter lW). TheMDU operated at the neighborhood level, 
)! . 

;i 

responding continuous~lyf to calls for assistance from the police and 

residents. Repeat referrals to the program escalated as a function of 

the high level of MDU responsiveness, and a program intake procedure 

that recorded a repeat referral on multiple MDU contacts with the same 

youth. 

ETHNICITY 
Not unexpectedly, the population served by the national status 

offender program was predqminantly white. .As shown in Table 5, for all 

program sites white youth constituted 68.5 percent of all individuals 

(new referrals) who received program services, and 67.5 percent of all 

cases (new and return referrals). Blacks constituted the ~ext largest 

group, with corresponding percentages of 20.4 and 20.7. The Hispanic 

category, consisting principally of Mexican-American and Puerto Rican 

youth, constituted slightly less than 10 percent of the total, followed 

.. -t-~ "':i----':;.I~~ .... tr---.... -<·-..-....... :'''·-~~:"·:---··":': ~ •• ~ •• -.~;. Y" < 

~ - > ...... --~.-,.",..,. ... -~$.>~~~!';),~,-"."" ..... ~. , , 
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Table_5. New and Return Referrals, Evaluated, 
Non Evaluated, ,and All Sites, By Ethnicity 

White Black His~ani c Other 

. , 

Site Groups N % 

Eval uatedSi tes 

New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 

% Returns 

Non-Evaluated Sit~ 

New Referrals 
.. Returns 

Total .Cases 

~ Returns 

All Sites 

New Referra 1 s 
Returns 

Total Cases 

% Returns 

Mi ssing Obs.ervations: 
~ew Referrals - 31 
Returns - 19 

Total - 50 

10,801 67.2 
2 .. 152 62.3 

12,953 66.3 

16.6 

744 96.0 
59 93.7 

803 95.8 

7.3 

1l;545 68.5 
2,211 62.9 

13,756 67.5 

16.1 

N % 
, 

N % 

3,435 21.4 1,356 8.4 
769 22.3 .450 13 .. 0 

4,204 21.5 1,806 9.2 

18.3 24.9 

5 0.6 19 2.5 
- - 4 6.3 

5 0.6 .23 2.7 

0.0 17.4 
,-:: 

3,440 20.4 1,375 8.2 
769 21.9 454 12.9 

4,209 20.7 1,829 9.0 

18.3 24.? 

, . .~"".",r,,''''"'''"''''_''.''''~';.~=~'''''''''===''"'''''~~'::=:;::::='=_''=""":=.".,......~.----.-------.-.-... -/ ---~ ... -.,-.~-=-~ 
, ., 

N .. %. 

483 3.0 
83 2.4 

566 2.9 
I-

14.7 

7 0.9 
- -
7 0.8 

0.0 

• 

490 2.9 
83 2.4 

573 2.8 

14.5 

.... i 

Total 
N .% 

16,075 100.0 
3,454 100.0 

19,529 100.0 

17.7 

775 100.0 
63 100.0 

838 ~99.9 
/ 

7.5 

i 
16,850 100.0 
3,517 100.1 

20,367 100.0 

17.3 

314 

, 
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by about> 3 percent for a residual "Other" group, made up mainly of 

native American and Asian youth. 

The data in Table 6 indicate the wide variation among evaluated 

'sites in the proportion of the two major minority groups served, cor

responding in all likelihood to their proportion in the total popu

lation of these sites. The proportion Black ranged from a high of 40.7 

percent of ·the Illinois progr~ population (accounted for principally 

by the Cook Cmmty site) to a low of 0.4 percent in the Clark County 

program. Black youth constituted approximately one-fifth of the pro

gram populations in Alameda County, Connecticut, Delaware and South 

Carolina. The Hispanic group, with a mean percentage of 17.4, varied 

from approximately one-quarter (23.9 percent) in Pima County to none 

in three of the evaluated sites. Hispanics were slightly less than 

10 percent in Alameda County and Connecticut and only'S. 8 . percent in 

Illinois. Again, it was principally in the Pima and Alameda County 

programs that the smaller numbers of native American and Asian youth 

received status offender services. 

The highest proportions of return referrals occurred in the minor-

ity etlmic groups (Table 5). With a mean return referral rate of 17. 7 

percent in the evaluated sites, for whites it was 16.6, for. Blacks 

18.3, for Hispanics 24.9, and for the Other category 14. 7. As pre

viously noted, the elevated return rate in Pima c9unty, accounted for 

in part as an effect of its Mobile Diversion Unit operation and in 

part as a reflection of the high proportion of Hispanics, principally 

Mexican-American, in the county as well as in the program population, 

may be reflected in the high average return rate for all evaluated 

sites. 

",,!, • , 4 T 
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Program Site 

Pima Co., AZ 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 

% Return Cases 

Alameda Co., CA 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 

rr 
il % Return Cases 

Connecti cu't 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 

% Return Cases 

Delaware 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 

% Return Cases 
.. 

:; , 

I 
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TABLE 6 

NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY ETHNICITY 

EVALUATED SITES 

White Black HisEanic 
N % N % N % 

2167 60.3 325 9.0 859 23.9 

i 
878 64.0 92 6.7 348 25.4 

I 3045 61.3 417 8.4 1207 I 24.3 
f 

28.8 22.1 28.8 

, 

1843 62.8 660 22.5 290 9.9 
362 60.4 165 27.5 58 9.7 

2205 62.4 825 23.4 348 9.8 

16.4 20.0 16.7 

304 73.3 76 18.3 30 7.2 
35 72.9 9 18.8 4 8.3 

339 73.2 85 18.4 34 7.3 

10.3 10.6 11.8 
.. 

1202 76.6 337 21.5 22 1.4 
96 61.1 60 38.2 1 .6 

1298 75.2 397 23.0 23 1.3 

7.4 15. 1 4.3 

" I ... " ' .... ,._" .'~ .. _____ ._,'.--::_ ... _ .. ------.--.-" .. -~ .... ~.~==,,=~ .. -=_>o..,~,~,~~_.~__,._-,. __ '" 

./ ' 

Other Total 
N % N % 

243 6.8 3594 100.0 
54 3.9 1372 100.0 

297 6.0 4966 100.0 

18.2 27.6 

140 4.8 2933 100.0 
14 2.3 599 99.9 

154 4.4 3532 100.0 

9.1 17.0 

5 1.2 415 100.0 

-- -- 48 100.0 

5 1.1 463 100.0 

0.0 10.4 

8 .5 1569 100.0 

-- -- 157 99.9 
l 

8 .5 1726 100.0 

0.0 9.1 

316 
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Program Site 

I11 inoi s 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

South Carolina 
New .Referrals 
Retur.'ns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Clark Co., WA 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

S~okane, ~JA 

New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 
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TABLE 6 (cont'd) 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY ETHNICITY 

EVALUATED SITES 
, 

White Black HisQanic 
N % N % N % 

I 
I 

1364 52.1 1066 40.7 153 5.8 
319 42.8 380 50.9 39 5.2 

1683 50.0 1446 43.0 192 • 5.7 
19.0 26.3 20.3 

2361 71.2 948 28.6 -- --

Other 
N 

37 
8 

45 
17.8 

5 
108 66.3 55 33.7 -- -- --

2469 71.0 1003 28.8 -- -- 5 
4.4 5.5 --- 0.0 

679 98.4 3 .4 1 . 1 7 
129 98.5 -- -.... -- ~ ... 2 

808 98.4 3 .4 1 . 1 9 
16.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 

881 93.7 20 2.1 1 .1 38 
225 94.5 8 3.4 0 -- 5 

1106 93.9 28 2.4 1 -- 43 
20.3 28.6 0.0 11.6 

. , . 

% 

1.4 
1.1 

1.3 

.2 

--
.f 

'.,0 

' .. 5 

, .. 1 

4.0 
2.1 

3.7 

------~~~----~~------------~~ 

o 

Total I 
i 
I 

N % 
, 

2620 100.0 ~ 
1 

746 100.0 

3366 100.0 
22.2 

I 
3314 · 100.0 

163 100.0 

3477 99.9 
4.7 

.' 

690 99.9 . 
131 100.Q 

821 · 100.0 
16.0. 

. 
: 

940 99.9 
238 · 100.0 

1178 100.0 
20.2 
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TABLE 6 (cont "d) 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY ETHNICITY 

NON-EVALUATED SITES 

Program Site White Black His~anic 

N . % N % N % 
E1 dorado Co., CA 

I 
New Referrals 596 95.5 3 .5 

I 
19 3.0 

Returns 51 92.7 -- 4 7.3 . 

Total Cases 647 95.3 t 3 .4 23 3.4 
% Return Cases 7.9 . 0.0 17.4 

Newark, OHIO I New Referrals 148 2 1.3 . 98.0 -- --
Returns 8 100.0 --. -- -- --
Total Cases 156 98.1 2 1.3 -- --
% Return Cases 5. 1 0.0 0.0 

Other Total 
N % N % 

6 1.0 624 100.0 
-- • ~"!""- 55 1 00.0 

6 .9 679 100.0 
0.0 8.1 

1 .7 151 100.0 
--. -- 8. 100.0 

: 

1 .6 159 100.0 
0.0 .2 

, 

I 

I 
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OFFENSE PATI'ERNS 

The kinds of status offenses that occasioned referral to the pro

gram included runaway, incorrigibility /ungovernabili ty, truancy, cur

few violation; possession of alcohol, and a variety of other acts de-
. \,\ 

fined as offenses in some but not other jurisdictions. Because over 

four-fifths of all offenses recorded on initial referral to programs 

at all sites (84.2 percent) consisted of runaway, incorrigibility, and 

truancy, the remaining types of offenses are grouped for purposes of 

this presentation in an "Other" category (Table 7). In the many in

stances in which multiple status offenses were recorded,the most 

"serious" in the list was counted. On the assumption that the serious-

ness of a status offense could reasonably be determined by the level of 

parental concern and of justice agency time and effort it evoked, run

away led the list, fpllowed by incorrigibility, truancy, curfew viola-

tion, possession of alcohol, and a residual set designated "other." 

No claim is here made that any of the program clients enumerated in one 

of the .three major categories has restricted his or her status offenses 

to that type. The classification was created primarily to bring into 

view some ·of the underlying heterogeneity of'the program population with 

respect to type of status offenses. 

In the evaluated sites, well over two-thirds of program clients 

fell into the runaway and incorrigibility categories, approximately 

evenly divided (38.2 and 35.7 percent, respectively). In the case of· 

the non-evaluated sites, on the other hand, over half the clients were 

recorded as runaways (56.3 percent), with only 13.0 percent in the in

corrigibility category. 

\ 
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TABLE 7 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, EVALUATED, 

NON-EVALlIATED, AND ALL SITES, BY OFFENSE 

SiteGrou~ Runawa~ Incorrigible Truant 
N % N % N % 

Evaluated Sites 
New Referrals 6131 38.2 5736 35.7 1743 10.9 
Returns 1769 51.3 1123 32.6 160 4~6 

Total Cases 7900 40.5 6859 \ 35.2 1903 9.8 
% Return Cases 22.4 16.4 8.4 

Non-Evaluated 
Sites 

New Referrals, 435 56.3 lOa 13.0 25 3.2 
Returns 24 38. J 14 22.2 5 7.9 

Total Cases 459 55.0 114 13.7 30 3.6 
% Return Cases 5.2 12.3 16.7 

All Sites 
New Referrals 6566 39.0 5836 34.7 1768 10.5 
Returns 1793 51.1 1137 32.4 165 4.7 

Total Cases 8359 41.1 6973 34.3 1933 9.5 
% .Return Cases 21.4 16.3 8.5 

Missing Observations: 
New Referrals - 49 
Returns - 24 
Total -Ti2 

Other Total 
N 0/. ,0 N % 

2450 15.3 16,060 100.1 
397 11.5 35 449 100.0 

2847 14.6 19,509 100.1 
13.9 17.7 

212 27.5 772 100.0 
20 31.7 ';63 99.9 

232 27.8 835 100.1 
8.6 7.5 

~ 

2662 15.8 16,832 100.0 
417 11.9 3512 100.1 

3077 15.1 20~344 100.0 
13.6 17.3 

\ 

N 
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Not surprisingly, the highest pr9portion of return referrals in 

the eva.luated sites fell into the runaway category. With a mean re

turn referral rate of 17.7 percent for all offense categories, runaways 

showed a rate of 22.4 percent. Again, this finding is reversed in the 

non-evaluated sites, where the return referral rate was only 5.2 per

cent. This may be accounted for on grounds that El Dorado County in 

California, adjacent to, the gambling casinos and resort conummity of 

Nevada, attracts large numbers of runaway youth from other jurisdic

tions. Similarly, it is likely that runaways picked up in the largely 

rural connnunity of Newark, Ohio, also were residents of other juris

dictions and would not be expected to be returned to its program. 

Much of the variation in offense distribution across evaluated 

sites may be accounted for largely by the random patterning ·of combina

tions of offenses, with program clients classified only under the rubric 

of the one most serious in the set (Table 8). In addition, court and 

police policies varied with respect to the ~inds of offenses regarded 

as most needing program services, as did the intake policies of the 

programs themselves. Thus, Connecticut, Illinois, and Clark County 

p~ograms recorded extraordinarily high·proportions of runaways (79.7, 
.',' 

70.9, and,60.S percent, respectively), while in De~aware and South 

Carolina these weteunusually low (21.4 and 14.6 percent). There were, 

of course, reciprocally low or high proportions ofincorrigibles in 

each instance. High rates in the "Other" category occurred in the Pima 

County and Delaware programs. In the case of the 1,157 Pima County 

youth whose referral offenses fell in the "Other" category, 58.9 percent 

. ~ery made up of the jurisdiction specific "health and morals" offenses, 

rl 

. "'~"""'o:.\i!!.~''''t~~~-~''--T~:",,-''''''''''''''''->:"''''''''''''''''':;7-~-~-__ ~'fi~'_- ' __ '~<'c~ 
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TABLE 8 . 
NE\~ AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY OFFENSE 

EVALUATED SITES 

Program Site Runaway • 'Incorrigible Truant Other 
N '% N % N % N % 

,~:-< 

Pima Count~! AZ I New Referrq 1 1090 30.5 935 26.2 392 11.0 1157 32.4 
Returns 613 44.8 399 29.2 8.4 6.1 272 19.9 

Total Cases 1703 34.5 1334 27.0 476 9.6 1429 28.9 
% Return Cases 36.0 29.9 17.6 19.0 

~ 

Alameda Co. CA 
New Referral 1136 38.6 1028 35.0 284 9.7 492 16.7 
Returns 307 51.3 227 37.9 13 2.2 52 8.7 

Total Cases 1443 40.8 1255 35.5 297 8.4 544 15.4 
% Return Cases 21.3 18.1 4.4 9.6 

Connecticut 
New Referral 330 79.7 79 19.1 4 1.0 1 .2 
Returns 40 83.3 8 16.7 --- --- --- ---
Total Cases 370 80.1 87 18.8 4 .9 1 .2 

% Return Cases 10.8 9.2 0.0 0.0 

Delaware 
New Referral 335 21.4 520 33.2 207 13.2 505* 32.2 

Returns 30 19.0 88 55.7 17 10.8 23 14.6 
-

Tota 1 C .. ,;:fj;'· (~-~~ ,,:~ 365 21.2 608 35.2 :224 13.0 528 30.6 

% Return Cases 8.2 14.5 7.6 4.4 

* 491 (97.2% of Other; 31.3% of Total) :; MIP 

Total 
N % 

3574 100.1 , 

1368 100.0 

4942 1100,,0 
27.7 

, 
2940 100.0 

599 100.1 

3539 100.1 
16.9 

, 

414 100.0 
48 100.0 

1100.0 
, 

462 
10.4 

1567 100.0 
158 100.1 

1725 100.0 
9.2 

322 , 
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TABLE 8 (cont'd) 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY OFFENSE 

EVALUATED SITES 

-~ ., .......... 'l~ .. 

Program Site Runaway 1i1:,orri gi b 1 e Truant Other 
N % N % N % N % 

; 

Illinois -

New Referral 1856 70.9 692 26.5 23 .9 44 1.7 
Returns 530 71.2 188 25.3 4 .5 22 3.0 

., 

Total Cases 2386 71.0\ 880 26.2 27 .8 66 2.0 
% Return Cases 22.2 21.4 14.8 33.3 

South Carolina 
New Referral 485 14.6 2019 60.9 7.113 21.5 97 2.9 
Returns 23 14.1 107 65.6 25 l5.3 8 4.9 

:~ Total Cases 508 14.6 2126 16.1 738 21.2 105 3.0 
% Return Cases 4.5 5.0 3.4 7.6 

Clark Co., WA 
New Referri'11 420 60.'5 165 23.8 65 9.4 44 6.3 
Returns 85 64.9 30 22.9 9 6.9 7 5.3 

Total Cases 505 61.2 195 23.6 74 9.0 51 6.2 
% Return Cases 16.8 15.4 12.2 13.7 

SEokane Co. WA 
New Referral 479 50.8 298 31.6 55 5.8 110 l1.7 
Returns 141 59.2 76 31.9 8 3.4 13 5.5 

Total Cases 620 52.5 374 31.7 63 5.3 123 10.4 
% Return Cases 22.7 20.3 12.7 10.6 

)/ .. i 

...... ~,.... __ '"" ........ ...,,....,...., __ A~_._--'.k •• _ •. -~ -_ 1(;, 

. .".,,:: 

II 
// 

Total ---
N % 

2615 100.0 
0-

744 . 100.0 

3359 100.0 
22.1 

3314 99.9 
163 99.9 

3477 99.9 
4.7 

694 100.0 
131 100.0 

825 100.0 
15.9 

. 
942 99.9 
238', 100.0 

1180 99.9 
20.2 \ 
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Program Site 

, 

Eldorado Co., CA 
New Referral 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Newark, OH 
New Referral 
Returns 

, Total Cases 
% Return Cases 
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TABLE 8 (cont'd) 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY OFFENSE 

NON-EVALUATED SITES 
I 

Runawa.l: Incorrigible Truant Other 
N % N % N % N % 

340 54.5 83 13.3 18 2.9 183 29.3 
20 36.4 14 25.5 3· 5.5 18 32.7 

360 53.0 97 14.3 21 3. 1 201 29.6 
5.6 14.4 14.3 9.0 

95 64.2 17 11.5 7 4.7 29 19.6 
4 50.0 --- --- 2 25.0 2 25.0 

99 63.5 17 1 O. 9 9 5.8 31 19.9 
4.0 0.0 22.2 6.5 

Total 
N % 

624 100.0 
55 100.1 

679 100.0 
8.1 

148 100.0 
8 100.0 

156 1 00. 1 
5.1 

324 

! 
i~ 
.1 

I 



.~. 

() , 

o 

..... , 
- .... , .. , 

1 I 

, ' 

/1 

: 

, . 

/ 

.. -

" "'-

.' 

, ,I'-' 

", 

, /' 

, , 

'/ 

. ) . 
. '. " 

II ' 
l! \~ 

, f 

.. ":: 

I . 
/ 

-24-

with another 25.7 percent of alcohol possession violations. In the 

case of the 50S referrals in.Delaware for "Other" offenses, 97.2 per-

cent were for alcohol possession. 

There was little variation in the distribution of return referrals 

across evaluated sites. The highest rates of return occurred in the 

runaway cat~gory, with two exceptions. In the Illinois program (heavily 
\ 

weighted by the Cook County site) the return percentage for runaways "~,ls 

approximately the same as for incorrigibles, and in the Delaware program 

the returns for incorrigibility was almost twice that for runaway (14.5 

versus 8.2 percent). 

Whatever the shortcomings of the record data from which the offense 

di~~Fibution of program clients has here been developed, it remains highly 

'" likely that runaway and incorrigibility constitute the principal offenses 

'of non-criminal youth. 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

For all cases dealt with by the program, both initial and re-referral, 

by far the major portion (45.6 percent) came from police agencies (Table 

9). In descending order, cases were referred by parents and guardians 

(15.0 percent), courts (12.3 percent), schools (10.7 percent), and !lOther" 

(10.1 percent). An additional 6.3 percent were self~referrals. Approx

imately the same order of magnitude among referral sources held for the 

evaluated sites. On the other hand, in the two non-evaluated sites, 

referrals from "Other" sources constituted the largest source, coming 

primarily from probation and parole services. With respect to return 

cases, in the evaluated programs approximately equal proportions came 

from police, parents and guardians, self, and "other" (20.2, 18.9, 18.8, 

and 19.0 percent, respectively). Court returns were not far behind with 
, 
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TABLE 9 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, EVALUATED, NON-EVALUATED AND ALL SITES BY SOURCE OF.REFERRAL 

! 
I 
I 
~I 
h 
i! 
II 

~--------+---~--~------~--~--r-----~------~~----~-------~ Parent Ii 

"

, 
Guardi an " 

• N % 
II-E-~a-l-u-at-e-d-S-i~t-e-s-,--+---~--r----+----~----r---~----;-----r----+----II----,)~----r-----+----'-----I 

! ' New Referrals 7073 45.5 2325 15.0 2007 12.9 909 5.8 1884 12.1 1352 8.7 15,550 nOO.O ~ 

I, Returns '1786 52.5 543 16.0., 359 10.6 211 6.2 182 5.4 318 ,9.4 3,399 100.0 Ii 
--'--~---------r------~----r---~----~----r---~----~----+----1-----1----~--~-r----4-----~ 

i Total Cases 8859 46.8 2868 15.1 2366 12.5 1120 5.9 2066 10.9 1670 8.8 18,949 nOO.O ~ 

1.==%=' R=e=tu=r=n=c=a=se=s==::t=====2=O:;:.;2=, =="'=t::===18::;. !~9 ==t===1=5::t:'~='=' :::_':;3",t:,===18='t:8==::::1~==8:t'~==' ===t::===19~.:0====:::t:===17=.;:9 ==== 

!Non-Eva1uated Sites i 
i I I New Referrals 164 ,2L3 84 10.9 62 8.0 110 14.3 44 5.7 307.39.-8 771 100.0 ~ 
1 Returns 6 9.8 12 19.7 6 9.8 9 14.8 ' 7 11.5 21,34.4 61 ~OO.O 11 

I Total Cases 170 20.4 96 11.5 68 8.2 : 119 14.3 51 6.1 328 139 .4 832 99.9 I) 

! % Return Cases 3.~ 12,'5 8.8 7.;6 13.17 6.~ 7.;3, 

Police 
N % 

Site Groups .c.o.w:t. 
N % 

Siill. 
N % 

School 
N % 

*Other 
,N % 

Total 

N .% 

! ' , I 
lAl1 Sites i 
; 

. New Referrals 7237 44.3 2409 14.8 2069 12.7 1019 6.2 1928 11.8 1659 10.2 16,321 100.0 
t Returns 1792 51.8 555 16.0 365 10.5 220 6.4 189 5.5 339 9.8 3,460 nOO.O 

I--T-o-ta-1-c-a-s-es-----+--9-0-29--1-4-5-.6~-2-96-4-;~1-5-.0-;-2-43-4~-1-2-.3~-1-2-39~~r-6-.3~~2-1-1-7-r-1-0-.7-;-1-9-98~-1-O'-.1~+1-9-,7-8-1~1-0-0-.0--

,==%=' =Re=t=~r=n==ca=s=es=, ==I=====1=9=.8====3===1=8=.7====~==]=5='P====J===1=7=.~====~===8='~~==~~1===1=7=.P====~===1=7=.~===== 
Missing Observations: 

New Refel"ral s - 560 
Returns - 76 
Total - 636 

*Inc1udes Probation, Parole, Institution, and Other 
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15.2 percent, but schools, with 8.8 percent appeared to be least active 

in returning youth to the program. In the non-evaluated sites, on the 

~ontrary, schools were the most prominent source of return referrals, 

with 13.7 percent, closely followed by parents and guardians, with 12.5 

percent. 

Among evaluated sites, police as the source of referral for all 

cases ranged from a high of 84.3 percent in Connecticut to a low of 7.1 

in South Carolina (Table 10). Excluding the two extreme cases, the mean 

percentage of police initiated referrals was 53.0. Alameda, Illinois, 

and Clark County, Washington, were above the mean, with Spokane County, 

Washington, Delaware, and Pima C01IDty, Arizona, below. With respect to 

the two extreme cases, the Connecticut program was so structured as to 

eliminate all but the police as the referral source. Only the "detain

able" cases were, by design, eligible for program services. The South 

Carolina program, by contrast, defined a$ program eligibles ahete~ogen

eous population of youth referred to the regional Youth Service Bureaus 

maintained by the State Department of Youth Services. It will be noted 

that over some 42 percent of the cases in that program were referred by 

courts. Since many of these cases are likly to have been police ini ti

ated, the low police referral rate is probably misleading • 

CUSTOMARY HOUSEHOLD OF PROGRAM CLIENTS 

Because problems of incorrigibility and runaway constitute the two 

principal offenses that bring status offenders into the juvenile justice 

system, it was deemed useful to obtain data on the family situation of 

program clients. Data that were both accessible to the national evalua

tion and reasonably uniform across sites were necessarily restricted to 

, ~. : 
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program Site 

Pima Count~, AZ 
New Referra 1 s 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Alameda Count~, CA 
Ne\'1 Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Connecticut 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Delaware ** 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

TABLE 10 
NHJ AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

EVALUATED SITES 

Parent 
Police Guardian Court Self School 

N % N % N % N % N % , 
.-

1364 38.1 716 20.0 171 4.8 403 11.3' . 431 12.0 
644 47.0 311 22.7 75 5.5 110 8.0 93 6.8 

2008 40.6 1027 20.7;1 246 5.0 513 10.4 524 10.6 
" 

32.1 30.3 30.5 , 21 .. 4 17.7 
.. , 

-
1650 56.3 233 7.9 4 . 1 146 5.0 437 14.9 
378 63.7 34 5.7 - - 37 6.2 37 6.2 

2048, 57.5 267 7.6 4 . 1 183 5.2 474 13.5 

18.6 12.7 - 20.;2 7.8 

354 86.1 4 1.0 4 1.0 3 .7 2 ' .5 

33 68.8 - - - - - - - -
" 387 84.3 4 .9 4 .9 3 .7 2 .4 

8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

597 41.5 620 43.1 17 1.2 1 • 1 160 11. 1 
33 23.2 84 59.2 3 2. 1 - - 13 9.2 

630 39.9' 704 44.6 20 1.3 1 • 1 173 10.9 
5 .. 2 11.9 15.0 0.0 7.5 

*Other I Total 
N % N % 

496 13.9 3581 100.1 
137 10.0 137Q 100.0 

633 12.8 4951 100.1 
21.6 27.7 

461 15.7 2931 99.9 
107 18.0 593 99.8 

568 16.1 3524 100.0 

18.8 16.8 

44' 10.7 411 100.0 
15 31.1 48 100.0 

59 12.9 459 100.1 
25.4 . , 10.5 

: 

43 3.0 1438 100.0 
9 6.3 142 100.0 

. 52 3.3 1580 100.1 

17.3 9.0 

*:Inclu~es ~rbobqtion, Parole, InstitutioQ,.YQUt.b Agency,' and Other 
The dlstrl utlon refers to the source lnltlatlng the case. However, all referrals to the program were made by the court 
or the status offender intake unit of the court. 
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TABLE 10 (continued). 

; 

Parent i 

Program Site Police " Guardian Court Self --
') 

N % N % N % N % , 

Illingis 
-----~ 

New Refer'rals 2012 77.7 70 2.7 233 9.0 15 .6 
,I 
II 

549 :74.1 25 3,.4 110 14.8 10 1.3 Returns':,,,,,. 
l/1/ ' ;- .' 

H/: . : 

Tota 1 Hases:' 2561 76.9 95 2.9 343 10.3 25 .8 .,,,,,-,~.:3I . -'-' .. ;.-' 

% Return Cases 21.4 26.3 '32.1 40.0 

South Carolina ,', , 

New Ref,arra 1 s 214 7.2 493 16.6 1260 42.5 241 ,8.1 

Returns 6 4.4 38 27.9 55 40.4 16 11.8 
, / 

Total Cases 220 7.1 531 17. 1 1315 42.4 257 8.3 
% Return Cases ~.7 7.2 4.2 6.2 

, . 

" / , 
Clark Count~, WA 

,New Referrals 370 53.3 181 26.1 2 .3 81 11.7 
, \ 

Returns 69 52.7 36 27.5 ' , - 15. 11.5 " 

Total Cases 439 53.2 217 26.3 2 .2 96 11.6 -. 
% Return Cases 15.7 16.6 0.0 15.6 

, Srlokane, WA 
New Referrals 512 54~4 8 .9 316 33.6 19 2.0 
Returns 74 31.1 15 6.3 116 48.7 23 9.7 

,,:":";', 

. ' 
, Tota 1/i)Cases 586 49.7 ' 23 ,:1 2.0 432 36.6 42 3.6 

% Re,~~rn Cases 12.6 65.2 ' 26.9 54.8 , hi" I 

1:; 
./ 

! {I • . • *InclITdes ProbatlOn, Parole, Instltutlon, Youth Agency, and Other 

"f I 

. " 

o 

. 
, ." 

. ,,' ~ 
\ .. :" 

,../' 

, . 

",1 1_, __________ ....o-__________________ ~ ______ ___.:..._____.; ___ "~'.~, __ -----'-_--"'--_ 

" I~~' l-:"-;;' 

/ 

School *Other 
N % N % 

5 .2 255 9.8 
1 . 1 46 6.2 

6 .2 301 9:0 
16.7 15.3 

741 2.5.0 15' .5 

20 14.7 1 .7 

761 24.5 16 .5 
2.6 6.3 

44 6.3 16 2.3 
9 6.9 2 1.5 

53) 6.4 18 2.2 
17.0 11.1 

64 6.S 22 2.3 
9 3.8 1 .4 

73 6.2 23 2.0 
12.3 4.3 

Total 
N % 

2590 ~OO.O 

741 99.9 

3331 ~00.1 
22.2 

2964 199.9 
136 99.9 

3100 99.9 
4.4 

694 100.0 
131 100.1 

825 99.9 
15.9 

941 ~OO.O 
238 ~OO.O 

1179 ~ 00. 1 
20.2 
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Program'Site 

! 
jE1dorado County, 
I 
I New Referr(ll s 
1 

Returns ! 
1 
i Total Cases 

% Return Cases 

: Newark, Oh,io 
New Referrals 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

" 

, 

I Police 
1 

1 N % i , 

CAl 
I 

I I 147 I 23.7 
, 6 r 11.3 I 
I 
, 

153 
f-

22.7 
3.9 

. 
I 
i 

17 ! 11.3 
t i , - -I () 

, 17 , 
t 

0.0· 

\. : 1\ 

t 
t 

! , 
i 
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TA~LE 10 (continued) 
NON-EVALUATED SITES 

Parent 
Guardian Court Self --
N % : N % I N % , 

, 
, 

83 , 13.4 - 76 12.3 , -, ! 
i 12 22.6 ' - - , 8 15.1 , 

, 
95 14.1 - - 84 12.5 
12.6 0.0 9.5 

1 t .7 62 I 41.1 34 " 22:,5 

- !!- 6 , t 75.0 1 ,:12.5 
~! 

1 68 42.8 35 22.0 
" 

0.0 8.8 2.9 

/' 

II 

School *Other 
N % N % 

I 

34 : 5.5 280 45.2 
" 

6 11.3 21 39.6 

40 5.9 301 44.7 
15.0 7.0 

10 6.6 27 17.9 
1 12.5 - -

11 6.9 27 17.0 
9.1 0"0 

'<P ; 

~ 
ij Total 
f N % r 

f 
i 
j 620 t 100.0 I . 53 99.9 l' 
" , 

673 99.9 
i 
,~ 7.9 j' 
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151 :100.1 
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variables of family composition. In order to avoid the distorting effect of 

such temporary living situations as foster or group homes, the infonnation 

concerned the composition of the customary household rather than that of the 

household lived in immediately prior to program entry. Households were class

ified as nuclear (natural father and mother living together), reconstituted 

(households with two parents reconstituted by remarriage of one or both par

ents, or similarly constituted households whether or not based on marriage), 

single parent, relative and extended family, and a residual category or 

"other." The latter included foster homes and independent living in a variety 

of foms. 

As seen in Table 11, clients in the evaluated sites came in approximately 

equal proportions from nuclear (35.3 percent) and single parent households 

(33.spercent), with the next largest category consisting of reconstituted 

families (19.1 percent). While the proportion of cases from reconstituted 

families was only a little over half that of either nuclear or single parent 

households, the proportion of return cases was greater (18.2 percent versus 

15.4 and 14.7 percent respectively). In the non-evaluated sites, the distri

bution differed in two respects: substantially fewer came from single parent 

households (33.3 versus 22.5 percent) and a slightly higher percentage of re

turn cases across household types were minor in both the evaluated and the 

non-evaluated sites, although the proportion of re-referrals was unifonnly 

larger in the fonner. 

There was relatively little variation across evaluated sites in the pro

portion of their clients from nuclear households (Table 12). It was the high

est in Pima County, with 40.6 percent, and low'est in Spokane, with 30.4 percent. 

There was also relatively little variation ~cross sites that characterizes each 

331 
/- / . 'II " 

.. -"'''"'i--;·'~'''''-·'''''''-~<''''"'''''''~=·~''''''"''''''~~'''''~'''"-· -.~-

" , 

, 



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

t .' 

'i 

\ 

TABLE 11 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS~ EVALUATED, NON-EVALUATED, AND ALL SITES, BY CUSTOMARY HOUSEHOLD 

I, 

Site Grou~s 
!. 

Nuclear Reconstituted Single Relatives/ Other Total r 

Parent Extended Fam. 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

' .. l 

Evaluated Sites 
New Referrals 5084 35.1 2656 18.3 4840 - 33.4 739 5.1 1165 8.0 14,484 99.9 
Returns 923 36.4 589 23.2 834 32.9 104 4.1 89 3.5 -2,539 100.0 , 

Total Cases , 6007 35.3 3245 19. 1 5674 33.3 843 5.0 1254 7.4 17 ,023 100.1 
% Return Casfls 15.4 18.2 14.7 12.3 7.1 14.9 

Non-Evaluated '~ : ' 

Sites 
New Referrals 274 35.9 171 22.4 169 22.1 19 2.5 130 17.0 763 99.9 

. ! 

Returns 24 39.3 15 24.6 16 26.2 1 1.6 5 8.2 61 99.9 

Total Cases 298 36.1 186 22.6 185 22.5 20 2.4 135 16.4 824 1DO.O 
% Return Cases 8.1 8.1 8.6" . 5.0 3.7 7.4, 

. " , . 

-, All Sites 
i) 

New Referrals 5358\ 35.1 2827 18.5 5009 - 32.9 758 4.9 1295 8.6 15~247 100.0 
Returns 947 Jt 36.4 604 23.2 850' 32.7 105 4.0 94 3.6 2~600 99.9 

\ 

Total Cases 630~{1,,- 35.3 3431 19.2 5859 32.8 863 4.8 1389 7.8 17 ~864 i 99.9 
I 

% Return Cases 15.0 17.6 14.5 12.2 6.8 14.6 
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Program Sites 

Pima C,?, AZ 
New Referral 
Returns 

, Tota 1 Cases 
% Return Cases 

r ~ Alameda Co. CA 
I 

l;, 

I~ 
New Ref~rral 

,.,) 

Returns 
: 
i 

I 
fJ ! 

1 

Total Cases 
, % Return Cases 

I 
I 

Connectlcut 
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New Referral 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

Delaware 
New Referral 
Returns 

, , 
" 

0 
-' ~) Total Cases 

% Return Cases 
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TABLE 12 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY TYPE OF CUSTOMARY HOUSEHOLD 

,-, 

Nuclear 

N % 

1460 41.1 
447 39.1 

1907 40.6 
23.4 

964 33.0 
33 39.3 

997 33.2 
3.3 

138 33.8 
10 21.7 

148 32.6 
6.8 

359 35,.0 ," 

24 35.,8 

383 35.0 
6.3 

.... , \ 

EVALUATED SHES 
Reconstituted 

N % 

643 18.1 
262 22.9 

905 19.3 
29.0 

\, 

534 18.3 
\\~ 

16 19.0\1 

550 18.3 
2.9 

78 19.1 
16 34.8 

94 20.7 
17 .0 

108 1 O. 5 
7 10.4 

115 10.5 
6.1 

, ' 

Single 
Parent 
N % 

1090 30.7 
346 '30.2 

1436 30.6 
24.1 

1111 38.0 
26 30.9 

i" 1137 37.8 
'2.3 

119 29.2 
17 37.0 

136 30.0 

12.5 

' 243 
30 

273 

I ., 
/ 

23.7 
44.8 

25.0 
11.0 

Relativesl Other 
Extended Fam. 

N % N % 

161 4.5 202 5.6 
45 1.3.9 44 3.8 

206 4.4 246 5.2 
21.8 17 .9 

125 4.3 187 6.4 
4 4.8 5 6.0 

129 4.3 192 6.4 
3.1 2.6 

20 4.9 53 13.0 
2 4.3 1 2.2 

22 4.8 54 11.9 
9. 1 1.9 

-

39 3.8 277 27.0 

1 ,1.5 5 7.5 

40 3.7 282 25.8 

2.5 1.8 
, 

Total 

N 

3556 
1144 

4700 
24.3 

2921 
84 

3005 
2.8 

408 
46 

454 

10.1 

1026 
67 

1093 

6.1 

% 

100.0 
99.9 

100.1 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

I 
i 
II 
I· 

I II 
II 
H 

r 

, 
, ,{ 

\ 

\ 

'\ 
II 
\ 

, 



Program Sites 

Illinois 
New Referral 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

South Carolina 
New Referral 

:~ 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

---Clark Co., WA 

New Referral 
Returns 

" 
Tota 1 'Cases 
% Return Cases 

Spokane, WA 
New Referral 
Returns 

il 
Total Cases 
% Return Cases 
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TABLE 12 (cont'd) 
NEW AND RETURN REfERRALS, ALL SITES? BY TYPE OF CUSTOMARY HOUSEHOLD 

EVALUATED SITES 
; 

Nuclear Reconstituted ' ' Re1atives/ Other ~ : Single 
Parent " ; Extended Fam. ---

N % N % N 
i 

%1 N % N % 

854 32.7 463 17.7 892 34.2 155 5.9 246 9.4 
252 34.3 160 21.8 269 36.6 35 4.8 19 2.5 

1106 33.1 623 18.6 1161 34.7 190 5.7 265 7.9 
22,8 25.7 2,3.2 18.4 7.2 

'. 

760. 32;6 386 16.5 . 916 39.3 173 7.4 98 4.2 
30 31.6 13 13.7 42 44.2 9 9.5 1 1.0 

790 32.5 399 16.4 958 39.5 182 7.5 99 4.1 
3.8 3.3 4.4 4.9 1.0 

267 38.8 191 27.8 189 27.5' 21 . 3.1 ,20 2.9 
50 38.2 38 29.0 38 29.0 0 0.0 5 3.8 

317 38.7 229 28.0 227 27.7 21 2.6 25 3.0 . 
15.8 16.6 16.7 0.0 20.0 

282 29.9 253 26.9 280 29.7 45 4.8 82 8.7 ,! 

77 32.5 77 32.5 66 27.8 8 3.4 9 3.8 

359 30.4 330 28.0 346 29.3 53 4.5 91 
il 

7.7 i/ 

21.4 23.3 19. 1 15.1 9.9 
;1 

II 
Ii 

, , .... T 

(,) 

"1 
/ , . ~ 

. , 

Total 

N % 

2610 99.9 
735 100.0 

3345 100.0 
22.0 

2333 100.0 
95 100.0 

2428 100.0 
3.9 

688 lnn 1 . -- .. 
131 100.0 

819 100.0 
16.0 

942 100.0 
237 100.0 

1179 99.9 
20.1 
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Program Sites 

Eldorado Co., CA 
New Referral 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Retur.n Cases 

Newark, OH 
New Referral 
Returns 

Total Cases 
% Return Cases 

, 
, . ,. 

TABLE 12 (cont'd) 
NEW AND RETURN REFERRALS, ALL SITES, BY TYPE OF CUSTOMARY HOUSEHOLD 

NON-EVALUATED SITES 
'. 

Nuclear Reconstituted Single ;Re1 ativesl . Other 
Parent Extended Fam. 

N % N % ·N % N % N % 

211 34.5 131 21.4 1.35 22. ] 16 2.6 119 19.4 
21 39.6 11 20.B 15 2B.3 1 1.B 5 9.4 

232 34.9 142 21.4 150 22.6 17 2.6 r 124 lB.5 
9.1 7.7 . 10.0 5.9 4.0 

, 

",;) 

63 41.7 40 26.5 34 22.5 3 2.0 11 7.3 
3 37.5 4 50.0 1 12.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 

66 41.5 44 27.7 35 22.0 3 1.9 11 6.9 
415 9.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 

,. 
~, ' 

. ' 

/ " 

I r 

Total 

N % 

612 100.0 
53 99.9 

665 100.0 
B.O 

151 100.0 
B 100.0 

. '.159 100.0 
5.0 
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dE the other household types. However, ev~luated sites varied widely in 

the proportion of total cases represented by re-referralto their programs. 

In the Spokane, Illinois, and Phna County programs the percentage of re-
, 

turn cases was 20.1, 22.0, and 24~3, respectively, while it was 2.8, 6.1, 

and 3.9 , respectively, in the Alameda County, Delaware, and South Carolina 

programs. In the remaining two, Connecticut and Clark County, the return 

percentages were 10.1 and 16.0. Extreme differences in return cases are 

likely to reflect policy differences respecting client eligibility require

ments and in the emphasis placed on extending services to the maximum 

number of individuals. 

The proportion of return cases for clients from reconstituted house-

holds was significantly higher in the Pima County and the Illinois programs 

than in the other sites. These progrflllls also showed the highest proportion 

of return cases .from single parent households. "Both these differences 

probably reflect the b4gh proportion of minority group clients in their 

program populations, although in these sites the return percenta~es were 

approximately the same for youths from nuclear households. 

In St.m1lIlary, the "typical" program cli~nt in the national status, 

offender program may be profiled with respect to gender, age, offense, 

source of referral and household composition" despite variation ac~oss pro

gram sites. The program cclient was likely ~o .be a white 15 or ,16 year old 

youth, slightly more Q~ten :'female, from a nuclear or reconstituted famj,J-y 

deal t with by the juvenile justice system as either an incorrigible or 

runaway who was referred to the progl'am by the Piolice. Iluring the two-year, 

program period the yo~1:h had app;~ximat.elY one chance in six of being re-
o ~ 

turned for additional services. 
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However, the program client in the two non-evaluated sites was 

even more likely to be female, with significantly larger proportions 

of both genders falling into the white category, and somewhat larger 

prop,prtions in the 15-16 year old age range. Much larger proportions 

were dealt with as runaways than in the eiraluated sites, with a small

er percentage of self-referrals. Fewer came from single parent house

holds, but significantly more from foster ,and group homes. 

Among evaluated sites, the highest proportions of female clients 

were found in the Connecticut, Illinois, Clark County, and Spokane 

programs, with lowest proportions in Delaware and South Carolina. The 

age distribution was substantially similar across all sites. The Alameda 

County, Illinois, Delaware ,and South Carolina programs served a very 

large number of black clients, while substantial'numbers of Hispanics 

received services in the Pima County progrrun. Runaways represented the 

presenting offense in relatively high proportions in the Connecticut, 

Illinois, and Clark County programs, while :incorrigibility predominated 

in the South Carolina program. Police agenc1es were the major source, 

of referral in the Connecticut and Illinois programs. Parents and 

guardians as the source of" referral were prq~inent in the. South Carolina, 

Delaware, and Clark County programs, courts \in the Sourth Carolina and 
~ _ \i 

Spokane programs. Schools as the referral sdprce stood out only in 
\. 

South Carolina. Type .of customary household showed little variation 

. across evaluated sites with the exception of Ili,;inois and South Carolina, 
'\ , 

where a relatively large proportion of clients c~~e fEom single parent 
'\' 

families. \ 

. , 
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INTRODUCTItON 

The evaluation study was de!~igned to obtain both client and program u 

data at two levels of comprehensiveness. First, for all clients who entered 

the program!:)'a set of data was obt~ined that was restricted to the demographic 

items of age, gender, ethnicity, and size of commu9,ity, and to school status, 

family structure, offense at referral, and initial service assignment, 

The anti ci pated number of referrals at each site was based by program 

personnel on past police and court data to the extent that they were avail

able and accessible. These were counts variously of individuals or cases of 
'i 

status offenses or offenders rp.corde'd by pol ice, courts and detention centers ~ , , !; 

However derived, all estimates po~nted to the likelihood that the number of 

p'r6ject cl ients woul d be very 1 arge. It was thus apparent that in order to 

obtain anQI~rialyze the large bod'y of additional data needed to assess the 

effectr of the "program on c 1 i ent conduct, a reduced subset of the tota 1 

client populatjon would have to be sampled. 
't ::-:8" •• • 

For thiS'sampled subset an expanded number of lnforroatlOn ltems was re-

'quired~ These included, in addition to family socioeconomic status (Form 2), 

the type and number of treatment service or services provided (Form l-B), the 

offense history of the client prior and subsequent to entry into the prog'ram 

(Forms'5-A, B, and C), and responses to a self-report offense and socia'! ad-

'if; justmerit interview instr:HmF.trf'e. In two of the' 

eig~t sites, Connecticut and Clark Count~,the numbe,r of .clients was 
~ ~ 

I'. ficiently small to obviate the need for sampling. 
suf-
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SAMPLE SELECTION 

The sampling design employed may be described as an approximation to 

systematic quota sampling from monthly intake of program clients. The main 

effort with respect to representativeness was to reproduce in the sample so 

far as possible a sufficient distribution of status offense types in the 

program population. Because it was desirable to identify and conta~t sampled 

subjects for the initial interview immediately after they were scheduled to 

become program clients, the possibility was precl.~ded of" using a probabilis

tic procedure as, for example, by sampling subjects from a frame composed of 

all clients constituting the monthly program intake at the end of anyone 

. month. The solution was to employ a "forecasting" technique, in ,which a 
:;:: 

probabilistic procedure was approximated by adjusting monthl~)ftmpling frac-
. ;:(/ / r----+. 

tions of offense types in advance of each month. The adJ~;~hts w\~.~ .~ oe 
} ;~~~--

made on the basis of earlier (cumulatively "smoothed'l) flows in g;veniloffense 

categories. The obvious risk in this procedure was misestimation of the 

correct' sampling fraction in the earlyinonths of the evaluation period. 

Since no knowledge-based assumptions could be made with respect to the dis

tribution of offense types in a status offender'population, the only reason

abl e procedure appea,red to be the use of a design gi vi ng each type an oppor

tunity to be selected into the sample. 

The total sample size needed for the types of analyses planned required 

site evaluators to select into site samples the first 12 in each of five 

offense categori~s entering their programs in each month. The categories in 

descendi n9 order of judged seri ousness ina status offender popul ati on were 

runaway, ungovernable/incorrigible, truancy, curfew violation, minor in 

possession of alcohol, and a residual category of "other. ,I Constrained by 

'~) 

q\~ 

Q? 

] 
I, 

\~ ;.~ "' 

'\, ' 

340 

,~ 

1 

.. "1 
I 

", 

I 
I 

J 
- 'r, t.1 

I ' 
/ 

, 
_. ~..".. ""~~~==,-=~,"".~~~~"-,,,,"-""""-..-..-.---"~,.,-----.,, .. ---~.-

-3-

the need to identify sampled program clients for early interview, the "fore

casting" method posed difficult problems requiring at many of the sites ex

tensive, and as will be seen later, distorting adjustments:,,;; 

The absence of probability based selection means that the population 

of inference must be restricted to those clients served by the national 

status offender program who were defined as "evaluafion eligible" on Bvi-

dence that they were referred to the program for having committed one or 
s~ ~ 

morel' of the des i gnated status offenses. Genera 1 i zati on of fi ndi ngs to the 

wider population of all status offenders would not be warranted. The 

degree to which the clientele of the national program is representative of 

the total U.S. population of status offenders is not empirically ascertain

able at this time. 

The sampling procedure posed a number of additional subsidiary pro

blems~ First, where youths were referred to the program on the basis of 

multiple status offense charges, the problem arose of selecting one of 

these charges as the appropriate categorization. The approach adopted 

was to classify the client according to the most serious status offense 

on which the referral was based, utilizing the or'der of seriousness indi

cated above. It'lwas assumed that thi s offense woul d be the one most 
1/ 

likely to determine the kind of treatment pre!scribed for the client. 

Second, and more cl"itically, although th,e effort was made to select 

into the sample equa 1 numbers in each of the fi've offense categori es (12 

per category in each month of program intake), for vari ous Y'easons these 
\\ 

q~otas could not be met. Some. categories consistently produced fewer than 
II 

12 \~~as~s per month, either because the si te di d not generate these numbers, 

or because the policy of the jurisdiction was to take no official action 

with respect to certain types of status offenses (e.g., curfew violation, 
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or minor in possession of alcohol). It thus became apparent early on 

that it would not be feasible to implement the intended sampling procedure. 

The faJlback position was then adopted to assure a sample size at each site 

'irrespective of its distribution respecting offense type at :the v~:ry least to 

provid~ sufficient numbers ~ eaCh-of the " many client-service-offense categories 

required by the analysis. There was in any case no possibility of estimating 

a priori the category proportions of the total program population together Ii 

with their likely variances on measuresc,of outcome variables. Were thi.s ',' 

possible, it would, of course, have beT'n de~lrable to sample disproportion

ately among offense categories for ana'lysi s purposes. Hence, site eva1 u-

ators were requested, to the extent feasible, to meet the total monthly!! 
" 

q~otas require'd by the national.eva1uation design. 

"EVALUATION ELIGIBLE" PROGRAM POPULATION 

Clients ref~rred to the eight programs at the e~~)uated sites num~jered 

16,103. Of these, 8,563, or 53.2 percent, were, fora variety of reasons, 

defined as eligible for inclusion in the popula~ion from which the evaluated 
1 sample was drawn. In two cases (Arizona and South.Carolina), as programs,! 

came into operation and their availability became known in their communities, 

clients were referred to and admitted to the programs who were troubled youth 

in need of counseling or were cases of neglect and abuse with no specific 

status offenses' of the five types indicated. In another program (JIl·linois), 

only five of its counties were included as evaluat1:ion sites. In still another 

(South Carolina) a similarly limited number of sites became the focus of 

1 This is the maximum number &f individual clients .in th~ evaluation 
eligible populatio'n.' It is based on gender data, 1tor wh1cry tryere were 
virtually no missing values. Variation in,the ~umber of m~ss'ng values 
for other client characteristics accounts for dlfferences 1n the totals 
for each. 
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evaluation interest, to the exclusion of the rest of the state. Excluded 

as well in all sites were clients. who entered the program prior to the initi

ation of the evaluation study and subsequent to a termination date set by the 

" end of funding.
2 

At the request of OJJ, a basic record consisting only of 

demographic information, source and reason for referral and service assign

w~nt was compiled on all clients entering the program, without regard to 

their evaluation eligibility status. These clients were included in the 

total program population count of l6~l03 recorded at the eight evaluated 

sites. As stated, approximately half of this number (8,563) formed the 

frame from which an evaluated sample of 4,010 clients was drawn. 

SAMPLE REPRESENTATIVENESS 

Given the non-probabilistic procedure used in drawing the sample, its 

representativeness of the evaluation eligible population is open to question. 

The question is addressed by examining the comparative distribution of char

acteristics in the non-evaluated eligible population and in the evaluated sample. 

As noted, offense type was the only characteristic for which an effort was 

made initially to reproduce in the sample approximately the same proportionate 

distribution as existed in the population eligible for evaluation. 

Three questions arise. First, how closelY does the distribution of the 

offense type$ in the sample aggregated over the eight sites resemble that in 

the non-evaluated etigible population? Second, if the comparative distri

butions with respect to offense type in the two groups are Similar, is the 

comparative di~tribution for the two groups similar for gender, age, ethnicity, 

and source of referral? And third, to what extent did specific program sites 

2 The final date for intake into the evaluated sample was set to allow 
for at least a six-month follow-up and to include a sufficient number in 
the sample from each site. Extensions were allowed in some sites to 
accpmplish this and to provide data to the national eval;uators in time 
for processing. 
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vary in sample bias respecting each of the client characteristics? 

In assessing the extent of bias in the evaluated sample, use was 

made of the one-sample Chi Square test of no difference. The significance 

level was set at the conventional .05. Clearly, this is not necessarily 

the "best" choice of significance level, and the reader is free to make 

another judgment in- this matter. In the context of the procedure fo"llowed, 

any X2 product whose p' value is 1a.rger than .05 indicates that the degree 

of similarity in the distributions for the non-evaluated and the evaluated 

samples was sufficient for the acceptance of the latter as representative 

of the former. 

Offense type. Aggr:egated over the eight sites, the distribution of 

instant status, offenses for)~he evaluated sample is not representative of 

the distribution of instant offenses in the non-evaluated eligible sample 

(Table 1). Similarity of the two samples in their pattern of distributi.on 
I) 

across offense types'is evident only in Illinois. 

in~tant offense distribution is .,dissimilar. 

In ,all other sites, the 

Age. Here, again, when a,ggregated over all sites, the age distribution 
!. 

of the evciluated sample appears to be urirepr~~entatjve (Table; 2). Age 

distribution by site discloses representativeness of the sample only in 

Delaware, South Carolina, and margin5111y in Spokan'e ~ounty. 

Gendet. Aggregated for the e.ight sites, the evaluated sample repro

duces reasonably 'closely the male - female distribution in· the non-ev~luated 

group (Table 3). The same was true for Delaware, Illinois, and South 

Carolina, but nQ¥ in the other si~es (always excluding the spacial cases 

of Connecticut and Clark County. 

Ethnicity. Again, for the eigh~ sites together, the distribut;ions . 

of ethnicity in the two samples are not cofuparab1e (Table 4)~ However, 

. the evaluated samples were representative in Pima. County, Delaware, Sout.h 

Carolina, and marginally in Spokane County. Substantially dissimilar 

'-~"'-----"'-'·~~·"'----':""---::~-·::·,r 

'1~·4. " 
.. -.-.. '-.-.-:-~ ... '-...,...",.......,."~~-- ....... ~.".-'-
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distributions on ethnicity were found for Alameda County and for Illinois. 

Refe'rra1 source .. The pattl~rn of distribution with respect to referral 
" 

I' :; ." 

source for the evaluated sample was substantially unrelated to that for 

the non-evaluated eligibles when aggregate;;.\ a::ross the eight sites,;as 

" well as in the Pima, Alameda, and Spokane' County pr:ogram sites (Table 5). 

These distributions were similar, however, in Delaware, Illinois, and South 
, Carol ina. 

Referral source: justice and non-justice. In order to gain a clearer 

view of the t'elative prominenc.e .of juvenile justice agencies as the source 

of referrals to the program, referral sources were collapsed to two categories. 
/ 

As seen in Table 6, when the data are aggregated across the eight sites, 

the,g'istribution for justice and non-justice sources of referral are 

unrelated, as was the case for Pima, Alameda, and Spokane Counties .. 
.) 

Evaluated samples were found to be representative in Delaware, Illinois, 

and South Carolina. 

SUMMARY 

The estimates of evaluated sample representativ~ness suggest that, 

overall, the evaluated sample differed substantially from the non-evaluated 

eligibles in their distriQutions of client and offense characteristics 

(again excepting Connecticut and, Clark County, where virtuallY,!all evaluation 

eligible clients ,Were included in the evaluated sample) .. However, these 

di,fferences varied substantially at specific sites. As. seen in the summary 

provided in Table 7, with respect to instant offense,only the Illinois 

sample.1wasrepresentative. This was true of the age.distribution in 
~- -'. 

Delaware and South Carolina; of gender in Delaware, Illinois, and South 

Carolina, of ethnicity in Pima County, Delaware, .and South Carolina; of 

referral source in Delaware, Illinois/,and South Carolina; and of the 
• 'c 

'" 

! . 

, 
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I 
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balance between justice and non-justi(:.e referrals in Delaware, Illinois, and 
'\\ 

South Carolina. 

Of the six client variables utilized to assess representativeness, 

Delaware and South Carolina each was most adequate with five, Illinois was 

next with four, followed by Spokane County with marginal representativeness 

in two, and Pima County with one. The variation across sites was a consequence 

principally of a sample selection design that attempted to obtain adequate 

number's of cases referred for ,each of five types of status offense. 

As noted earlier, the evaluation eligible population was restricted 
.1) 

to those referred for the status offenses of runaway, incorrigibility, 

tru9ncy, curfew violation, minor in possession of alcohol, and a low 

frequency variety of other statutorily defined offenses. It was anticipated 

that-substantial numbers of cases of such essentially non-offense types as 

neglect and dependency as well as non-offending troubled youth might also 

be referred to and accepted by the, programs. Moreover, sites differed 

.substantially in the kinds of juvenile misconduct that were legally defined 

as status offenses, and in the practices of police and courts respecting 

the types of status offenses deemed worthy of {)~tie;al action. In some 
- " 

sites, this was true, for example~ of the offense of minor in possess.ion 

of alcohol and of curfew violation. In addition, the eligibilitY of status 

offenders for referral to the program, a matter negotiated between court 

and program pers on ne,1 • var;ed from site to"site. For examp1e,. {~ sites 

considered cases of mixed status-delinquent offenses as eli~ible,1t~1 
did not. 

With particular offense types mis~ing in the evaluation. eligible 
II 

population, the need for sufficient numbers for analysis in~reased the 

selection of those who'were actually referred to the program and who met 

l'--~~7~'~'iF~~'~"-"" "'-:"": - .~ 

II 
/': 

q 
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the criteria,ior selection into the evaluation eligible population. To 

the extent that those referred to the program clus'tered in the more numerous 

offense categories, to that extent these categories of offense produced a 

selection into the evaluated sample of variously biased proportions in 

particular age, gender, etmlicity, and referral source categories. 

In sum, therefore, the evaluated population was on the whole a biased 

sample of the evaluation eligible population. However, site differences 

in this respect were pronounced~ As noted,the evaluation sample in three 

sites, Delaware, South Carolina, and Illinois, were largely unbiased. 

remaining three sites for which the representativeness assessment was 

applicable (Pima, Spokane and Alameda Counties) 'drew highly biased 

samples into the evaluated group. 

The 
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TABLE 1 

C(M>ARISQN" OF INSTANT OFFENSE DISTRIBUTIONS 

FOR EVALUATED .AND NON~ EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 
,. 

ALL SITES 
" 

Sample RtmaJW'aY Incorrig:i.ble Truant Other* Total --
.:,-, 

N % N % N "% N % N" %-;, 

" , . 
100.0(') Non-Evaluated 1704 38.4 1490 33.6 423 9.5 822 18.5 4439 

Evaluated 1600 39.9 1301 32.5 
" 
432 10.8 673 16.8 4006 16lf:=o" 

"-

TarAL 3304 39.1 2791 ' 33.0 855 10.1 1495 17.7 8445 99.9 

XZ=8.839 df=3 p=.,D315 . 

PIMA. COUNI'Y I ARIZONA ." ; 

Non-Evaluated 422 32.1, 377 28.1 111 8.4 405 30.8 1315 100.0 

Evaluated 204 25.3 180 22.3 162 20.1 261 32.3 "",. 807 lQO.O 
'. 

' -.- :~;" 
,', .' .. - ."" , 

l'0TAL 626 29.5 557 26.31 273 12.9, , Q66 J1.4 2122 100.0 

X~=68.571 df=3 p=.OOOl 
.. ~. 0 

AI,~MP.nA CQI1N1'Y, CAI,IEORNIA .r, 

Non-Evaluated 833 40.0 761 36.6 199 9.6 288 13.8 2081 100.0 
.-

Evaluated 81 23.8 77 22.7 72 21.2 110 32.4 340 100.0 

Tar~1 - 914 37.8 838 34.6 271 11.2 398 16.4 2421 100.0 

X2=132.840 df=3. p=~OOOl 

CONNECTICUT** 
Non-Evaluated 2 100.0 - - - - - ... 2 100.0 

\ 

Evaluatec;1 121 83.5 22 15.2 1 .7 1 .7 145 100.0 

TarAL 123 83.7 22 15.0 1 .7 1 .7 147 100.:0 

,. , 

nEIAWABE ,. , 

Non-:qva1uated 25 15.1 52 /,31.3 21 12.7 68, 41.0 166 100.1 
'," 

Evaluated 216 27.7 239 '3,9.7 80 10.3 244 31.3 779 100.0 
:t~,,' 

,'\ 

TarAL 241 25.5 291 30.8 101 10,.7 312 33.0 945 100.0 
,'. 

i 

-------. X~2=13. 208 , df::.'S-: ":',"'.; ",." p='~'O:·p·4~ .. ~; '" ',;'"'' 
,-. 

* Includes Curfew, MIP and Other . ",~, . " ", 
** Virtually all of the evaluation eligibles were included in the evaluated s~le. 3Ll,8 
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TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF INSTANT OFFENSE DISTRIBUTIONS 
~( 
r~ 

FOR.EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 

II '. ;.:.> 

~'?' ILLIIDIS 
;;~ 

Sample Rtmaway Incorrigible Truant' Other* Tcta1 
N % N % N "% N % N 9., 

I) 

Non-Evaluated 354 75.5 107 22.8 a· .4 6 1.3 469 100.0 
Evaluated 540 

0 
70.8 211 27.7 6 .8 6 .~ 763 100.1 

TarAL" ,. 894 72.6 318 25.8 8 .7 12 1.0 1232 100.1 
, !) 

X2-=4. 826
c 

:, df=3 p=.1850 i II I 
I 
I 

SOIm! C~QIjlNA I Non-Evaluated 52 17.3 169 56.3 60 20.0 19 6.3 300 99.9 I 
Evaluated ! 

93 18.4 337 66.6 72 14.2 4 .8 506 100.0 I 
i 

TOTAL 506 
,I 

145 18.0il 62.8 132 16.4 23 2.9' , 806 100.0 \., 

2 
df=3 X =2,7.384 p=.OOOl 

CI.ARIC4CQTINT'V , mSHINGIQN** 
Non-Evaluated 5 71.4 1 14.3 1 14.3 7 100.0 

" 

Evaluated 83 44.4 59 3L6 35 18.7 10 5.3 187 100.0 . , 
TOfAL 88 45.4 60 30.9 36 18.6 10 5.2 194 100.1 

~P()l(ANF. 
,.-; 

Non-Evaluated 
r:::oI~" mSHINGTON 

11 11.1 23 23.!)2 29 29.3 36 36.4 99 100.0 
Evaluated 262 

\. 
54.7 176 36;'~7 4.II: .8 37 7.7 479 100.0 

TarAL 273 '\47.2 199 ~4.4 33 5.7 73 12.6 578' 99.9 \\ 
, 

X2=207~OOS df=3 p=.OOOl ' 

* Includes Curfew, MIP and Other. 
** Virtually all of the evaluation eligibles were ~c1uded in the evaluated sample. 

'--" 
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Sample 

Noh-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 
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TABLE 2 

(tOMPARISON OF AGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR 
EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 

ALL SITES 

Under 12 12,-14 15-16 'Total 

337 

175 

512 

130 

44 

.> % N 

7.6 1731 39.1 1876 

6.1 3228 38:3 3756 
" 

df=3 

9! o 

42.4 

47.0 

44.6 

p=,.oooi 
PIMA COUNfY , ARIZONA 

9.8 495 37.4 517 39.1 ~., 

,Iii -r 
N ,% 

479 10.8 4423 99.9 

449 11. 2 4001 100.0 

928 11.0 8424 100.0 

182 13.8 1324 100.1 

5.5' 283 35.1 335 41.6 144 17.9 806 I 100.1 
--~--------~"----------------------------------------------~----~~ 
TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

, TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

174 

127' 

14 

141 

5 

5 

8.2 778 36.5 852 40.0 

6.2 

4.1 

5.9 

3.5 

3.4 

(' 

df=3 p=.0004 

AlAMEI)A COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
844 40.9 864 41.9 

114 33.6" 155 

958 39.9 1019 

72 

74 

df=3 

CQNNECl'rWf* 

2 100.0 

50.3 

68 

,; 68 .. 
" 

': 

45.7 

42.4 

p=.0025 

46.9 

46.3 

326 15.3 2130 100.0 

227 11.0 2062 100.0 

56 16.5 339 99.9 

283 11.8 2401 100.0 

2 "'100.0 

145 100.1 

147 

o 

DELAWARE /5 0 

31. 8' 36 21.8 80 A8.5 \ 46 27.9 165 100.0 

781 100.0 29 3.7 220 28.2 358 45.8 174 22.3 

32 3.4 256 27.1 438 46.3 220 23.3 946 100.1 

2 X =5.519 df=3 p=.1375 

* VI'r~ua11y all evaluation e1igib,leswere included ',in the evaluation sample. 350 
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TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF AGE DISI'RIBUfIONS FOR ',: 
EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE sM~LES 

, ILLINOIS 

Sample Under 12 12-14 '" 15-16 

Non-Evaluated 35 

Evaluated 

TGrAL 

Non~Eva1uated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL' 

25 

60 

35 

38 

73 

7 

7 

7.5 

3.3 

4.9 

11.8 

7.5 

9.1 

3.8 

3.6 

, 

% N'T !1!: 
, 0 

171 

, 308 

479 

36.5 251 

40.5 415 

39.0 666 

X2=12.555 df=3 

SOum CAROLINA 
141 47.3 120 

251 49.6 213 

392 48.8 333 

53.6 

54.6 

54.2 

p=.0057 

40.3 

42.1 

41.4 

X2=4.093 df=3 p=.2516 

'CLARK COUNTY. WASHINGTOn: 

1 16.7 5 83.3 

79 42.5 87 46.8 

80 47.9 

11 

12 

23 

2 

6 

13 

13 

2.4 ,468 

l.6 760 

1.9 1228 

.7 

.8 

.8 

7.0 

6.8 

298 

506 

804 

6 

186 

19~ 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.1 

100.0 

100.1 

100.0 

100.1 

100.0 
. i 

~----~~--------------------~--~---------------------,----------------

'.' -11 
" ,"" 
'" , 

.... ;, 
.J ',< , . 

l 
1/ 

/ ;/ 

/ 

N6n-Eva1~ted 

i/ Evaluated 

TOTAL 

". 

SPOKANE COUNTY , WASHINGTON" 

7.1 

p=.0435 
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TABLE 3,;1.; 
,-,' 

C<lI1PARISON OF GENDER DISTRIBUTIONS 
,\1 FOR 

i! EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 
" 

./ ALl SITES '!~ 

Sample F~rna1e Male Tota! -
N !!,. 

Q N % N % 

:., !! 
,., . 

Non-Evaluated 2474 55.6 1974 44.4 4448 1:00.0 

Evaluated 2142 53.4 1867 46.6 .0 4009 
'" 

100.0 

TOTAL 4616 '54.6 3841 45.4 " 8457 100.0 
0 

X2=4.082 df=l p=.0433 " 

.', 

PIMA COUNrY, ARIZONA: ,::L, -. 

Non-Evaluated 729 55.0 597 45.0 1326 100.,0 
, 

Evaluated 351 43.5 456 56.5 807 100.0 
,;c,;. ", " 

TOTAL f.' 1080 50.6 1053 49.4 2133 100.0 
" .. . ' 

=~=."~ -, . 
- - X~=26.464 -:."-",, ~~-~ 

df=l p=.OOOO .,' 

.! 
<:..-:. 

COUNfY I CALIFORNIA -p~~~/ 
.';'~ ALAMEDA .. .. 

Non-Evaluated 1193 57.4 887 :42.6 2080 ' 100 •. 0 
,. 

::!/ 
" 

Evaluated 150 44.1 190 55.9 340 100.0 
\ , 

! TOTAL - 1343 55.5 1077 44.5 2420 100.0 -
-

X~=20. 736 "df=l p=.OOOl .. 
" 

" 

: CONNEcrICUT* 
'. " 

2 100.0 Non-Evaluated 2 100.,0 - - f 

" 
II 

Evaluated CJ 104 71. 7 41 28.3 145 100.0 ,/ 
TOTAL 106 72.1 41 27.9 147 100.0/ ~, 

"".'~ _I 
~f~ l .. 

l/ 

" ;/ 

• ! , 
i 

, , 
" / 

/ " :f 

* Virtually all of the evaluation eligibles included ·~t~e evaluated sampl~. , 
were -., 
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Sample 

'1~on-Eva1uated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

'~I 

,.-

Non -Eita1uated 
l' 'Eva1lk1ted ,:''::;:;-' 

TOTAL 

,", 
.. ; fJ...:;~ 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

~TOTAL 

" . ,- r 
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TABLE 3 . 

C<M>ARISQN OF GENDER DISTRl]3UTIONS 
j) FOR .! 

EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATEIJ ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 

DELAWf.RE 

Female Male Tota! 
N % N % N !!< 0 

67;; 40.4 9;9:~ 59.6 166 100.0 
,) 

369 47.3 412 52.8 781 100.0 

436 46.0 511 54.0 947 100.0 
2 X .=2.613 d£=l p=.1060 

ILLINOIS 
290 62.0 178 38".0 468 100.0 

487 ·63.7 277 36.3 764 100.0 

777 63.1 455 '56.9 1232 100.0 

~2=.394 d£=l P .5302 

soum CAROLINA 
135 45.0 165 55.0 300 100.0 

257 50.8 249 49.2 506 100.0 

392 48.6 414 51.4 806 100.0 

X2=2.528 df=l p=.1118 

1 

i 
f 
i ----I 

J.\ 

CLARK COUNTY. WASHINGTON 
Non~Eva1uated 5 71.~~ 2 28.6 7 100.0 ----------------------~~~~~~~~-------------------------l 
Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Non-~va1uated 

Evaluated 
'" 

TOTAL 

' 10'S.' 

113 

53 

316 

369 

57.8 79 42.2 187 

58.2 81 41.8 194 

sPOKANE CQIJNI'Y, WASHINGTON 
53.5 46 46.5 99 

::; 

66.0 34.0 479 

36.2 578 

df-J p=.0191 

100.0 

100.0 

JI
100 •0 

100'.0 

100.0 

. h., 
: *Virt,pa11ya11eva11.iat~?n eligibles were included in evaluated sample. I 

I 

353 [0 
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TA"BLE 4 

Cx}4PARISON OF JITHNIC DISTRIBUTIONS !OR 
EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUAtED ELIGIBLE'SAMPLES 

1. ) 

ALL SITES (I ""I 
------~--~--~'--~~---------------~----~--I 

_Samp __ 1e _____ N_Wh_i_t_e_% -: ... .,... .. __ N_B1_a_C_k_% ___ :_isp_1J_an_~_. ~ __ ~N __ Q ..... t~h_e~r !!:: ..... o -::--_-:-::-:N-·:-;::;r.()~t~a-:;l ~-;;,O n-:;--I! 
6g.6 946 21.3 587 13.2 221 5.0 4447 100.1 I Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

2693 

2676 66.8 89T 22.4 '320 8.0 III 2.8 4004 100::0 I 
TarAL 5369 63. 5 1843 21. 8 907 10. 7 332 3.9 8451

c 

99. 9 I' f 

------------..... -.:...----~------~------------__ l .;-t,..' ," 

Non-Evaluated 

E'valuated 

TOTAL 
// 

783 

480 

1263 

Non-Evaluated 1268 

. X2=93.436 df=3 p=.OOOl ; 

PIMACOONfY. ARIZONA 
59.~ 106 8.0 338 

59.6 43 5.3 213 

59.2 149 .' 7.0 551 

df=3 

.ALAMEnA COONl'Y, CALIFORNIA 

25.5 99 

26.4 70 

25.8 169 

p=.1022, 

,6G.'9"" 496 23. 8 205 9.9 114 

7.5 

8.7 

1326 100.1 

806' 100.0 

7.9' 2132 99.9 

5.4 

J 

Evaluated 227 67.4 ,: 66 19.6 39 11. 6 5 () 1 .. ~ 5 

2081 100.0 

337 100.1 
\f 

TOTAL 1495, 61.8 562 23.2" 244 10.1 117 4.8 (; 
. iJ-..-.:..----------:O--------".---~---:-::::_::_--___:~_;:;7 -------------1 

2418· 99.9 

(0 i~~, XZ=14.153 df=3 p=. 002 

CONNECfIcur Jr 

1'1 

() 

-'" 

Non-Eva1l¥1ted 

Evaluated 

1 

101 
;'::c 

50.0 

69.7 31 21.4 

'1 

10 . 

50.0 

6.9 2.1 

2 

145 

100.0 

100.1 . I .~" 
,-Tar-:AL-'-' --~--1-02 .......... --69-. ~.,----3-1....:.--2-1-.1---1-1--7-. -5 -. -icJ-3--2-. 0-,.--. -14~k-':')'J!----""l-=-00=-."':'0--lI' .' 

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

o Non-Eva1~Jated 
I;· 

Evaluated· 

TarAL 

133 

595 

728 1'1.0 
" 

DELAWARE 
l' 

15 

.6 1 'c'~~. 6 164 

78t 
,~ . (r 

170 21. 7 

199 

,- .-- .... -, 

'~ .' .: ..... ,: ~ _ j, 

16 ""'1.7 3 
Q " 

'I l' 

o 

,-;:~'~", ... -:~'~.~~~ .... ~-.--.. -' 
j • 

.3' 

·,946 ," 

, .. 
,":.\_: ",0 ~ ..... 

t\<o 

100.Q 

100.0 

I 

,," 

Sample 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TarAL 

TOTAL 

TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTIONS FOR 
EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 

ILLINOIS 

White Black Hispanic Qther T.ota1 

N 

190 

263 

453 

179 

185 

% 

40.5 

34.4 

36.7 

96.8 

96.9 

N 

231 

447 

678 

1 

J~l " 

% 

49.3 

58.5 

55.0 

.5 

.s 

N 

41 

43 

84 

df=3 

% N 

8.7 . 7 

5.7 11 

6.8 18 

p=.0089 

5 

5 

% N % 

1.5 '"46-9- 100.0' 

1.4 764 99.9 

1.5 1233 100.0 

_ 2.7 185 100.0 

2.6 191 100.0 
\'! 

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

_~,...--______ ~~~~~..:.::.=.~~;;:.:..:...._~_~_--:-:-_::-:-:-~ .f SPOKANE COUNI'Y. WASHINGTON I 

" d 6 97 0 1 1 0 2 2. 0 99 .' 100.0 II 
Non-Evaluate 9 . . -., . ". 15 . 3'.1 479 100.0;0 
Evaluated 451 94. 2 ~ 13 2.7 

'( ; 

",,,,,:-.. - -------".......-~-----......-~=---~-""'---~---::-'----:2:-.-:-9 --:---:5::::7:::-8 --:l~O~O-;:. O~- I. 
TarAL 547 94.6 13 2.3 1 .2 17\~ 1 
~----------'~-----------~X2~=-7.-9-38~---d-F-3---P-=-.0~4~78:-----------~--------I • 
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TABLE 5 V"~ 
I. J 

CCMPARISON OF DISTRIBUTIONS OF SOURCE' OF REFERRAL FO~~ I 
EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 'r! 

I; 

~. f 
__________ '-____________ . ....,:. Al:..:.:.....:l~S_it_e_~_--------i"+-: ~ ___ ~ __ ·, ..... ·;1 ______ _ 

Sample 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 
Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Police 
ParentI 
Guardian Court Self . School U Other* Total 

N 

2139 

2111 

4250 

433 

378 

811 

% N 

48.2 606 

53.0 706 

% % .. 
13.7 4,07 4.7 

17.7 430 10.8 

N 

2'94 

101 

% N 

6.6 59§. 

2~5 371 

% 

13.4 

9.3 

N % N % 

595 13.4 4437 100.0 

)263 6,6 3982 99.9 

50.5 1312 15.6 637 7.6 395 4.1 967 .~;.=1:=.1.::...::. 5::..---=8::..::5~8_--:l::.:0:...:..=2 _=84..:..:1=9_-=1=00:::....::.-=1-~ 

32 • ..7 

47.0 

38.1 439 

x2 =337.389 df = S P = .0001 
PIMA. COUNfY, ARIZONA \ 

21.1 62 

19.9 36 
4.7 

4.5 

180 13.6 '168 

57 7 1 91 

20.6 984.6 237 11.1 259 
x2 = 56. 631 df = 5 P = • 0000. 

ALAMEDA COUNfY. CALIFORNIA 

12.7 202 

11 .3 82 

12.2 284 

15.3 

10.2 

13.4 

1324 

804 

2128 

100.1 

100.0 

100.0 

Non-Evaluated 1130 ,,54.4 181 8.7 3 .1 105 5.1 320 15.4 (,,338 16.3 2077 100.0 
JI \J 

_Ev:_a_1_ua_t_e_d ____ ._20_3~._-6-0 ._6_. _1_4~, .. _-:-4_(·._2 ____ -_. ____ 9 __ 2_. 7-:-_. 66((~...:::~:...-.,9_. :.".. .. ;? __ 4_3 __ "_12_._8 __ 33_5_,,,--1_0-0_. 0 __ _ 

TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

1333 

1 

128 

129 

55.3 

100.0 

89.5 

89.6 

195 8.1 3 .1 114 4.7 386 16.0 381 15.8 2412 
x2= 18.732 d-l= = 5 P = .00i,2 

t II 

CONNEcrl aIT* * 

-. 1 100.0 

.7 1 .7 13 . 9~1, 143 100.n 

1 .7 1 '".7 13~ __ ~9~.0~~14~4~~1~00~.~0 __ __ 
~' ~inc1udes probation,p~t@le, institution and other, . , '., • I, . .II 

o ,0 J!~ **vJrtual,lyall evaluatiQn, eligibles 'tereinc1uded in the, evaluated sample~ 
.}f" .•.. 1' I,.. "" 
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Sample 
-' ,', :.':.~ 

> 

Non -: Evalua,ted 

Evaluated 

N 

81 

336 

TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF DISTRIBUTIONS OF SOURCE OF REFERRAL FOR 
EVALUATED' AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBlE SAMPLES 

DELAWARE, '. 

Police 
ParentI 

, Guardian 

% N 

50.6 55 

43.8 ·,,338 

% N 

34.4 '2. 

44.0 11 

Court 

1.3 

1.4 

'Self 

N ,% 

,- , 

School 

N 

15 

60 

% 

9.4 
;? 
«7.8 

Ii 

Other* Total 

N % N i 

7 4,4 160 100.1 

23 3.0 768 100.0 \ , ~, 

-------,,!----------...,..,, ';;,,:"7\,-, -------.,..------.:...-..----------------------
TOTAL 417 42.4 13 1.4 

x2= 5.507 df = 4 P = .2391 

ILLINOIS 

75 8.1 30 3.2 928 100.0 

1 
Non-Evaluated 420 89.6 3· .6 24 5.1 1.2 21 4.5 469 100,0 ~ 
Evaluated 667 87.8 5 .7 53 7.0 5 4 6 760 100 1 ~!I ______ , _____ -=~ __ ~~~~ __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~ ______________________ ~3~ __ ~·~~~~~·~ ____ ,h 

TOTAL 

Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

, Nou'-'Evalu€ited 

Evaluated' 
II 

Ii 1087 88.4 8 .7 77 6.3 1.1 56 4.6 . 1229 100.1 IJ 

x2= 3 .• 333 df = 4 P = .5037 ~ ~/ 

27 

43 

70 

43 

9.0 84 

8.5 133 

8.7 217 

42.9 2 

sourn CAROLINA 

28.0 96 

26.3 157 

26.9 253 
, I 

32.0 

31.0 

31.4 

5 

3 

8 

1. 7 64 ". 21.3 

.6 124 24.5 

1.0 188 23.3 

x2= 3.576 df = 5 P = .6119 
CI,ARK COllNI'Y WASHTNGTON** , , 

28.6 2 28.6 

28.9 1 .5 24 12.8 21 11.2 

I' 

" 

24 8.0 300 100.0 

46 9.1 506 100,0 

70 8.7 806 100.0 

7 100.1 

8 4.3 187 99.9 

\.J..j tOTAL 
P 

82 42.3 56 28.9 ,,1, .5 26 13.4 21 10.8 8 4.1 194 100.0 ,', 
\.11 

'" .\ .' 

. *inc1ude,s "probation, pa:ro1e, insti tutiop. and other,' 
~*virtua11y all evaluation eligibles were included in the eva1uated\~ample. 
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TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF DJSTRlBUTIONS OF SOURCE OF RE~RRAL FOR 

EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES 

SPOKANE , WASHINGTON 

/1 
/f Parenti 

Guardian Court Self SChool Other* Total 

N % N % N % N% N % N % N, % ____ • _____ ..:...... ________________ -'-__________ --..,.:-. ___________ ..{;:('.~ .:.:..,.'1 _____ _ 

Non-:Evaluated 

Evaluated] 

TOTAL 

. Non-Evaluated 
Evaluated 

44 44.4 2 2.0 20 20.2 2 ,2,0 28 28,3 3 3.0 

277 57.8 2 .4 171 35.7 7 1.5 9 1,9 13 2.7 

321 55.5 4 .7 191 33.0 9 1.6 ,37 6,4 16 2.8 

2 x = 101,201 df = 5 P = .0001 

II 

99 99,9 

479 100.0 

578 100,0 

I 
I ~, 

-TOT--~--------------~----------------~~------------~---------------/-------------------<i 

r 

Non-Evaluated 
Evaluated 

TOTAL 

~-------~----------------------------------.---------------~--------..:......-~~------------.;~~--~~"~-
Non-Evaluated 

Evaluated (', 

\.N TOTAL 
U1 
co 

. *includes pro~atio~~ parole, institution and other 
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. TABLE 6 

C(}.IfPAAISON OF DISTRIBUTIONS OF SOURCE OF REFERRAL FOR 
EVALUATED AND NON-EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES USING 

. JUSTICE/NON-JUSTICE DICHOTOMY 

______________ ...Q.Au· SITES 

Sample Justice Non-Justice 'rota1 

N 9.:: o N % N % 

2435 54. 9 2002 45.1 443'7 100.0 . I ..... , Non.i:Evaluated r 
Evaluated 2583 64.9 1399 35.1 3982 100.0 I .. 
~~~----------------~~~~~~~~~~~n---------~~--II 
TarAL 5018 59.6 3401 " 40.4 8419' 100.0 . ; 

---~. --------------~---X~2=-8~6~.9~41~--~d~~~1--~P=-~.0~0~0+1.-',~\----------~--~l. 

Non-Evaluated 521 

425 

___ --------------~P~1MMA~~C~aUlliITY~·~,~,~AWR~I~Z~ONA~~~~~--~~~~;~----------~ 
39.4 803 60.7 1324 100.1,. 

Evaluated 

TOTAL 

Non-Ev'a1ua.ted 

Evaluated 

1\ 

Non-Eva1ua\~e~ , 

Evaluated 

52.9 379 _ 47.1 804 100.0 

946 44.5 1182 55.6 2128 100.1 

df=l p=.OOOI 

AiAMenA COUNfY-, CALIFORNIA 
1186 57.1 891 4i.9 2077 100.0 

212 

1398 

1 

131 

63,3 .123 36.7 

58.6 1014 42.0 

2 X =4.524 df=l 

CONNECfICUI'* 

100.0 

91.6 12 8.4 

335 100.0 

2412 100.0 

p=.0334 

1 

143 

144 

100,0 

,,'f 100.0 
,~Ji; 

100:0 . -:.Tar--:AL----------1-32--9--:1~, =-7 -'''C 12'8.3, 

--------~~-------~~---~--~--~--~~~--------~--~~----

, 
Non-Eva1tiat~d 

Evaluated 

"TarAL 
II '" 

51.9 

348 1145: 3 
If 

83 

-431 ,46,4 

DELAWARE 
77 

420. 

497 

48,1., 

.54.7 

53.6 

, .. X2~\2. 293 df=;l. 

~, 

160 

768 
"V q 

928 

p=,1300 

100.0 

100.0 
1"', 
.~, 

100.0 

\i " .' . 

* Yir~~11Y 411'eva1uation e1igib~ys were included in the evaluatedsarnp1e. 
!\, 
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TABLE 6 

CCMPARlSON OF DISTRIBUTIONS OF SOURCF. OF REFERRAL FOR 
EVALUATED AND NON'~EVALUATED ELIGIBLE SAMPLES USING 

"mSTlCE/NON-JUSTICE DICHOTCMY 

ILLINOIS 

Justice Non-Justice 'rota1 
N % N % N % 

454 . 96.8' 15 3.2 469 100.0 

735 . 96.7 25 .5'.3 760 100.0 
---..::';-? :-----~~~~----:~-:;-----:;-;:;::::;:;---~----
TOTAL 1189 96.8 40 3.3 1229 100.1 

. X
2
=.008 df=l p=.9287 

~:;~::::~--~--~;-~~~srn~'nITH~'~QW~Q~L~I~NA~~ __ ~~ ___ ~~~ ______ -----------J Non-Evaluated 123' 41. 0 177 59.0 i 
300 100.0 r 

Evaluated 20139,7 ,305" 60.3 506 100.0 

TOTAL 324 40.2 482 59.8 806 106'.0 

df=l p=. 7205 

CT.ARK COI!NIT, WASHINGTON...:: 
Non-EValuated 3 . 42.9 4 57:1 7' 100.0 ~ 

! 

I , 
I 

Evaluated 42.8 80 107, 57.2. 187 100.0 
TOTAL 83 42.8 III 57.2 194 100.0 Wi; 

I ~-~~----~------------~--------~j~ .~) 

I , SJ?OKANS mwry,' WASHINGTON 
Non-Evaluated 64 6:4.7 35 35.4 99 100.1 1, 

;Eva~1;ua_t_e_d ________ --;;4;;51~" _' 'Q(~4}·12_~2~8-.:--;~51· 9:;--, _---r4~709 __ ,li7\On°-r' 1.-________ 1' 
~T-ar. __ :AL~----.;------5 ..... 1-5~-8-9-:;.~~. _._6_3-:-. __ 1_0_.9 ___ 5_78-:...._1_00_._0 __ --.:~._. ___ r 

X =73.558. &£=1 p~.OOO;L: I 
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TABLE 7 

Chi Squat'e Based Probability Values of Relationship Between 
Distribution of Non-Evaluated and Evaluated Eligibles, 

Program 
Site 

Pima County 
Alameda County 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Illinois 
So. Carolina 
Clark County 
Spokane County 
All S,ites 

Instant 
Offense 
~,OOO1 ' 

.0001 

.0042 

.1850 

.0001 

.0001 

.0315 

by Client Characteristics* 

Age 

.0004 

.0025 

Gender 
.0001 
.0001 

Ethnicity 
.1022 
.0027 

.1375 .1060 .3326 

.0057 .5302 .0089 

.2516 .1118 .3325 

.0425 .0191 " .0473 

.0001 .0433 .000J0 

* Cell 'frequencies are shown in Tables l-~ 

o 

Referral 
Source 
.0001 
.0022 

.2391 

.5037 

.6119 

.0001 

.0001 

Justice 
Non-Justice 
Referrals 

.0001 

.0334 

.1300 

.9287 

.7205 

. 0001 

. 0001 

I,' 

r:f: 
" 

0, 

361 
.' .,;;,~ 

( .. 

_~ ",~,\ ~~~;cl'l'/\; . . t.::';'" " ~~-·:-'.c~::"~·~"'\':·"··'1 
" ... ~.. 'j • , 

, i' ) 

c 

\ 

Ii 

'. 

~, II' 

" 

fil 

ji 

/ 
! 

\, 

i' 
i 

CHAPTER XIV 

CLIENT RECIDIVISM AND PROGRk~ COMPONENTS: 

~ MULTI-LEVEL ANALYSIS 

" I; 
!I . 

IntrodU;ption. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
/. 1'1 

Programl,\ Levels and Their Constitutive Variables • 
II 

Si tell. .• ••.•••• 
ii 

ii 
Cliemt Level Variables • • • . • . 

I: 
ser1rice Level v:ariables. • ~ • • 

.- ", 

. . 

Facility Level Va,riables • . . . 
The Dependent Variable: Subsequent Offenses. . . . 

Analytic Procedures • • • ... 
• • .' • • • • • • • • • w • 

Data Limitations 
I, . . . . . 

Findings • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
,0 

Discussion 

C;J 

= 

\l , 

\iJ 

1 

3 

4 

4 

7 

8 

10 

10 

11 

14 

25 

'" , 362 



II 
!I 

". 

'. 

Ii 

II/;/ 

f.! 

t' 

1]" I;J I)" 

• 0 

'. 

''It ' .• 

/ 

: G 

i . , 

.' 

'" 

:;:" 

, , 
,.(,'\ 

-\../ 

.:::. 

/' 

II 

It. 

", <J 

o 

,. 

{j, 
o 

,. 

o 

,; 

Q 

," .0 

II 

" 
.' . 

.-



I 

I~ 
I \ 
I ' 

I ! 

I 

I 

I ,. 

i 
i . .~ 
I , 

1 ., 

.- '.:" 
_, 'C- ~, .. , ..... , ....... ~..- ...... =~4:=~q='I-~=';.""'" .-"'-',,,, _,'_ ~.' 

OiAPTERXIV 

CLIENT RECIDIVISM AND PROGRAM CClAPONENTS: 

A ~~TI-LEVEL ANALfSIS 

CaT! L. Heck and Solomon Kobrin 
INTRODUCTION 

Our interest in this chapter is in disentangling the contribution of 

program. variables to' client recidivism. By classifying these variables 

according to distinguishable program components, we may be able to identify 

those more amenable to char~e in future program efforts. 

Despi te u1.fferences in the detail of their implementation, the programs 

at the eight evaluated sites exhibited a connnon basic content and set of 

procedure~. Each operated within a political, amatnistrative, and organ

izational conwxt. provided by the court and police jurisdictions in which it 

was set .. Each p~ogram fOV,;!).d or developed facilities to provide a set of 

sen'"ices to a population of clients referred for status offenses. According

ly, four major determinants potentially affecting cl~ent recidivism may be 

identified: site, client characteristics, type of service furnished, and 
1', 

the character of the facility furnishing the service. 

§i te, as well as each of the other recidivism outcome detenninants, was 

treated as a composite indicator created by multiple variables. For conven

ience, these sets of variables, or variable domains, are here l,"eferred to as 

Hlevels ," although no suggestion of hierarchical ordet" is intended. How

ever, the variable domain levels did appear to be differentially open to 

manipulation by program personnel. With existing statutory provisions 
y . 

respecdng the use of secure confinement in status offense cases, and estab-
. :.: 

lished administrative procedures :in their implem.~ntation, site appears to be 

"W'"'"'~7;:-~=:'r"~r-: :~' ': " , I 
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a "given" and least open to manipulation. Also largely fixed are client 

characteristics, although program intake policy varied on client eligibil

ity across sites. Some programs were more restrictive in limiting intake' 

to "detainable" status offenders ; others were less restrictive. Both t!,l.';; 

type of service provided and the service facilities selected, or available 
.\ 

to provide the service, seemed to offer maximum opportunity for choice and 

discretion in intervening to reduce the likelihood of subsequent offense 

behavior. 

The effects of site, client characteristics, services provided, and 

facility characteristics, treated as levels of program input on the depend

ent variable of subsequent offense behavior, were then examined. The de

pendent variable was constituted by all delinquent and status offenses 

entered into court and police records;lduring the six-month period following 

the date of the client I sentry I,ptto the .program. The impact of these pro-
\ 

. gram dimensions on cli'~nt offef!i~ behavior was assessed through the use of 
(", 

regression ana.lysis. This statistic offered an efficient means of examining 

the extent to which each of the program levels accOl.mted for offense behav

ior outcome, net of the :influence of all of the ,other levels. 

Two of the eight sites were excluded from the analysis. Data res

pecting facility characteristics in the Connecticut program were not ob

tained in time to be included. While facility data were available from the 

Illinois program, it was also excluded since most of its program clients 

were served directly by part time personnel hired by contracted agencies to 

act as youth advocates during a short-term home detention period. Clients 

were not "directly exposed to the usual services provided by those agencies . 

The remaining six sites were Pima County (Arizona), Alameda Courity (California), 

South Carolina, Delaware, and Clark and Spokane County (Washington). 

:1 .. '_"' __ '"~~--=~'.'~"""""'.'''''"~'\"'''''''.''_'''' " ...... 
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PROGRAM LEVELS AND 1HEIR CONSTIWTIVE VARIABLES 

. .An effort was made to obt&in so far as possible a data set sufficiently 

comprehensive to serve a variety of purposes. These included not only the 

evaluation .oriented empirical search for relationships between a wide range 

of program input variables and client responses, but the purpose as well of 

providing a data base 'of potential use in the future development of testable 

hypotheses. Despite .the voltmte of data acquired, neither purpose was alto

gether satisfactorily accomplished. The opportunity to obtain sane .of the 
_ c 

data at ~ requisite level of detail was foreclosed largely by the refusal of 

program personnel to invest the time and effort needeci.to record the re-
() ','--

quested data systematically. In lesser part the failure was due to a lack 

of direct control over the field data recording operation. As a conse

quence, while a large voltmte of data was generated, some of the variables 

specifically needed for fi, )lumber of analytic purposes are not available. 

However, .... the range of infonnation at hand is sufficiently broad to provide a 

choice of variables that may function reasonably well as surrogates for 

infonnation foregone. 

Variables selected to represent various levels were those that might 

reasonably function as determinants of variation in client subsequent 

offenses. Their selection was based on etiological assumptions irnplici t 

in the national status offender program and on the research findings in 

the juvenile delinquency literature. Variable selection was a problem 
'::::::', 

principally in connection with the client and facility levels of the program. 

Si te infonnation was contained in five effect coded nominal vari~bles, with 

the sixth treated as the omitted category.. The service level variables 

. ,.;. ..... -
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were established as a set of eight categories of treatment modalities. 

All variables were either nominal, ordinal or interval scale. In an aux

illiary analysis, clients whose variables had missing data at client and 

facility levels were included by assigning to them the means on those 

variables, and then creating dummy variables to indicate the presence or 

absence of a value on the variable. This was done in order to include an 
1 

expanded number of clients in the regression equation. 
lCI 

1. Site. Treated as a set of effect coded nominal dunmy variables, 

si te consists of a number of unmeasured dimensions. Included principally 

are (a) the extent to which statutory provisions prohibit or permit 

secure confinement in status offense cases; (b) the operational policies 

and practices followed by police and courts in the implementation of 

statutory prescription; and (c) the level of community tolerance for 

status offense behavior. 

2. Client level variables. Client characteri~tics selected for con

struction of the client program level w~re drawn from data recorded in 

Forms I-A, l-B, 2, 3, and 5-A, B, and C. The selection 

was based on the conunitment in the national status offender program to the 

asstmlptions of labeling theory (LRf..A, 1975) •. 'I11e central p:roposition of 

labeling theory holds that juvepile offense behavior varies as a function 

of the frequency wi th which the youthful offender is processed by jU'tTenile 

justice agencies (Becker, 1963; Schur, 1973)~ It follows that any feature 

of client experience or background that increases the likelihood of such 

processing is interpretable as contributing to; the labeling effect. Thus, 

1 In'~h~s procedure, the mean value of a variable is first assigned to those 
cases that have missing data on the variable; and then one creates a new 
d~ variable coded 1 if the client lacked data, and coded 0 if the client 
da'ta were present (Cohen and Cohen;, 1975). 

, . 
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in addition to the specific most serious status offense for which the 

client was referred to the program, variables Were selected that may be 

reasonably related to variation in exposure to juvenile justice processing, 

and for which there is research evidence of their relationship to variation 

in subsequent ,offense behavior. Included were: 

a) Prior offenses: ,the number of prior delinquent and status of-
CI 

fenses, nrultiple status offenses, and nrultiI'.~e non-status offenses 

(Wolfgang et al., 1972; Glueck and Glueck, 1940; and Mannhej~ and Wilkins, 

1955). 

b) Family socioeconomic status: father's a;ld. mot1ri~rts occupational 
2 3 

status (Shaw and McKay, 1942; Empey, 1978). 

oil 

2. Occupational s~:ltus was based on the NORC (1975) occupational prestige 
scale. 

3. The widely asstmled iliverse relationship of family socioeconomic status to 
delinquency has been called into question br s~lf-report delinquency 
studies (Gold, 1970; Short and Nye~ 1958; W1ll1aJllS and Gold, 1972). How
ever the offense data in this analysis is based on police and court 
reco;ds. The class status-delinquency relationship with respect to offi
cially recorded offenses'as dist~gui:hed from.self-rep<;>rted offense be
havior has been repeatedly confimed m ecolog1cal stud1es and,supported 
in the Wolfgang et ale (1972) study (see also Shannon, 1963). As Empey 
(1978:155-157) has observed, the social conditions su~ounding disadvantaged 
youth increases the likelihood of intervention by po11ce and courts, 
and consequently of acquiring an official record. This may be even 
more the case with resp~ct to the status offenses. 

v: 
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c) Family intactne~s~: ' ':d:mtmT\7 variable _____ -...;;...;;,;;.;;.:;.;;..;;;. 't""MU/ , 

- f' 4 \\ other am1ly constellations (Monahan, 1957; 

nuclear family versus all 
5 

Nye, 1958; Barker, 1940). 

d) Attachment to school and family: school adjustment scale; school 

attendance status; client's perception of time spent with family (Elliott, 

, 1966; Polk and Halferty, 1966; Polk and Schafer, 1972; Empey and Lubeck, 

1971; Hirschi, 1969). 

e) Age: interval variable, age of client (8-18) at instant offense 

(Sellin, ' 1955; Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955). 6 

f) Gender: 7 
dummy variable, male and female. 

4. Other. constel~ations included one-parent family, l~econsti tuted family 
(prevl.ously d1vorced mother or father), institutional home and a 
category of ! 'other! , made up of miscellaneous low frequency'living 
arrangements. 

5. But see Toby ~ (1957) and Hodgkiss (1933) for evidence that the broken 
home has.more serious impact on preadolescents and on females than on 
m~le delmquents. The fact that approximately half the program popula
~10n was femal~ serves as further warrant for the inclusion of family 
mtactness var1ables. ' 

6. The studies cited found age of first J~ffense and recidivism to be inverse~ 
ly related: the younger the age at first offense the greater the likeli
hood of a secqpd offense and the shorter the time span between first and 
second offens(':~" Moreover ~ implied in labeling theory is the notion that 
the YOtmger ~n~\presumabl~:plor~ ~res:ionable the person when exposed to 
~onnal process1n.~ by the Juven1le Just1ce system, the greater the probabil
l.tyof the l~lbel;Lng effect., 

7. Studies of. tlie g~~ndel:' distribution of i populations in juvenile institutions 
a.z.:td deteIii:+~on;ce1:1ters have found those conunitted for status offenses to be 
d~sproport10nate"ly female (P~ppenfort, 1970; Californ~a Youth Authority, 
1974) • Further ',i femal~s. have been found more suscept1ble to incarceration 
for. st~tus than lifor cr1l1lmal offenses. Leman (1974) fotmd that of total 
admiSS10ns to ~le New Jersey Tra~g School for Girls in 1972, 57 percent 
~ere . for. sta~>loffenses. Of.169 g1rls lO-~6 years of age in juvenile 
1nst1tut10ns m June of 1974 m South Carolma, 62 percent were confined 
f<;>r st~tus offenses. The corresponding proportion for the 437 institu
t1ona11zed b<;>ys in that state during the same month was 8.4 percent 
(South Carolma Department of 'Youth Services, 1975). 
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< 

g) Etlmicity: dummy variable, minority and nOll-~linority. The minority 

group category consisted of Black, Mexican-American, Puerto Ri~, other 

Hispanic, Native A"nerican In~ian,_ and Asian or Asiatic Pacific. 

3. Service level variables. Eight types of service, each treated as 

a dummy variable, represented this program component. They were 1) diver

sion/evaluation, consisting of case evaluation followed by brief client 

oriented crisis intervention; 2) temporary shelter home placement; 3) 

longer-term group home placement; 4) long term client counseli~; 5) refer

ral to a mul tiple servic~ .• ~,!9~":1r, such as a YMCA or similar broad spectrum 
:1 ~, 

youth service agency; 6) "outreach intervention" consisting of neighborhood 

centered problem resolution services; 7) ''null tipie impact therapy" and 9 

8) a residual category of miscellaneous, low e-equency "other" services. 

It was unfortunately necessary to omit f;om the regression equation foster .. 
\:' 

home placement as a service type in one ~lysisbecause problems of con-

fidentialityi made it difficult to obtain full data on their facility char

~cieristics, including experience and training ~f foster parents, munber of 

own and foster children, household ~egimen, and the like. However, this 

variable was included in the auxilliary analysis referred to above, in which 

missing data values were allocated. 

8. Minority group status -as a determinant of delinquency ~s kI}own primarily 
with respect to Blacks. However, to the extent that mmor1ty group . 
status is associated with depressed socioeconorni7 status, !he observat10ns 
respecting the relationship of the latter to delmquency mIl applf t? the 
fonner (see Propey, 1978:155-159). But it.is.1ike1y tJ:at the ass071at1on 
of class status and.delinquency is more prOffi1nent durmg the ear11er 
stages of juvenile justice processing. Thornberry (19?3) found that lower 
class youth are not convicted of charged offenses at higher rates than are 
higher status youth. 

9. See Chapter XVI for site variations in the :implementation of these program 
types. 

!j 
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4. Facility level variables. Nineteen variables were employed to 

measure facility characteristics, drawn from the Survey of P~ogram Facilities 

and the Organizational Survey instruments (Appendix III). They were selected 

on the basis of current ideology and practice in the delinquency prevention 
. . 

fi.eld, labeling theory, anci program .assumptions respecting the utility of 

communi ty based treatment in the reduction of status offense behavior. These 

considerations suggested four dimensions of facility characteristics as 

likely determinants of variation in client reCidivism. Included were profes

sional level of the facility staff; eclecticism in the use of treatment 

modalities; focus of intervent)ion strategy employed; and the extent to which 

program staff engaged local calnmuni ty resources in serving program clients. 

a) Professional level of facility staff: percentage of staff profes-
. 11 . 10 

S10na y tramed, pre-professional, paraprofessional, and volunteer. 

b) Diversity of services: ntunber of types of services offered by . 11 
facility. 

10 '. x 

The import~ce of trained social workers in delinquency control rema.ins 
controvers1al (Ruth~rford and Bengur, 1976). The argument has been 
made t~t a pI'ofess10na~ly trained staff is important for success in 
COIIllIIUIl.1 ty-based correct1ons programs, as well as in the more s.tandard 
forms of agency practice (Pox, 1977: 226; Levine 1977: 146' Nej elski . 
1976: 4g3). However, t~e import~ce of such training in the treatme~t 
of dev1ant you!h, part1cularly. m urban areas of high delinquency rates, 
has been quest+one~, and. ~s g1ven rise.to a movement extOlling the 
replacemen~ of tra1ned soc1al~orkers W1th "indigenous" workers (Kobrin, 
1959): Th~ use of paraprofess10nals and volunteers in corrections work 
has s:;tn7e been generally accepted as supplementing if not replacing 
profes:1onals desp~te the 7~etitive tension between the two ~aris 
and Re1n, 1973; Jomt COmnu.ss10n on Correctional Manpower and Training 1970). , 

llpacili!ies varied with 'respect to the range of services offered. Some 
emphas1zed the value of a particular fonn of treatment in dealing with 
stat~ <:>ffender problems, e.g., group therapy, family or individual 
counse11ng, or y~uth advocacy. Others were less wedded to a particular 
theory of effect1ve treatment and attempted to provide the type of 
trea~ent tJ;0l!ght useful in the individual case. It was of interest to 
examme ernp1r1cally the bearing of the two types of emphasis on the 
.subsequent offense behavior of program clients. 
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12 
c) A1?proach t2"c1ient treatment: use of coerciveness (frequency of 

.::;;;..;;.....;;;.;;;.,...,;;-.";:..;...;;;,.;;..;;~.;;.;..;...-

imposition of sanction for violating conditions o£acceptance into program, 

i.e., average irequency of sanction imposition); 'strategy 'of 'intervention 

(judicious use of sanction, focus on psychological a.djustment, focus?n :iln

provi~ client relations with family and peer group, focus on changing 

societal institutions, concerned with the training' and control of youth, 

e.g., school, poJice, court); ideology respecting cause of delinque'!!9':. 

(responsibility for behavior resides in person, psychological maladjustment, 

pathology lies in immediate social milieu, behavioral deviance traceable 

to malfunctioning societal institutions); extent to which local cornnn.mity 
,.--..-. tf 

reSOUl'ces are engaged in serving program clients (level. of staff ~ctivity 

to generate support for the program, frequency of si~£t;:,~qntact with 

communi ty ~rganizations and 'agencies in behalf of 'imp~~~~lg,services to 
o 

clients, staff perception of cooperation elicited from cOIIllJllJIlf;Lty'organiza-
; 1\ 

tions). /i 
\! 

l2programs at each site had the identical objective of reducing the use of 
secure confinement in status offense cases, but they di£!f,eroo in the ways 
they attempted to implement it. Variables were selected to measure, 
first, the differential impact of a deterrent strategy on subsequent 
offense behavior, consonant with labeling theory, as contrasted with 
varieties of treatment that sought to avoid the labeling effect. Among 
the latter" treatment approaches appeared to fall into the three rather 
standard categories that characterize current treatment ideology, and 
that correspond to three types of theory in the explanation of deviant 
behavior (Cohen, 1966:41-.47). These place ~\e locus of the problem in 
the psychological makeUp" of the individual, in the person's relatq-;9nships 
with the "significant others" of his primary groups , or in the features 
of the wider institutional order that provide or den~ opportunities to 
develop as a conforming person. A final set of variables tested for the 
relevance to recidivism of program aSSU!!lptionsrespecting the importance 
of engaging the services of community based agencies and organizations 
as an alternative to processing by juvenile justice agencies. In this as 
well as in other deinstitutionalization programs, the intensive use of 
communi ty based agencies is prescribed as the primary means of, reducing 
the labeling effect and therefore: subsequent offense behav'ior (Coates, 
et ,aI.." 1978}. . 

... . . , 
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5.. The dependent variable: subsequent offenses. This variable con

sistedof the number of offenses, both sta,tus and non-status, for a six

month period subsequent to p~ogram entry. Because of excessive skewness, 

this measure of re~idivism was transformed to the base 2 logorithm of 

subsequent offenses(+ 1) to improve the shape of the distribution. 

ANALYTIC PROCEDURES 

The initial order of entry of the program levels into the regression 

equation was based on the distinction made between those variables assumed 

to be more and those assumed. to be less subject to manipulation by program 

pers()nnel. Least manipulable were site and client characteristics: they 

were entered in that order. On the assumption that program personnel took 

account of client characteristics in making referrals for services, both 

~e service type at"1d th~ facility to provide the services offered some 

,choice. These differences among levels suggested an order of priority 

in their entry into the regression equation, moving from those less open" 

to program manipulation to those relatively more open. Thus, the effect 

of client characteristics could be examined controlling. for site, treat-., 

ment services controlling for cli~nt characteristics, and so forth. 

Th~s reasoning suggested the following additive model for the initial 

regression equation, according priority to sihe and client characteristics 
\~ 

\ ' 

in explaining variation in the dependent variable of client offenses 

subsequent to program entry: 

Subsequent Offenses = Site + Client Characteristics + Service Type 

+ Facility + E 

'I'his initial model provided a means of assessing whether or not each of the 

levels did indeed have an effect on subsequent offe~es. 

:;:r.:. 
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However, asstunptions regarding the' ''manipulabilitY'' of program ... com-

e"ll be quall."fl."pd by the limited scope of choice that may .. faye ponents may w _.. ;/' 

been available at program sites with re~spect to the selection of cl~;ent:;, of 

services, and of facilities. Each program was constrained .by finan;tia~ 

. d by the number and kinds IOf yo. uth service agencies available.in resources an ., 

the jurisdiction to provide a range of'services to status offenders. In the 

light of these constraints, a second nilodel was used which assumed no dif

ferences in the discretionary control respecting any of the program l~vels 

and which thus addressed only the issue of the differential impact of the 

levels. In this model ,the order in :!~ch each of the program levels was 

enter~d into the regression equation was systematically ~ariea. to enter each 

". t d ternun" e the size of the level last. The purpose of this st~!ategy was 0 e " 

additional increment to explained vi3.Tiance in client recidivism accmmted for 

by each program level, net of the 9ontrfbution of the remaining three. The 

. rationale of the procedure was tha:~ the level providing the largest addi

tional increment to explained varj'ation whe~ entered last into the equatio~r' 
i ;~ Th ank of each level is the level that contributes mos;~t to the R measure. e r . 

effect on ClJ"".:ent recidivism could thus be ascertained. with respect to its 

DATA LIMITATIONS 
\ ;/ , . 

The difficulties and comp]!~xities of obtaining an extensive body of 

data on a large program population dispersed across eight sites created 

a substantial problem of missing data. The largest data gap occurred in the 

.,'. h dat loss at the facility level variables CF,igure 1), although t ere was a 

client levels as well. As mentioned, two sites\had to be dropped from 

\ •. ;> 
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the nru1ti-level analysis, due in one case to late receipt of facility 

data and iI:l the other to minimal use of conmruni ty agency services. The 

analysis thus covers six of the eight program sites, with findings des

criptivelyapplicable only to the programs in those sites .. Within these 

sites as well, clients were deleted from the analysis if there were no 

return of the Survey of Program Facilities or the Organizational Survey 

13 
instruments. There was substantially less data loss at the client level. 

Neither the site nor service level was affected by failure to record data 

items, because a radically simplified categorical scheme was provided. 

A second problem of reduced numbers for this a:rlalysis resulted from 

the fact that clients could receive services in more than one facility. 

Of the 3,481 prograin clients entering the program at the six sites who 

received services in one or more faCilities, 1,555, or approximately 45 

percent, were referred for service in a second facility, and 532, or about 

15 percent , were served in three or more facilities. Eac;h. entry, or re- , 

entry of a client into the p~ogram marked the beginning of what was defined 

as a new"service pattern. Each referral within a service pattern by pro

gram personnel to a ~acili ty was defined as a Hseries:" 'Thus, the 

Series 1 clients were tll0se referred to at least one facility, the Series 2 

clients to at least two faCilities, and the Series 3 clients to three 

facilities. 

13In same sites, clients were referred for services to non-DSO facilities 
where local evaluators found it impossible to obtain family data. In one 
si tf~, where only DSO facilities were used, restrictions were placed on 
the recording of family data when, in the judgment of program personnel, 
this would interfere with treatment. 
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However, an increase in the number of facility referrals increaseCl 

the volume of missing data from the client and service levels as well ~II 

from the facility level, resulting in a particularly sharp reduction in'iJ 

Series 2 and Series 3 client numbers available for the analysis. The N' 

for Series 2 was 462 and for Series 3, 105. 

The scope and distribution of missing data, presented a dilemma. 
~ ." , 

111e analysis could focus on the Series 1 clients, representing the 

largest number and thus providLng the mt:~st stable estimates of the 

effect of program levels on clientreci~ivism. However, this would sacri-
j'l \; 

fice info·.rmation on i)the importance of th~~ additional services and the 
\1 

additional exposur~ to treatment repreSe~\ted by the reduced numbers in the " 

Series 2 and the Series 3 categories. Ol{the other hand, the sharply 

reduced numbers in the latter groups ~0~4 yie'ld highly unstable estimates. 
ii 

The choice made was to omit th~ analysis!:of the Se~les 2 and Series :) 
" \ 

data in this presentation, fO~ing the ~ti-ievel\malYSis on the 

Series 1 dat(;l... Supporting this decision!iwas the factI, that of the total 
" ' I' 

.;~\,., nUmber of 'referrals to the program, almoj~t two-thirds '(62.5 percent) 

"" represented client referrals to a singlei: facility each.\ 

''As noted earlier, an effort Wq.s madie to ~~edy in I~art the missing 
\ 

data Problem in the Series 1 group. In ,m auxill~ary all\~lysis, clients 
. 'i 1\ 

with missing data on variables at, the Cl!;Lent and 'fatilidt levels were 
. "1\ in~'Uded by assigning -to them the means 4n those variabl'. With the 

use of this allocationmethod, the numbe~, of clients in 4e auxilliary 
I 

analysis was increased;,by 583, or about 310 percent. 

'I I, 
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FINDINGS 

The question addressed in the DUll ti -level analysis was tl,\e relative 

\' importance of varioU3 program elements as detenninants of ClieI~~ recidivism. 

In addition to other values sought, the national status offende*program 
' \ " 

hoped to demonstrate as one'i'Of its effects a reduction in the offrnse be-
\', havior'~f status offenders. With 'respect to this effect, the find:ings . 

\ 

are presented in the follOwing . chapter .' The issue of concern here is the 

extent to which variation in the recidivism measure is related to distin

guishable program components as defined in the present analysis. 

The issue has direct policy relevance. Program effort may be variously 

distributed among the several p~tential avenues to achieving recidivism re

duction. Is it more important to invest effort in changing the jU\renile code 

and administrative procedures to reduce the use of secure confinement than to 

provide the types of treatment procedures specific to the problems of status 

offenders? Wh~tis the relative effect on status offender recidivi5~ of a 

judicious selection of youth for referral to community based t~eatment agen-
.:( " 

.. ci~~ as compared to the experience, ideology, and treatment orientation of 

the youth serving facilities that provide the services? 

The issue was examined in a regression analysis utilizing both the 

Seri~s 1 data and the Series 1 with missing values allocated. The first step 

was to test the significance of the overall regression equation each t:im~ a 

new level was added, until all le:;els"'lrere in the equation. The F values for 

the equation after each new level was added are displayed in Table 1. With 

, each new level added, the equation remained significant beyond chance at .05, 

establishing the utility of. the model. 
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TABLE 1 

Significance Test Results for Equation with Addition of Each 

New Program Level, Subsequent Offenses Regressed on Program Level~) 

Series 1, ~fissing 
Series 1 Data Allocated 

Program Level 
DFI ()/2 F DFI ~ Step in Equation 

5 5 
F 

1 Site Only 1,904 2.21 9.68* 2,407 2.21 14.78* 

2 

3 

·····4 

1. 

2. 

* 

Site and 38 38 
Client 1,871 1.00 6.95* 2,2J:52J: 1.00 

Site, Client 45 46 
6.22* -2,2J:46 1.00 and Service 1,864 1.00 

b" 

, \.J Site, Client 
69 \! -" 

63 Service and 
Facility 1,846 ·l.OOl -4.99* 2,425 J!~OO 

::.:.' ./ 

-

Degrees of. freedom: upper ntlJl11?er assQ(;:i'ated with m.unerator; 
,1ower>nlJll\ber with demoninator l.I1 F ratJ.o 

. 1 1 ~;n;~_ F value at .05 level Cri tJ.ca va ue: m .•. u ..... ll ..... ll 

p < .05 

\', 

," : .. 

'( 9.38* 

8.05* 

5.98* 

\, Q 

-
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Next to be assessed was the significance of the increment of each pro-
2 

gram level to explained variance in client recidivism (R ) at each succes-

sive step of entry into the regression equation (Table 2). The contribution 

at each level was found to be significant with use of Series 1 data. With 

the data base expanded by the allocation procedure, site, client, and 

facility had significant F values, but the value fo~ service drops below 

the test level of significance. 

Although the test displayed in Table 2 shows the significance of the 

increment to explained variance in client recidivism at each level, this 

doe~not address a further important question. Not disclosed is t~e pro-

2 gram level that provides the largest additio~ increment to the R measure 

wi th a~l of the other levels controlled for in the regression equation. The 
, . 

i

p;o2edure required for this test is to enter each program level last in a 

sEiiries 'of regression equations.. The last entered level which produces the 
2 

largest additional inGrement to the R measure is interpreted as the one 

that contributes most to explained variance. 

Displayed in Table 3 is the rank order of importance of progt~n levels 

as detenninants of client recidiVism, with use of both the Series 1. data and 

the Series 1 l'lith miSSing data allocated. Top rank is held by the client 
(\ 

l~vel, followed by site and facili!r. Service fails to add significantly to 

explained variance in client recidivism when controls are instituted for the 

other three program levels. 

This test of the relative importance of program levels as detenninants 

/1. of Client recidiviSm controlled for the number of variables in each level. 

The number varied substantially among levels (See Attachment) ~ Estimates of 2 . 

Rincrements were adjusted or standardized in these tests by dividing the 
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Incremental Increases to Explained Variance 
in Client Recidivism by Program Level Steps 

.' 
Series 1, Missing Series 1 Data Allocated 

Program Level DFl CV2 2 R, F DFI ol 2 . 
R 

5 5 
Site 1,904 2.21 .025 9~68* 2',487. 2.21 .029 

\ 
33 33 

Client 1,871 1.00 .124 6.40* "2,454 1.00 .127 
u 

7 8 
Service 1,804 2.01 .131 2.10* 2,440 1.94 .131 

18 - 23 
.14[5 Facility 1,846 1.63 .146 1.80* 2,423 1.54 

F 

.14.78* -.-

8.34* 

1.63 

1.72* 

1. Degrees of freedom: upper number associated with numerator, 
lower number with denominator 

e" 

2 • Minimum F value for p < .05 

* p < .05 
(; 
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Table 3 

Rank Order of Added R,2 

Increment, Each Level Entered Last 

Series 1, Missing 
Series 1 Data A11ocat,ed 

Level R2 . Increment Level R2 Increment 

Client .00279* Client' .00275* 

Site .00151* 'e Site .00081* 

Facility .00083* Facility .00061* 
~ 
~ 

Service .00040 Service .00021 

* p <, .05 

/'~j 
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Figure 1 

Distribution of Nassing Data Items 

Source 

a) Evaluation eligible cases at 8 sites 

b) 

c) 

Loss due to omission of Illinois 
(imapplicable) and Connecti.cut (late) 
and non-return of Facilities and 
Organizational Survey instruments, 
all sites ' 

Loss due to" omission of data items 
impartialfy cornpl~ted surVey instru
ments, remaining 6 sites 

o d) ;'iAddi tional loss due to missing client 
,':""data 

e) Total missing cases (b+c+d) 

f) Cases included in analysis (a-e) 

Number 

3,481* 

1,355 

146 

70 

1,571 

1,910 

* The difference between the total N for the program-pre-program six.;nll:m~ 
client recidiviSJliil analysis (3,714) and the N for the nru.lti-level recldl
vism analysis (3:481) is accOWlted for b~,the excl1.!5ion ~ cthe latter 
analysis 'of those clients,who had no Serles 1 servlce asslgnment (233). 
This group consisted of clients who were referred to the progr~ whose 
problems were presumably dealt with by DSO program personnel Wl~o~t 
fonnal referral to a,treatment facility, or by referral to a faclllty 
outside the networkbf DSO facilities. 
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2 
raw R increments by the degrees of freedom based on the number of 

variables constituting each program level. 

The number of variables in each program level was constrained by the 

character of the program component that each level represented. For ex

ample, site level could be consti tuted by no more than six variables, since 

only six program sites were appropriate for use in the analysis. Similar

ly, the number of variables constituting the service level was restricted 

to the eight categories of treatment services. On the other hand, both the 

client and. the!acili ty levels were c()l}Structed from a large number of 

variables. As noted earlier, these were selected from a wider set of ob

tained data items whose relevance for delinquent behavior was suggested 

by research-based knowledge. 

In the light of such extreme variation in the number of variables in 
2 

each program level, adjustment of the R increment measure by the degrees of 

freedom may well have introduced a distorting statistical artifact. The use 

of standardization by adjusting for the number of variables in each level 

, carries the potentially misleading implication that each of the variables in 

each level has, on the average, equivalent jmpact on recidivism. Although the 
() 

variables that were entered into the regression equation were, a priori, 

"reasonable," particularly in the client and facility levels, their selection 

could not be based on rigorous theoretical grounds with reference specifical-

ly to status offense behavior. Knowledge of the detenninants of status of

fensebehavior was simpl~ too sp~rse to pennit other than a "grOWlded theory" 
I! . 

approach to the analytic problem':~~Glaser and Strauss, 1967). It was in any 
'~;;t; ;' 

case reasonable to examine the degree to wh~ch the ra.rtk ordE).r of the 
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contribution of each program level may have been affected by the constraints 

imposed by differences in the number of variables in each level. 
2 

This was tested by examining the rank order of levels, with the R mea-

sures unadjusted for degrees of freedom. As seen in Table 4, client level re

tains a leading position in its contribution 'tb explained variance, but site 

now ranks third. Second in rank order is taken by facility, which was third 

in the standardized version of the same test. 

Evid~nt in both the adjusted and the ur!adjusted versions of the test is 

that the characteristics of program clients provides the largest contribution 
2 

to the R measure when all other features of the program are statistically 

controlled. The facility and site levels of the program follow in rank 

order of their contribution, depending on which of the two tests is used. 

Most striking in the unadjusted test is the emergence of facility, Le., the 

orientation, ideology, and experience of service providers,," as an important 

determinant of client recidivism, second only to client level. 

This multi-level' analysis has been concerned only with the reJ,'ationship' 
r:/ J, 

of program levels to the subsequent offenses of clients. As noted earlier, 

each level was composed of sets of variables. A fiha1 point of interest 

is the identification of the specific variables. in each set that exhibited 

a significant F value at each step of level entry into theregressionequa

tion. As displayed in Figure 2, based on the Serie~ 1 data with missing 

values allocated, each co1ul1m is labeled with the new level that was entered 

into the equation for that step. Thus, step 1 ilicluded only the site level 

variables; step 2, site with the added c1ien~ level variables; step 3, sit~ 

plus client, with service level now added; and step 4, the first three with 

the facility level variables added. Program levels are arranged by rows as 

., , 

,< e) 

Rank by R2 
Difference 

1 

2 

3 

4 

.. "\ . 

l 
I 
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Table 4 

Rank Order of Added R2 Increment, 

Unadjusted, Each Level Entered Last 
. , 

Series 1 
Series 1, Nassing 

Data Allocated 

R2 F Values R2 
Increment (Adjusted) Level Increment 

.09206* 6:40* Client .09086* 

Facility .01499* 1.80* Facility .01397* 

Site .00407* 9.68* , Site .00757* 

Service .00280 2.l0*ii Service .00168 

* p < .05 

F Values 
(Adjusted) 

-
8.34* 

1.72* 

14.78* 

1.63 
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Site 

-, 

Client 

Service 

Facility 

1 
Site 

Alameda *** ( + ) 
Delaware****(+) 
South Carolina****(-) 
Clark County**(~) 

, , 

[c) 

Figure 2 
Significant Variables at Each Step 
of Entry into Regression Equation 

Step 

2 
+ Client 

I: ,r 

Delaware ** ( + ) 
South Carolina****(-) 

All Prior 
Offenses****(+) 

Prior Status 
Offenses Only**(+) 

Gender**(+) " 
Age**( -) 
Manor in Possession 

of Alcohol *** ( -) 
Other Status 

Offenses**(-) 

3 
+ Service 

Delaware***(+) 
South Carolina**(-) 

-i\ll Prior 
Offenses****(+) 

Prior Status 
Offenses Only**(+) 

Gender**(+), 
Age**(-) 
Minor in Possession 

of Alcohol***(-) 

Divers ion-
Evaluation*~*(+) 

Outreach 
Intervt~ntion**( +) 

',' 

**p < .05, ***p < .01, ****p < .001 

. 

" / 

,I , ., 

4 
+ Facility 

SpokaneCounty**(+) 

All Prior 
Offenses****(+) 

Gender**(+) 
Age***( -) 
Manor in Possession 

of Alcohol***(-) 
Father's Occupation**(-) 

Institutions Cause 
Delinquency**(-) 

Cooperative Community 
Agencies***(-) 
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well, so that it is possible to follow a row level across the figure to 

note the significance status of variables as new levels were added. Both 

the significance of its F value and whether the variable was found to be 

positively or inversely related to subsequent offenses are indicated. 

When site variables at step 1 were entered into the equation, four 

of'the six sites showed significant relationships to subsequent offenses, 

two positive (+) and two inverse (-). With the entry of client variables 

at step 2, only Delaware (+) and South Carolina (-) remain significantly 

related to subsequents. At this point the significant client variables 

emerge: all prior offenses (+), gender (+), age (-), the instant offense 
'I' 

of minor in possession of alcohol as the most serious of the instant status 

offenses (-), and other instant offenses as the most serious among. the in

stants (-). With service variables entered at step 3, the same two sites 

remairl significant, as do the client variables referred to, with the single 

exception'of other instant status offenses as the most serious instants. 

With the addition, finally, of facility variables at the fourth step, the 

site variables that emerged at previous steps disappear, to be replaced by 

Spokane County alone (+). Again, the significant client variables identi

fied at steps :~ and 3 :remain significant, with prestige level of father's 

occupation now emerging as a s,igni:fiicant client variable (-). In addition, 

two facility variables were found to.. be significant: staff belief that 

institutional m~!lfunction is 'the cause of del¥1quent behavior (-) ,: and , . 

staff perceived success in obtafuing cooperation from community agencies 

.. -
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and organizations in serving clients (_).14 

DISCUSSION 

In as,sessing the findings of, this chapter, the reader is again reminded 

. that the effort here;was to detennine the importance of each of four major 

program elements for client recidivism. The question of concern was the 

comparative effect on recidivism of each of these components. Hew important 

was the site in which ~institutionalization programs were launched, varied 

with respect to their statutory and administrative provisions for dealing 

with status offenders and differing in their tolerance for minor fonns of 

juvenile misbehavior? ~at was the effect of the kinds of youth services 

facili ties that served the needs of program clients? What was the importance 

of the kinds of services these facilities provided, and the kinds of clients 

who were referred to the program? More explicitly, the somewhat limited 

technical question to which an answer was 'sought was which, if any, of these 

program factors "explaine.d" the v~riation in client recidivism, that is; 

''made a difference" one way ?r the othe'r with respect to recidivism and, 

of those that did, whether its influence, was favorable or tmfavorable. 

l4The findings respecting the two facility variables require qualifying com
ment. They would seem to indicate that reduced recidivism is a function 
of staff linkage to community based services and of staff attention to 
malfunction in ~outh. serving instj .. tutions as the source of youth problems. 
Howe~er, Commun1ty ~inkag~ ~as operationalized in part by scaled staff per
cept10n of cooperat10n e11c1ted from community agencies. Unknown is 
whether these perceptions reflected a generally positive and enthusiastic 
approach to p~ogram clients as well as to community agencies in which 
case the re~ced ~l~ent recidivism ~y be accounted for independently 
of cooperat10n e11c1 ted from Commun1 ty agencies. As to the causal attri
bution variable, its inve!se relationship to subsequent client offenses 
showed up principally in the Organizational Survey returns in which 
precisely these guestionnaire"i~ems were typically not completed. These 

~. retu~ were ass1gnedthe m~anscale values of those who did complete 
the 1tem. The fact of cons1stent nonresponse to this causal attribution 
~tem in the face of willingness to respond to other causal attribution 
1tems may be accounted for speculatively in a variety of ways, (llOne of 
which can be ascertained. .\ 
F~r~er, th~ fact that ~nly two of 19 relationships were statistically sig
n1f1cant ra1ses the obv10us problem of random variable appearance. Crisis 
validation is required before making much.,of these relati9nships. 

f 
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Of the four program components, client characteristics emerged as the 

major factor affecting variation in recidivism. The client vB\riables that 

were significantly related to reduced recidivism wer~i age (older clients 

recidivated less); minor in possession of alcohol as the instaJ)t, or referral, 

offense (inversely related to recidivism); and father's occupat:ion (the higher 

the father's occupational status, ~e less likely the client's ': 'recidivism) . 
, " ~,'I 

The client variables that were sig:q~ficantly related to increas~~d recidivism 
,: ,'" Ii 

were number of prior offenses (the larger the nurnberthe more likely the 
" 

recidivism); and gender (females were more recidivistic than males). With 

reference to the last, account should be taken of the likelihood that females 

are more often placed on supervised pro1)ation and are therefore ~lt greater 

risk of re-referral. 
'/':1( 

Least important as a factor affecting variation in recidivism for better 

o:rworse ·over the client population as a whole was type of service furnished. 

Speculatively, there may have been a number of reasons for this. First, the 

.major type of service provided was short tenn crisis cOWlSeling. Given the 

often involved and complex character of the problem represented by status 

offense behavior, intervention of this kind may be incapable of effecting 

. . . r cant change Second those eligible for program services included ~, Sl.gIll 1. ., r . 
very large· proportion of first time offenders, manY of whom in ~e absence 'j 

of program intervention were unlikely to becane repeaters. Third, the pre.!' 

dominance of c(Junseling arnong'the types of services provided requires for 

its effective :implementation a level of skill, and experience that may have 

been absent in the treatment staffs employed at some of tp.eprogram sites. " 

When considered by itself, site appeared to have substantial explanatory 

reach respecting variation In recidivism. This is to say that the program 

. . , '" 
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in some sites seemed to be successful and in others lUlSuccessful in redUCing 

recidivism. '. However, 'imen account is taken of differences among them in the 

kinds of s~rvices provid~d (i.e., when these program components were statistic

ally controlled), the effect of site on retidivismwas insignificant. This 

finding suggests that the statutes under which programs at the several sites 

operated, their administrative provisions for dealing with stat:us offense 

cases, and the prevailing climete of commtmity opinion withr~spectto the use 

of restrictive sanctions in these cases are not necessarily, and contrary to 

expectation, important factors in recidivism. It may well be the case that 

othel"..Iise dissimilar jUri~;aictions share a limited set of noms governing 

.their disposition decisions in status offense €c.'1.ses. Thus, it is possible 

that it is canunon in both "progressivetl and "conservative" jurisdictions to 

give major weight to features of.1:hesecases infdhually regarded as predictive 

.of recidivism, such as "offeinse histo!y, fanu.ly capacity to provide super.., 
. '. ~.~ . 

vision, age, and gender. In that event, differences in disposition decisions 

among contrasting types' of jurisdictions are likely to be confineq to ~tatus 

off~nders marginal with respect to the features listed, and resulting high 

unifonni ty in the treatment of the majority of status offense cases. While 

this explanation is admitt~dly sp~culative, it would accotmt for the failure 

of program si te differenc~s in policy and practice to show an effect on 

variation in recidivism. 

Youth services facilities _<:IS a program component showed only a marginal 

and tenuous relationship to recidivism. Of the 19 variables constituting 

this component, only tw? exhibited ~ inverse relationship to reCidivism, 

with all variables in the other 'three program components statistically 

controlled. Among the Wlrelated variables were several that intuitively 
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might be thought to have substantial influence. However, only two of the 

facility variables were found to be inversely related to recidivism at a 

statistically significant level. These were cooperation among the staffs 

of the local connnuni ty network of connnuni ty based services, and staff 

attribution of the cause of delinquency to deficiencies in the major control 

and educational institutions for youth. The latter suggests the possible 

importance, other things equal, of an emphasis on an advocacy approach in 

any of its various fonns. 

However, these findings should be viewed with caution. Indicated 

earlier was the fact that there were substantial problems in operational

izing these variables. The findings are nonetheless of sl,l:fficient potential 

importance for eff~ctive intervention to warrant fur~er research. 

The policy relevant purpose in undertaking the -analysis presented in 

this chapter was to ide~tify the relative contribution of each of four 

program components to recidivism reduction, and in those that did so con

tribute, the specific features of each, component that appeare~, to be more 

'effective. The underlying assumption was that each program component was 

potentially important in achieving that aim of the deinstitutionalization 

effort. Its failure to do so raises the question: what was its specific 

shortcoming and, in the interest of guiding future program effort of this 

kind, hCM may the deficiency be remedied? 

The detailed review that follows is based on this chapter's findings , n 

as presented in Figure 2. There, the vari~fies in each program component 

accounting for variation in client recidivlsmeither favorably or unfavor

ably are indicated, net of the variables in all other components. Observa

tions concerning tll0se features of program operation that were manifestly 

. ,-
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important for recidivism either for good aT ill, as welr'as those that 

appeared to be irrelevant (Le., were unrelated to variation in recidivism) 

are drawn from findings in other chapters of this report. 

Site 

Sites differed widely in respect to pre~ailing statutory provisions and 

other conditions likely to affect the implementati~n of program objectives. 

Prior to the introduction of the program, in some sites an effort was already 

under way to divert status offenders frem detention and to reduce the use of 

long-tenn institutionalization. At other sites, it had long been customary 

in these cases to make .full use of detention facilities and to connni t status 

offenders to locked institutions. However, neither of these features of 

site context appeared to have a clearly independent effect on recidivism. 

In both types of sites, an initial appearance of impact vanished when account 

was taken of the effects of other program components. The neutrality of 

site characteristics far recidivism reduction suggests that both in sites 

receptive and resistive to deinstitutionalization, there may have been 

failure to achieve full program implementation for entirely different 

reasons. In the receptive sites, there is some evidence in the program 

descriptive chapters that while diversion activity was given additiOILal 

support resources, police and court practices established during the pre

program period continued largely tU1changed. Any gain in reducing status 

offender rec:ldi vism in these sites would have had to come from two related 

sources: targeting program effort more sharply on the subset of status 

offenders more likely to recidivate, and in sites where this was the case, 

relaxing client eligibility requirements to accept for program services 

such categories of ineligibles as those currently on probation for prior 
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status ~r delinquent offenses. On the other hand, in many of the resistive 

si tes, program implementation weakness tended to center on failure to focus 

the effort to divert status offense cases from fonnal processing at the 

"front end" of the juvenile justice system, i.e., 
jt:. ' 

at the police or court 

intake level. In a number of sites of'this type, diversion from the system 

was either temporary or placed at the "deep end," in the fonn of procuring 

releases of status offenders already institutionalized or preventing their 

corrnni tment . 

Program Services 

, The failure of program services to affect favorably status offender 

recidivism can be ascribed principally to extraotdinaTy narrowness in the 

range of services actually ,furnished. The main service given the over

whelming majority of program clients was brief crisis counselirm. Program 

guidelines requiring implementation explicitly prescribed the use of varied 

types of services in relation to the character of the client problem, in . 

whiCh crisis counseling figured as only a first step. The restriction to 

counseling of this type was likely to be most effective with clients least 

likely to recidivate. 

Service Facilities 

, This program canponent also exhibited no pel;'ceptible independent effect 

on recidivism. Variation in recidivism was apparently unaffected by suCh 

facility characteristics as level of staff professionalism, the use of 

volun.teers or paraprofessionals, the diversity of selVices offered·(where 

this was in fact the case), or the use of coercive authority in treatin,~ 

status offenders. However, there was suggestive but inconclusive evidence 

that two features of youth service facilities may have been related to 

reduced recidivism, net of all ot.her program variables: staff attribution 
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of the cause of delinquency to institutional malf1.m.ction, and staff per

ception of hig? levels of cooperation fran community based youth service 

agencies • This finding requires validation through:61rther research, and if 

validated, would suggest as important for delinquency control a youth advocacy 

posture on th~ part of treatment 'personnel, and a need to engage more fully 

the interest and resources of youth serving institutions and agencies in the 

delinquency control effort. 

Client Characteristics 
. 

This program component was by far the most important determinant of 

variation in recidivism. Whatever success in delinquency reduction programs 

might anticipate thus hangs largely on the selection of their clientele. 

'The data presented in this chapter suggest that pr~g~ams serving a clientele 

constituted predominantly of older male sta~ offenders with few or no 

prior offenses can expect a favorable 'outcome as concerns recidiviHm. The 

outcome can be expected to be unfavorable if the served population has a 

high proportion of females '. yOWlger males, and in any of· these categories, 

those with multiple prior offenses. To be mean:lllgful, program success in 

reducing recidivism among statts offenders cannot be claimed unless its 

clientele is of the latter type. It would appear, then, that the most critical 

aspect of program policy irl efforts to reduce recidivism involves client 

sel~ction. Status o~fense behavior is probably the most l'Jidespread fODR of 

juvenile ndsconduct, most of it of an occasional or transitory nature. 

Programs seeking an appropriate clientele are consequently under strong 

temptation to cast a wide net, and to provide services to youth whose need 

for them may be questionable. Evidence from other sections of this report 

suggests that this is precisely what h~ppened at several of thepro~ram 
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sites. The policy implication would seem to be clear: the service eligibility 

criteria of de institutionalization p~ograms should be designed to focus on 
f·,= . 

. // . 

. those who are JOOst likely in the ~ture to require institutionalization either 
.\ 

as persistent status off~nders o;r J~\SeriOUS delinquent offenders. 
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ATTACHMENT I 

GLOSSARY OF VARIABLES 
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Variable 

Dependent Variable: 

L2SUBS 

Site :~ Va ri ab 1 es : 

SPOKANE 
(omitted category) 

ARIZONA 

ALAMEDA 

DELAWARE 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

VANCOUVER 

Client Variables: 

L2PRIORS 

PURE STATUS 

GENDER 

ETHNICITY 

AGE 

MULTrPLE STATUS 

GLOSSARY OF VARIABLES 

Description 

Interval variable: number of subsequent offenses 
(d(.:Jri ng 6 months) transformed to the base 2 1 oga ri thm 
($~ubsequent offenses + 1). 

Site membership information was contained in 5 effect 
coded nominal variables with membership in Spokane 
County, Washington treated as the omitted category. 
All Spokane clients were coded -1 on each of the 5 
site variables. 

Effect coded nominal variable: clients from Pima 
County, Arizona were coded 1 on ARIZONA and 0 on ALA
MEDA, DELAWARE, SOUTH CAROLINA,and VANCOUVER. 

Effect coded nominal variable: clients from Alameda 
County, California were coded 1 on ALAMEDA and 0 on 
ARIZONA, DELAWARE, SOUTH CAROLINA, and VANCOUVER. 

Effect coded nominal variable: clients from Delaware 
were coded 1 on DELAWARE and 0 on ARIZONA, ALAMEDA, 
SOUTH CAROLINA, and VANCOUVER. " 

Effect coded nominal variable: clients from South 
Carolina were coded 1 on SOUTH CAROLINA and 0 on 
AR'IZONA, ALAMEDA, DELAWARE, and VANCOUVER. 

Effect coded nomina'j variable: clients from Vancouver 
County, Washington were coded 1 on VANCOUVER and 0 on 
ARIZONA, ALAMEDA, DELAWARE, and SOUTH CAROLINA. 

Interval variable: number of prior offenses transformed 
to the base 2 logarithm (prior offenses + 1). 

Dummy variable,: coded 1 if client's priors were status 
offenses, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if female, 0 if male. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if majority group, 0 if other 
than majority. 

Interval variable: age of.c1ient at instant offense, 
range 8 - 18. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if client had multiple instant 
status offenses, 0 if only one instant status offense. 
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Variable 
o 

MIXED OFFENSES 

RUNAWAY 

- 35 -

Description 

Dummy v~riable; coded 1 if client had one or more 
instantnonstatus offense, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if client's most serious 
instant status offense was runaway, 0 if otherwise. 

UNGOVERNABLE Dummy variable: coded 1 if c1ient '·s most serious 
instant status offense was ungovernable, 0 if otherwise. 

TRUANCY 

MINOR IN POSSESSION 
OF ALCOHOL 

OTHER STATUS 

CURFE~J 
(omitted category) 

Dtmwny variable: coded 1 i,f cHent's most serious 
instant status offense was truancy, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if c1tent's most serious 
instant status offense was mi,oor in possession of 
,alcohol, 0 if othe·rwise. 

Dummy vari~ble: coded 1 if client's most sertous 
instant status offense was other than runaway, un~ 
governable, truancy,curf~w, or minor in POSs~s$jon 
of' alcohol"O, if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if client's most serious 
instant status offense was curfew viola,tion, 0 if 
otherwlse. 

NUCLEAR Dummy variable: coded 1 if current residence was with 
client's nuclear family, 0 if otherwise~ 

The variables, FATHER~OCCUPATION, MOTHER-OCCUPATION, FATHER-EDUCATION, MOTHER
EDUCATION, hqd substantial amounts of missing data. FOCC99, FaCCO, FOCC999, 
HOUSEWXFE, MOC99, MOCC999, FED999, ME0999 are all dummy variables created using 
the Cohen and Cohen method, to save cases. These dummy variables represent 
various kinds of missing data associated with parents' occupation and ed~cation. 
For the occupation variables: 

99 indicated that the occupational status could not be coded because the 
parent had no occupation or the occupation was uncodeable. 

o indicated that tne occupational status could not be coded because the 
entire Form 2 was missing. 

999 in9icated that the occupational status could not be coded because the 
quesUon was not appltcab1e, e.g., no parent present. 

For the educational variables: 

999 indicated that the parentIs education was missing. 

For the variables that had the mean of valid cases assigned to cases with miss-' 
ing data, the assigned mean is provided in parentheses. 

FATHER-OCCUPATION Ordinal variable: father's oceupatianal status on the 
Prestige Scale in Appendix F of the 1975 NORC General 
Survey of Social Issues (Chicago, Illinois: NORC). 
(assigned mean = 37.718) , 

397 

, 



i 

I~'i I 
I 

Variable 

MOTHER-OCCUPATION 

FATHER-EDUCATIor~ 

MOTHER-EDUCATION 

FOCC99 

F(~CCO !; 

FOCC999 . 

HOUSEWIFE 

MOCC99 b 
1,:"\ 

MOCC999 

FED999 

MED999 

- 36 -

'pescription 

Ordinal variable.:: mother's occupational stqtus on the 
Presti .ge Scale i n:.~ppendi x J of the 1975 NORC General 
Survey of e Sod a 1 ISsues,:; ( Chi cago, III i noi s : NORC) • 
(assigned mean = 34.852) 

Interval variable: years of education of father. 
(assigned mean ~ 11.492) 

,~, 

Interval variable: years of education of mother. 
(assigned mean = 11.005) 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if FATHER-EDUCATION was coded 
99, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if FATHER-OCCUPATION was coded 
0, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if FATHER~OCCUPATION was coded 
999, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if mother's occupa'tional status 
coul d not be coded because the mother was a hous.ewi fe, 
o if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if MOTHER-OCCUPATION was coded 
999, 0 i'f otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if MOTHER-OCCUPATION was coded 
999, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if FATHER-EDUCATION was coded 
999, 0 if otherwise. 

DUJTlTlY variable: coded 1 if MOTHER-EDUCATION was coded 
999, 0 i. f otherwi se. 

The remaining_c1ient variables SCHOOL SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE, ,FAMILY TI.ME, AT~ 
TEND SCHOOL., qnd FAMILY IMTACT Had substantial amounts. of missing dqta. SCHOOL 
SCALE rnSSIN~ DATA, FAtllLY TIME ~lISSING, ATTEND SCHOOL MISSING,land FAMILY· INTACT 
MISSING ar~ dummy variables created, using the Cohen and Cohen method, t~ save 
cases. FOf"the variables that had the mean of valid cases assigned to cases with 
missing data, the assigned mean is provided in parentheses. 

SCHOOL SOCIAL 
ADJUSTMENT SCALE 

Ordinal variable: the SCHOOL SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE 
was created by adding the response to the following six 
items (taken from Part 2 of the Wave 1 Form 3): 

Item 1. 

Item 2. 

Item 3. 

Item 5. 

It is important to me that I get good grades 
in school. 

I care what my teachers think of me. 

It is important to me that I finish 'high school. 

It is important to me that I go to college. 
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Variable 
ff 
)I 

SCHOOL SCALE MISSING 
DATA 

FAMILY TIME 

FAMILY TIME MISSING 

ATTEND SCHOOL 

ATTEND SCHOOL MISSING 

FAMILY INTACT 

FAMILY INTACT MISSING 

Service Variables: 

DIVERSION/EVALUATION 

SHELTER HOME 

.;;.'~. -.. ". 
GROUP HOME 

MULTIPLE SERVICE 

OUTREACH 

"~-"'-----

37 -

Description 

How much of your ass:igned homework do you 
usually do? . 

Item 16. 

Item 20. How would you desc~ibe your grades at school 
compared to other kids in your same school 

~ year? 
\ (assigned iliean = 15.49B) "\ 

~~:t var~~b1e: . coded 1 if SCHOOL SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
of theC~Uite~sot obel'fcroeathted ?ue to missing data on any ,. erWl se. 

0~dina1 ~ariab1e~ client's perception of time 
W(lth, famlly from Item'lB, Part 2 of the Wave 1 s~~~ 3 
asslgned mean = 2.031) • 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if FAMILY TIME was ml'ssl'ng, o if otherwise. 

Dummh y ~ariable: coded 1 tf full time student 0 if 
ot e~lse. From Item 3.01 of Form 1-A' ' 
(asslgned mean = .B11) . 

Dummy variable: 
o if otherwise. coded 1 if ATTEND SCHOOL was missing, 

Dummy va~iab1e: coded 1 if FAMILY INTACT (b th ~t 1 
or adoptlVe parents present), 0 if otherw1se. o no: ura 

, , 

D~mm~ variable: coded 1 if data on FAMILY INTACT was 
mlsslng, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: code~ ~ if referred for DIVERSION/ 
EVALUATION, 0 lf otherwlse. 

Dummy variable: 
o if otherwise. coded 1 if referred to SHELTER HOME, 

Dummy variable: 
o if otherwise. coded 1 if referred to GROUP HOME, 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if r~ferred to MULTIPLE SERVICE 
center, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if referred for OUTREACH inter
vention, 0 if otherwise. 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if f d t ' 
~~~n DIVERSION/EVALUATION, s~~L~f~eHOMt~s~~~~~eHg~~er 

TIPLE SERVICE, OUTREACH, MULTIPLE IMPACT THERAPY' 
and COUNSELING, 0 if otherwise. ' 
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Variable Description 

MULTIPLE IMPACT THERAPY DUl1iTIY Variable: coded 1 if referred for MULTIPLE 
IMPACT THERAPY (Clark County program only)" 0 if 
otherwise. 

Facility Variables: 

PROFESSIONAL 

PRE-PROFESSIONAL 

PARAPROFESS~ONAL 

VOLUNTEER 

OTHER STAFF 
(omitted category) 

DIVERSITY SERVICES 

COERC~VENESS 

COERctVENESS MISSING 

BLAME ell ENT . 

PUNfSH CLJ:ENT 

CAUSEI'" PSYCHOLOGICAL 

Interval variable: percent of facility staff profes
sionally trained, i.e., possess d'e'gree in. disciplinary 
field. 

Intervall','variable: percent of facility staff who are 
pre-profess i ona 1 . 

Interval variable: percent of facility staff who are 
paraprofessional 

Interval variable: percent of facility staff who are 
volunteer. 

Interval variable·; percent of facility staff who are 
in the other category. 

Interval variable: number of servtces offered by a 
facflity. Services counted were any kind of counseling, 
drug· abuse program, educational program, recreational 
program,employme~t program, lega~ servi~es, gene~al 
supervision, advocacy, advanced d,agnostlc screenlng, 
and other services. 

Ordinal variable: average coerciveness of facility. 
The average sanction from ali s t of 13 sanctions 'ranked 
bv increasing degree of severity, used for 30"occas-

, i~nal and frequent client i:nfr~c:tion$.· Numerous 
facilities did not respond to this portion of the Survey 
of Program Facilities. The Cohen and Cohen method was 
used to save cases. (mean assigned = 6.081) 

Dummy variable: coded 1 if facility did not answer 
sanction items, 0 if otherwise. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire item, client is (1s not) responsible 
for own behavior. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire item, punishment is (is not) effective 
in correcting delinquent behavior. ' 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire item, psychological maladjustment is 
(is not) cause of delinquent behavior. 
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Variable 

CHANGE-PSYCHOLOGICAL 

CAUSE-SOCIAL 

CHANGE-SOCIAL 

CAUSE-INSTITUTIONAL 

CHANGE-INSTITUTIONAL 

CONTACT SCALE 

COOPERATION SCALE 

ACTIVISM SCALE 

Description 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire item, treatment strategy of choice is 
(is not) effort to change client's psychological ad
jUstment. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility1staff to 
questionnaire item, family and peer group re'lations do 
(do not) cause client problems. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility, staff to 
questionnaire item, treatment strategy of choice is 
(is not) effort to change impaired family and peer 
group relation. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire item, social institutions do (do not) 
cause client problems. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire item, treatment strategy of choice is 
(is not) effort to change social institutions. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility staff to 
questionnaire respecting community ties. ScaH~ items 
include mean frequency of contact with law enforcement 
agencies, schools, courts, religious organizations, 
private community organizations, and public social 
service agencies. Reliability: Alpha = .680, 
79 facilities. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility sta\ff to 
questionnaire respecting perceived cooperation result
ing from community contacts. Scale items are thie same 
as in the CONTACT SCALE, except religious organization 
was omitted. Reliability: Alpha = .797, 61 fac:il'ities. 

Ordinal variable: mean response of facility stclff to 
questi onna ire item respecti ng frequency (per weE!k) of 
community contacts to obtain ser:vic.e for c~ients. ~cale 
items include frequency of contact to obtaln economlC 
support for client service programs, to elicit suppo~t 
from community organizations, to influence local pollce 
in the treatment of status offender clients, and to 
promote development of improved treatment resou~ces. 
Reliability: Alpha = .892, 79 facilities. 

The following five facility variables were added to the auxiliary analys~s based 
on the allocation of missing data values using the Cohen a~d Cohen technlque: 
The description of each missing data variable in~lude~ a.'lst of related v~rl
ables that had to have means assigned to cases wlth mlss1ng data. The asslgned 
means are included in parentheses. 
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Variable 

SURVEY OF PROGRAM 
\ FACILITIES MISSING 

STAFF MISSING 

'" ORGAN lZA TI ONAL 
SURVEY MISSING 

TREATMENT MISSInG 
J' 

COOPERATION SCALE 
MISSING 

i) 
.. "'.----.:-....:-.... ~ .. -:r··()····1 

F 

40 -

Description 

Dummy variable: missing ~urvey of program facilities. 
Coded 1 if a facility did not return Survey of Program 
Facilities., 0 if survey was present. 

PROFESSIONAL (mean assigned = 59.6667) 
PRE-PROFESSIONAL (mean assigned = 31.7105) 
PARAPROFESSIONAL (mean assigned = 39.8615) 
VOLUNTEER (mean assigned = 34.7800) 
OTHER STAFF (mean assigned = 17.8900) 
DIVERSITY SERVICE (mean assigned = 2.4584) 
COERCIVENESS (mean assighed = 6.0810) 

Dummy variable: staff items missing. Coded 1 if a 
facility failed to respond to the staff items on the 
Survey of Program Facilities, 0 if otherwise. 

PROFESSIONAL (mean assigned = 59.6669) 
PRE-PROFESSIONAL (mean assigned = 31.7105) 
PARAPROFESSIONAL (mean assigned = 39.8615) 
VOLUNTEER (mean assigned = 34.7800) 
OTHER STAFF (mean assigned - 17.8400) 

Dummy variable: missing organizational survey. CocJed 
1 if facility did not return the Organizational Survey, 
o if survey was present. 

BLAME CLIENT (mean assigned = 5.4551) 
PUNISH CLIENT (mean assigned = 6.372l} 
CAUSE PSYCHOLOGICAL (mean assigned = 7.0351) 
CHANGE-PSYCHOLOGICAL (mean assigned = 7.5618) 
CAUSE-SOCIAL (mean assigned = 7.6198) 
CHANGE-SOCIAL ,.(mean assigned = 7.1028) 
CAUSE-INSTITUTIONAL (mean assigned == 5.7392) 
CHANGE-INSTITUTlONAL (mean assigned 0:: 7.1217} 
CONTACT SCALE (mean assigned = 2.9878) 
COOPERATION SCALE (mean assigned = 6.9976) 
ACTIVISM SCALE (mean assigned = 2.4316) 

Dummy variable: missing data on CAUSE-INSTITUTIONAL and 
CHANGE-INSTITUTIONAL items. Coded 1 if facility failed 
to response to CAUSE-INSTITUTIONAL and CHANGE-INSTITUTIONAL 
items on Organizational Survey, 0 if otherwise. 

CAUSE-INSTITUTIONAL (mean assigned = 5.7392) 
CHANGE-INSTITUTIONAL (mean assigned = 7.1217) 

Dummy variable: missing data on the COOPERATION SCALE. 
Coded 1 if a facility failed to respond to all the items 
that made up the COOPERATION SCALE, 0 if otherwise. 

COOPERATION SCALE (mean assigned = 6.9976) 
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Variable Description 

One new service vari~ble (FOSTER HOME) was added to the auxiliary analysis. 
FOSTER HOME had no cases in the first an~)ysis; however, in the auxiliary 
analysis, with all cases assigned va:i1ueso'n the facility variables, FOSTER 
HOME was added., il 

,Ii 

FOSTER HOME Dummy variable: coded 1 if referred to a FOSTER HOME, 
o if otherwj se . 
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Figure 3: Series 1 Model, 63 variables, 1910 Cases 
Variables in the Equation 

Variable 
Spokane 
Arizona 
Alameda 
Delaware 
South Carolina 
Vancouver 
L2 Priors 
Pure Status 
Gender 
Ethnicity 
Age 
Multiple St&tus, 
Mixed' Offenses 
Runaway 
Ungovernable 
Truancy 
Minor in Possession 

of Alcohol 
Other Status 
Nuclear 
Father-Occupation 
Mother-Occupation 
Father-Education 
Mother-Educqt;on 
FOCC99 
FOCCO 
FOCC999 
Housewi:fe 
MOC99 
MOCC999 
FED999 
MED999 
Schoo 1 Soci a 1 

Adju$tment Scale 
School Scale Missing Data 
Fami ly Time . 
Family Time Missing 
Attend School 
Attend School Missing 
Family Intact 
Family Intact Missing 
Diversion/Evaluation 
Shelter Home 
Group Home 
Mu1ti~le Service 
Outreach 
Other Service 
Multiple Impact Therapy 
Activism Scale 
Professional 
pre-Professional 
Paraprofessi'onal 
Volunteer 
Diversity Servtces 
Coerciveness 

.171 

.217 

.314 

.413 
-.321 
-.794 

.205 

B 

.766 D-Ol 

.683 D-Ol 
-.781 0-02 
-.302 D-Ol 
-.531 0-03 
-.159 D-Ol 
-.9JO 0-01 
-.9~\6 0-01 
-.822 0-01 
-.218 

-.260 
- .11'7 
-.498 D-03 
-.174 0-02 
-.528 0-02 
-.646 0-03 
-.140 
-.912 0-01 

.627 0-01 
-.303 0-01 
-.438 0-01 

.131 
-.878 0-01 
-.350 0-01 

.670 0-02 

.571 0-02 

.276 0:-01 
-.545 0-01 
-.988 0-01 

.632 0-01 

.834 D~Ol 
-.889 0-01 

.105 

.239 
... 413 

.177 

.586 
- .128 0-01 

.700 
-;,208 
-.495 0-02 
-.588 0-02 
-.589 0-02 
-.619 0-02 
-.600 0-01 
-.537 0-01 

Beta 
. 171 
.218 
.262 
.309 

-.266 
-.574 
.243 
.029 
.046 

-.005 
-.071 
-.000 
-.004 
-0.59 
-.062 
-.035 
-.096 

-.055 
-.077 
-.005 
-.016 
-.014 
-.002 
-.034 
-.062 
.030 

-.013 
-.020 
.022 

-.044 
-.010 

.035 

.004 

.022 
-.037 
-.049 

.030 

.052 
-.041 

.071 

.067 
-.013 

.056 

.085 
-.003 

.022 
-.205 
.... 136 
... 130 
-.96 
-.172 
.... 132 
-.222 

Standard Error 
.130 
.166 
.174 
.145 
.176 
.314 
.020 
.061 
.036 
.044 
.010 
.062 
.087 
.080 
.080 
.089 
.083 

.127 

.060 

.003 

.003 

.010 

.011 

.096 

.061 

.093 

.060 

.059 

.153 

.090 

.096 

.004 

.097 

.028 

.103 

.048 

.126 

.063 

.175 
•. 115 
.252 
.907 
.256 
.325 
.297 
.853 
.107 
.009 
.011 
.008 
.008 
.043 
.024 

F 
1.727 ( 
1. 716 
3.272 
8.055*** 
3.331 
6.392** 

100. 346~:~** 
1.597" 
3.647 
0.032 
8.473*** 
0.000 
0.033 
1.297 
1 .43'6 
0.846 
6.862*** 

4.206** 
3.836 
0.038 
0.453 
0.286 
0.004 
2.102 
2.202 
0.457 
0.254 
0.551 
0.735 
0.942 
0.133 
2.417 

0.003 
0.990 
0.282 
4.220** 
0.251 
1.727 
0.259, 
0.835 
0.893 

i> 0.208 
0.476 
3.241 
0.002 
0.674 
3.757 
0.276 
0.312 
0.491 
0.533 
1.9l~ 
5 .;~ 89'*'!r 
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Variable 
Coerciveness Missing 
Blame Client 
Punish Client 
Cause-Psychological 
Change-Psychological , 
Cause-Soci al 
Change-Soci a 1 
Cause-Institutional 
Change-Institutional 
Contact Scale 
Cooperation Scale 
(Constant) 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Analysis of Variance 
Regression 
Residual 

**p < .05, 

't:' . 
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Figure 3 (continued) 

B Beta Standard Error F 
... 127 -.086 .094 1.818 
-.115 0-01 -.OlD .072 0.025 
-.108 -.112 .064 2.892 

.141 .103 .089 2.486 

.162 0-01 .024 .067 0.058 
-.120 -.076 .093 1.647 
-.339 0-01 -.025 .127 0.071 
.117 .139 .046 6.477** 
.116 .111 .061 3.612 
.248 .224 .142 3.024 
.112 .107 .115 0.953 
.244 

.382 

. 146: 

.116 

.691 
OF Sum of Squares Mean Square F 
63. 150.319 2.386 4.99 

1846. 882.374 0.478 

***p < .01, ****p < .001 
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figure 4: Series 1, Missing Data Allocated, 69 Variables, 2493 Cases 

Variables in the Equation 
Variable B Beta 
Spokane .204 .190 
Arizona -.762 0-01 -.071 
Alameda .986 0-01 :074 
Delaware .177 0-01 .014 
South Caro1ina -.943 0-01 -.072 
Vancouver -.150 -.097 
L2 Priors .207 .245 
Pure Status .102 .038 
Gender .731 0-01 .049 
Ethnicity -.227 0-01 -.013 
Age - .273 0-01 -.062 
Multiple Status -.990 0-02 -.004 
Mixed Offenses -.1930-01 -.005 
Runaway -.449 0-01 -.028 
Ungovernable -.721 0-01 -.046 
Truancy -.711 0-01 -.032 
Minor in Possession -.215 -.091 

of Alcohol 
Other Status -.239 -.045 
Nuclear -.649 D-01 -.041 
Father-Occupation -.796 D-03 -:.008 
Mother-Occupation -.863 0-03 -.008 
Father':Education -.745 0-02 -.020 
Mother-Education .156 0-02 .004 
FOCC99 -.164 -.040 
FOCCO -.739 0-01 -.049 
FOCC999 .458 D-01 .022 
Housewife .553 0-03 .000 
MOC9.9 -.267 D-01 -.012 
MOCC999 .187 .033 
FED999 -.908 0-01 -.047 
MED999' -.569 D-01 -.017 
School Social .567 D-02 .030 

Adjustment Scale 
School Scale Missing -.156 0-01 -.010 
Family Time .271 0-01 .023 
Family Time Missing -.515 0-01 -.034 
Attend School -.7~5 0-01 -.034 
Attend School Missing .673 D-01 .030 
Family Intact .338 D-01 .002 
Family Intact Missing -.883 0-01 -.038 
Diversion/Evaluation .454 0-01 .030 
Shelter Home .595 D-02 .002 
Group Home -.312 -.032 
Foster Rome .247 .021 
Multiple Service -.388 D-Ol -.013 
Out:reach .504 0-01 .010 
Other Service -.188' D-01 -.006 
Multiple Impact Therapy -.294 -.008 
Cooperatton Scale. Missing .322 0-02 .002 
Professi'onal -.421 0-02 -.127 
Pre'::'Professiona1 -.641 D-02 -.145 
Paraprofessional -.248 0-02 -.057 
Volunteer -.622 D-02 -.165 
Survey of Program Facilities 

~1issing .472 .177 

.. ~--.~'- '1;:-' -- .... ,. -'~r'--:-·~·'~'~~~~-:---··~~~~-'"'-""'~",OVo~,~~"".",,,,,,,,,:,"~' •. , " .,." 
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Standard Error 
0.096 
0.067 
0.115 
0.067 
0.078 
0.107 
0.018 
0.053 
0.032 
0.038 
0.009 
0.054 
0.082 
0.076 
0.076 
0.083 
0.080 

0.125 
0.053 
0.002 
0.002 
0.009 
0.009 
0.083 
0.055 
0.081 
0.052 
0.051 
0.127 
0~078 
0.081 
0.004 

0.090 
0.024 
0.096 
0.044 

.. 0.112 
0.055 
0.162 
0.075 
0.099 
0.205 
0.223 
0.102 
0.162' 
0.097 
0.751 
0.107 
0.004 
0.004 
0.004 
0.004 

0.279 

. F 

4.491** 
1.278 
0~740 
0.071 
1.447 
1.973 

1350808**** 
3.683 
5.311** 
0.360 
8.482*** 
0.034 
0.055 
0.348 
0.898 
0.742 
7.218*** 

3.657 
1.524 
0.128 
0.147 
0.758 
0.028 
3.936** 
1.826 
0.322 
0.000 
0.277 
2.183 
1.341 
0.495 
2.363 

0.031 
1.317 
0.288 
2.754 
0.364 
0.004 
0.296 
0.363 
'0.004 
2'.309 
1.229 
0.145 
0.097 
0.037 
0.153 
0.001 
1.184 
2.468 
0.465 
2.715 

2.862 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Variable B 
Staff Missing .793 0-01 
Diversity Services -.108 0-01 
Coerciveness -.590 0-02 
Coerciveness MiSSing -.726 D-Ol 
Punish Client -.193 D-Ol 
Change-Psychological .450 D-Ol 
Change-Social -.506 D-02 
Change-Institutional .451 0-03 
Blame Client -.636 D-01 
Cause-Psychological .527 0-01 
Cause-Social -.290 0-02 
Cause:Institutional .456 0-01 
Organl~ational Survey MiSSing -.120 
Treatment M'i sSing -.600 
Con~a~t Scale -.303 0-01 
Actlvlsm Scale .813 0-02 
Cooperation Scale -.152 
(Constant) 2.152 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Analysis of Variance 
Regression 
Residual 

**p < .05, 

0.38133 
0.14541 
0.12107 
0.70576 

OF 
69. 

2423. 

***p < .01, 

Beta 
.002 

-.022 
-.022 
-.046 
-.022 
.061 

-.004 
.000 

-.059 
.039 

-.002 
.048 

-.060 
-.060 
-.026 
.007 

-.125 

Standard Error 
0.765 
0.016 
0~014 
0.062 
0.030 
0.047 
0.054 
0.034 
0.035 
0.061 
0.057 
0.031 
0.137 
0.284 
0.070 
0.053 
0.047 

F 

0.011 
0.457 
0.182 
1.369 
0.427 
0.917 
0.009 
0.000 
3.329 
0.755 
0.003 
2.128 
0.762 
4.471** 
0.187 
0.023 

10.283*** 

Sum of Squares 
205.35279 

1206.88310 

Mean Square F 
2.97613 5.97503 
0.49809 

****p < .001 
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CHAPTER xv 
COOAR!SON OF PROGRAM AND PRE-PROGRAM YOUIH 

Malcolm W. Klein and Jo1m Peterson 

In this and the following chapters, we come to what many will consider 

the heart of the DSO final report, namely the attempt to answer the ques

tion, "did it work?" Of course, we must face the ,usual problems of defin

ing what is meant by "it" and what is meant by "work."The "it" refers 

"to those programs, described in the preceding chapters, that were designed 

to bring about deinstitutionalization and pro~ide alternatives for temporary 

and long-term incarceration. 

But even if the eight program descriptions provide the answers to what 

"it" was, we are hardly on solid ground yet to describe how "it" worked, lor 

. two reasons. First, the entire DSO effort was not designed in such a way as 

to provide definitive answers to whether or not it worked. Second, there 

are numerous ways to define "work," only some of which were incorpo~ate& in 

the national evaluation. Thus, dePending on one's choices amo~ the ~ppro-
':, 

priate e£fectiven~ss measures, it is possible to conclude that (a) effective

ness was not appropriately measured, (b) the program succeeded in providing 

useful service, (c) the program did substantially achieve its deinstitution-

alization aims, or (d) the program failed and may even have been more harm-

ful than helpful to i tsthousands of youthful clients. 

Before considering these possible outcome statements further, we must 
~ 

first be clear about L~e comment above that the entire DSO effort was not 

de.signed so as to provide definitive evaluation results. The cormnent is 

based upon a number of realities: (a) The eight sites selected for the 

. . -
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program, for th~ most part, had already initiated deinstitutionalization, 

thus making it difficult to attribute to the DSO program ,whatever subsequent 

declines in institutionalized populations may have occurred. (b) The staff 

of OJJDP gave very low,priority to·field e~erimentation, with the result 

that random assignment of youths to various experimental and control con

ditions was not tmdert;iken. (c) The eight sites varied widely in their 

system data capacities and data banks, erring generaL:..} on the side of inade-

, quacy. Thus, attempts to demonstrate DSO-related changes in client flows 

was very difficult. (d) Program operations in a number of sites made it im

possible to obtain client interviews close in time to client intake, thus 

preventing the uSe of social adjustment measures to asf,iess'thanges from pre

intervention to post-intervention periods (some "first wave" interviews took 

place weeks, even months after intake, in some instances after intervention 

had been completed). (e) Finally, client eligibility criteria varied so 

widely, and generallY' were so ill-defined, that the DSO program intervened 

in the lives of many youngsters, who, in the absence of the program, may not 

normally have been detained or institutionalized. To assess the effects of 

a deinsti tutionalization program on clients for whom it may not have been 

appropriate would seem to test the outer limits of evaluation fantasies. 

We do not assess the effectiveness of parole on non-adjudi~ated adults, nor 

of detoxification programs on non-addicts or teetotalers. Then why assess 

the effects of deinstitutionalization for minor offienders for whom institu

tionalization was in any event ~igh1y unlikely? 
" /') . . 
Now we can return for a brief conunent on the iSeveral possl.ble O\ltcome 

statements posited earlier. For instance, the limitations of the research 

just listed certainly support the first possible conclusion, that 

I) 
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effectiveness was not appropriately measured. Under the circumstances 

described, that conclusion might be inevitable. Further, the national eval-

.uation chose not to·measure some things that others might consider impor

tant. Choices were made in the light of limited resources and intractable 

logistical problems. Among matters excluded were cost-effectiveness,l so

cial adjustment of clients and their families, changes in community delin

quency patterns, and changes in the behavior and opinions of various seg

ments of the community such as political leaders, education and welfare 
2 

workers, and criminal justice officials. If one values these particular 

criteria highly; one could also conclude that the program's effectiveness 

has not been appropriately assessed. 

By way of contrast, the eight program descriptions. can just as easily 

be used to claim program success. While some qualifications are noted 

from site to site it. seems eminently clear that many ~ervices were imple-
, • Il. " 

mented for many thousands of youths d~~emed in need of such services. Given 
I' • 

the federal carrot, eight highly diverse county and state mechamsms were 

successfully engaged, and successfully developed service delivery systems 

of substantially greater scope than those. which had existed previously. If 

such matters are taken as legitimate outcome goals, then DSO has every right 

to proclaim itself a successful venture. 

The third possibility, that the program achieved substantial success 

in achieving a reduction in insti nitionalized populations, can be J:'easonably 

entertained· so long· as one does not require proof of causal co~ections. 

As materials .reported by Frank Hel~um indicate, the period ~~) .the DS~ 

. ·kf 
1. A cost study was conducted, but it was restr~cted ~o.a ~~jmparisQn of.costs 

of community versus institutional treatment 1n a llmlted number of sltes 
wi th contrasti ng program' strateg.i es (see Ct)apter XX I) . 

2 ... However, see the report by Peter Gardiner on value pos'jti'Qns of these 
c~mmunity members (Chapter :XX)'. 
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414 ~ 

, ,. 

\ 

-4-

program over all eight sites saw a reduction in numbers of youth detained 

of about 25 percent, and a reduction in numbers of youth institutionalized 

of about 50 percent. Neither figure reaches the original requirement of 

the federal legislation, but both figures are substantial and in the de

sired direction. However, the details of the HelIum report suggest that, 

rather than a failure of program effort, this reduction possibly repre

sented further progress in deinstitutionalization that was already under 

way in several of the sites before the program was in~tiated. (See ghapter. 
XXII) . 

Finally, then, we come to the fourth possible outcome statement, that 

the program failed and may even have been more hannful than helpful. The 
/ 

available data which might be pertinent to testing such a conclusion are 

of fOl.1r kinds. 

Fitst, there is the issue of reducing thenurnbers of youth incarcer

ated. It is assumed by mo~t critics, and made explicit in the federal 

legislation, that deinstitutionalization is humane. Thus we achieve humane

ness in proportion to the nl~ber of status offenders who are released from 
. , 

or diverted fr~ incarceration. The HelIum figures suggest that the pro

gram achieved some increment of advance in the humaneness with which 

status offenders were treated. 

Second, we can determine the degree to which status offender flows in 

the juvenile justice system have changed, in what fashion, and whether the 

system has adjusted to these flows in a consonant fashion. The report by 

Robert M. Carter (Chapter XVIII), sunnnarizing the system rates changes during 

the DSO program, provides inconclusive evidence at best. Carter was severely 

handicapped by the inadequacies of the available data bases, but at the very 

I 
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least this much can be said: the impact of the DSO program on the eight 

juvenile justice systems was not of sufficient magnitude to be revealed 

by the data available from those systems. 

Third, we can ask whether the appropriate yotmgsters were served by the' 

program. As revealed by the separate local evaluations as well as the over

all national analysis, it is clear that among the clients engaged by the 

DSO program there were very substantial numbers who were not properly the 
'.' 

clientele of the program. These were youngsters whose offenses and careers 

would not have justified their detention no~lly, nor the level of service 

to which they were exposed. An analysis of offense patterns of program 

clients indicated that the iargest single group of program clients had 

no officially recorded offenses either prior or subsequent to the "instant" 

offense that o,ccasioned their referral to the program. Their inclusion in 

the ,program may well be a classic example of "net-widening" wherein the 

jUstice system, inadvertently or othend.se, has actually increased the level 

ol their penetration irito its mechanisms. The poten.tial for hanh through 
~J 

stigmatization and improper associationS is obvious, and precisely What the 
-; -::;'" ~ 

DSO program was designed to prevent, not to promote. 
I, 

I, 

Finally, we come to the question 0:£ recidivism, the rate at which pro-

gram clients'~Fquired police recordS for status or othei- Q;f£enses. £~ll~w~ng ;program 
!l 

intervention. We will look. at this outcome measure in three different ways. 

First, in the present chapter, we will compare recidivism rates of program 

clients wi th.,the rates of "pre-program" youths selected from court records 

during a pre-program period., In the following chapter, we will then 

attempt to assess the degree to which recidivism rates can be attributed 

.-
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to (a) different sites, (b) different kinds of clients, (c) different 

kinds of programs and program facilit;es 
, ~ ,and (d) different specific ser-_ 

vices offered within each site (which programs "work" best for which 

category of status offender). As can be seen, the first approach, the 

program/pre-program comparison, comes closest to asking the question "did 

it work?" as a "t' 
" pos~ ~ve means of delinquency reduction, while the latter 

approach is more concerned with understanding policy related connections 

between what went into the DSO program and what reSUlted. 

THE PROGRAM/PRE-PROGRAM' COMPARISON 

Ideally, assessment of recidivism as . 
an 1mpact measure would employ 

comparisons between experimental and contrcn groups to which clients had 

been randomly assigned. However, random or matched assigrnnent was not 

actively encouraged in the OJJDP program solicitation and was actively dis-

couraged by OJJDP staff du " . ". (J 
. r~ s~te v~s~ts to potential program grantees. 

Thus ,a 3 genuine experimental design ~ not achieved in any of the eight 
sites. 

':'B 
::,. An exception occurred in one site in which th 
il vinced program personnel to imnl t d e . local e'Yaluator con-

Wi th this I" -".1:" emen a ran omzed ass~gnment design 
uator was :b~~~~~!1~~~eb~:~eo~:~0~r~es ~ere liwited, the eval-· 
that . experimental and control' roue m erv~ews .on the asst.m1ption 
However,the local evaluator l~ft ~ WOUI~tha'Ye y~elded similar scores. 
the hands of local ro r "e mom ormg of randomization in 
properly to mainta~ J am~ p~rsonnel who, as is often the case, failed 
mental and control r e as~~grnnent system. As a result, the experi-
background variable; (~;e~~!i~yregde~~:a)tlY don significa~t pe:sonal 
negated And of' ,T an a proper compar~son was 

II ''wave o~e" interv~~:~e there was no way to retrieve the omitted 

II 
I' 

J 
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Of various possible substitute comparisons considered, the national 

and local evaluators settled on the use of a pre-program group in each 

si te as the most feasibJ,e approach. 'There were several reasons for this 

choice. First;' the availability of court r6corCismade possible the se

lection of known, detainable status offenders. Second, these same records 

could provide at least minimal data on the prior records and demographic 

characteristics of the comparison group. Third, gathering data from 

record· sources alone meant that this part of the research process would 

not interfere with, and therefore not encounter resistance from the program 

staffs in'the eight sites and in OJJDP. 

Each local evaluator, in consultation with the national evaluators, 

selected a pre-program period consisting of the full year prior to pro-
4 . . 

gram start-up. The criteria for sel~ction of pre-program cohorts were 

three in number: cases were dravm in which the instant offense was one of 

4. In addition to a pre-program sampl~ drawn from the first year, the Pima 
Courity, Arizona, program also drew a :?'pre-preprogram" sample from the second 
year prior to program start-up. The analysj.s of program-preprogram dif
ferences in recidivism scgr~~ focused principally on the pre-preprogram 
cohort. There l.~ere several reasons for this . During the first preprogram 
year, t.he court had begun to :implement an extensive program of diverting 
status offenders from detention, and providing many services similar to 
those in the subsequentDSO program. This was Pima County's ''Mobile Diver
sion Program." In an effort to avoid stigmatization, status offense cases 
were handled infonnally by neighborhood based units, and it was difficult 
to recover adequate records of client characteri~tics. , Since these d~f- . 
ficulties did not exist with respect to the pre-preprogram cohort, Wh1ch.1n 
any case represented a more ':appropriate comparison, the six and 12 month 
follow-up data presented here are for this group. 

'\ ' 
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\'the five selected for the program population; they were drawn from a 

pre-program month correspond~ng to the program month, and only if they 

had not been selected into theiample for a prior pre-program month; 
. 5 

and they excluded cases not eligible for some form of detention. 

The recidivism criterion selected for the comparisons to be reported here 

are total counts of charges in all offiCially reported police incidents. To 

have employed a deeper-penetration criterion such as court appearance 

would not have yielded a sufficient amount of variation for the analYSis.
6 

5 .... '-'1 

n' .The.procedure is illustrated by the follOwing exe~t from the evaluation 
~ul.dehnes: For. each month of the.pre-program period (Le., the 1975-76 
month correspondl.ng !o the evaluatl.on month), it will be necessary to identi
fy the total pq>ulatl.on of status offenders from juvenile court intake re
cords. (Depe~dl.ng upon local procedures, some sites may also require a 
s~arc~ of poll.ce records for initial identification.) The monthly cohort 
snoula the~ be random1~ sub-sampled to' gain equal representation of five 
s!atus. offense c~tegorl.es: runaway, ungovernable, curfew, truancy, and 
ml.nor l.n pos~ess1on of alcohol. Each of these randomly selected sub-samples 
shoul~ contal.n 12 members and the total sample of the monthly cohort should 
contal.n 60. If there are 12 or less in the monthly flow of any category 
then all. cases are to be selected into the sub-sample. If there are mor~ 
than 12 ~n the monthly flow of any category, then the random selection pro
cedure wl.ll select out the necessary 12 cases. This same procedure should 
be repeated each month, except that all subjects selected ·in a previous 
month are to be excluded from a later monthly sample. (Also, transient run
aways and other status offendeF'~,;who are returned to a jurisdiction outside 
of the DSO program area should be excluded from the sample.) 

The insta.l1t, offense foi- th~ comparison group is defined as the first status 
of~ense recorde~ ~or a sub]e~t during the pre-program month under consider
at~pn. Two.addl.t~onal rule~ apply to the determination of the instant 
offense .. Fl.rst, 1f th~ sub]ect'sinstant offense consists of multiple charges 
all of which are status offenses, then assign the subject to the most serious ' 
category. The order of most to least serious is as fOllows: runaway un
goven:'able, truancy ~ curfew, and minor in possession of alcohol. For' example, 
a sub] ect charged Wl. th :runaway and curfew. would be eligible for selection in 
!he runa~y sub-~amp~.e •. A second rule regarding the instant status offense 
l.s.tha~ l.f as~b]ect s l.nstant offense consists of multiple charges, one of 
whl.c~ l.s.a dell.nquent offense, then the subjeGt should be excluded from se
lectl.on l.nto a sample; that is, the subject's instant offense should be a 
"pure-status offense." 

6 •. Howeve~, CQurt data only were useil. in the case of the Connecticut program, 
Sl.nce poll.ce report data were not made available to the site evaluator. 
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While the re-arrest criterion certainly has its drawbacks because it re

flects an unknown combination of youth behavior and adult reaction, no more 

feasible criterion seemed possible. Self-report data, for instance, was a 

logical impossibility for the pre-program cohort. 

Recidivism data were collected by the local evaluator in ,each site 

from police and court records and delivered to the national evaluation staff. 

(Only police rec9rds were actually used in this analysis). After checks for 

missing information, data cleaning and file construction were undertaken by the 

national staff and variables were constructed for number of subsequent offenses 

at six months and at twelve months following the program entry of each client 
7 . 

for the program group, and follo~fing the instant offense for the pre-program 
" 

group. Relationships among the ?i~ and twelve month scores, and among scores 

based on court records a 1 oneahd pol ice and court records combi n.ed, yi e 1 d i n

tercorrelations ranging from +.80 to +.98. The analysis to be reported here 

will include the six month period for all sites, and a twelve month period fpr 

six sites. Connecticut and Clark County were excluded from the twelve month 

scores because, for various reasons, a follow-uP period of this length was not 

available. ij 

PROGRAM AND PRE-PROGRAM COMPARISON VARIABLES 

'The variables on which the two cohorts could be compared were limited to 

those rather routinely available in pol'ice files: Among these, consultations 

among local and national evaluators led to the selection of the following: 

7. Throu hout these analysis chapters, "program gr~upll and "program coho~t" 
refergto the evaluation sample. The·,sample conslsted of OnlYfth~se/llents 
whose offenses on referral to the program were one or more 0 t e lve 
status "offenses listed above. (See Chapter XII!). 
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Dependent Variables 

Number of subsequent offenses at six months (8 sites) and 12 months (6 sites). 

Because the distribution was.heavily skewed, it was transformed to the base 

2 logarithm of number of charges (plus 1). This improved the shape of th~, 

distribution but could not overcome skewness due specifically to the large 

number of clients with no recidivism charges. 
~ndependent Varibles 
a. Site 
The sites were effect coded, using Spokane as the omitted category and seven 

effect coded nominal variables. 

b. OffenseHistory 

There were three characterizations of each client's prior record: 

1. the log transformed number of recorded prior offenses; 

2. the number of prior status offenses, similarly transfQ~ed; 

3. status offense purity, dununy coded by scoring 0 if there was no 

prior record or if the prior record included non-status offenses, 
:-;: 

and scored 1 if the prior record consisted of status offenses only. 

c. Instant0ffense 

Instant status offenses were specifically defined 3Jld"';ere classified in 
8 p 

several ways: 

Pre-program and program youth were coded for six possible types of 

instant offense. For program clients, the instant offense is de

fined as a status offense that resulted in a referral to the 

program. For pre-p~ogram youth, the instant offense is a status 

offense that occurred within the monthly time frame specified for 

the pre-p~ogram year that resulted in a police or court record. 

8. Of 6,962 cases in the two cohorts, only 17 had missing data on instant 
offens@s. These have been omitted from the analyses. , 

I,":,'H; "",,.,-... ,-~, .. ':t""""""'-";';>."""':""-"!,>"'~'>"'~""'<' ." .... -,--...'" ... ¥',-'--'~ ... ""'.' ,", 

/' .' 

421 

,'.' ,. 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I r 
! 
I 

t 
~ 
l~ t, 

t\ 
\ 

, 



2. 

fl,; 

r. : 

-11-

As already noted, the six offense types were runaway, ungovernable, 

truant, curfew "violation, minor in possession of alcohol, and 

other. In a large number of cases roul tiple instant status offenses 

were recorded, indicating the likelihood that the defiant and re

bellious behavior represented by this type of infraction could fre

quently be expressed simultaneously in a number of 'Ways. A youth 

could run away from home because of his ungovemabili ty, in turn 

leading to such other status offenses as curfew violation and 

others. Where multiple charges or "allegations" exist, which or 

how many of these the police or court might sipgle out for :l'~cord

ing as a basis for action was deemed likely to be in large part 

arbi trary. The decision was therefore made to collapse roul tiple 
/,") 

instant status offenses on some reasonable basis to oi:ily one of 

those recorded. This was done by imposing the asstIIhption that ~e 
. , . . 

six status offenses can be differentiated in tenns 0:1\ the degree 

to which each suggests a loss of parent/guardian co~trol over the 

youth's behavior. On this basis a hierarchy of "seriousness" was 

com; tructed in the order of runaway, ungovernable, truant, curfew, 

possession of alcohol, and other. In all cases of multiple 

instant status offenses, the single most "serious" was coded. 

Six dtmDIIY variables were used for the status offense categories, 

except in sites where some categories r~~ined unfilled. In the 

mul tiple regression analysis for the aggr(~gate eight site six

month subsequent offense follow-up, only three qr"fewer were used, 

since runaway, ungovernable, and truant were individually signif

icant. In this analysis, clients who were curf~?~iolators, mL,ors 
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in possession of alcohol, or "other" fell into the residual 

category for the ~egression. The dummies are thus exclusive: a 

client was coded 1 on only one instant status offense. 

Separately from the specific instant· status offense to which mul

tiple instants were collapsed, infonnation was retained to dis

tinguish those with a single instant offense from those with 

multiple instant status offenses. The fonner were dummy coded 

0, the latter 1. 

d. Demographic Characteristics 

Five dummy coded vari~bles were employed to describe the personal status of 
8 

clients. 

e. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

gender, scored 1 if female, 0 male; 

ethnici ty, scored 1 for Anglo, 0 for any other; 

age, scored as an. interval variable in years at the time of the 

referral or instant offense. The range is from seven to eighteen. 

d. customary residence,. describing whether it was with the nuclear 
10 

family, scored 1; non-nuclear scored O. 

Time Variables 

In order to control for any interaction effects associated with date of pro

gram referral and date of instant offet~e of pre-program cases, or associated 

with date of the initiation of data collection (researchers, too, show activ

ity trends over time), variables were inclUded to equate the cohorts and 

9. Missing data caused deletion of some cases ,as fol,lows: gender, 7; ethnici ty , 
17; age, 22; customary household and current residence (combined), 410. 

10. The validity of T-tests of customary residence as a determinant o:f subse
quent offenses with use of the' eight site aggregate data is undenninoo by 
missing data from the Alameda County site, where there were substant~al dif
ferences in Ns for these and for other' variables~: 
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investigate possible time confounding. Also, seasonal effects were effect 

coded for entry into the equations since a preliminary regression had in

dicated lowe~ recidivism rates for summer referrals. 

Comparability 

The variables above were to be used in ~egression equations in the pro

gram/pre-program comparisons of recidivism. Obviously, it is useful to com

pare the two cohorts on the relevant variables first to ascertain their over

all comparability. The number of cases available for these analyses is quite 

substantial, although reduced somewhat by data problems. Of a total of 

7,109 cases combined, 147 were "crossovers,t' appearing in both cohorts. 

Eliminating these from the program cohort yielded 3,017 pre-program and 

3,945 program cases. In preparation for the regression analysis, missing 

data cases were also deleted, yielding final cohorts of 2,959 (pre-program) 

and 3,714 (program) for a total of 6,673. This refers to the munbers avail

able for the six month recidivism analysis. The twelve month analysis, 

pr,imarily due to the loss of Connecticut and Clark County, was based on a 

somewhat smaller munber of cases. 

Table 1 presents, for each site separately and for all sites combined, 

the means or proportions (as appropriate) for each of the comparison var

iables in the pre-program and program cohorts. Also indicated are two-tailed 

probability levels based upon t-tests using pooled or separate variance as 

necessary. 

Looking first at the last column of Table 1, it can be seen that the 

two cohorts differed significantly on the majority of the comparison variables. 
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TABLE 1 

COMPARISONS ON INPUT VARIABLES BETWEEN PRE-PROGRAM AND PROGRAM COHORTS: SIX MONTH COHORTS 

V • bl arla e p. .lma Al d C arne a onn. D 1 e aware ILL . S C 1· . aro lna Cl k ar S k iPO ane N t· a lona 1 
Mean prior Pre-Prog: 1.09" .88 .76 .95 2.12 ~31 .09 .90 .96 
offense Prog: .68 .87 .54 .78 1.42 .14 .34 .4.4 .75 
score*, *** t: 6.64 .24 1.97 2.68 10.03 4.32 -5.29 5.28 7.65 

p: <.01 ns <.05 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 < .01 

Mean prior Pre-Prog: .47 .31 .43 .30 1.36 , .08 .04 .53 .46 
status offense Prog: .24 .33 .32 .27 .94 .04 .15 .18 .36 
score* t: 5.43 - .31 1.91 .88 7.05 1.64 -3.38 5.22 5.05 

p: <.01 ns <.10 ns <.01 .10 <.01 < .01 <.01 

'~., P.roportion pure Pre-Prog:; .• 10 .09 .22 .. 07 .. 25 .03 ~04 .17 .11 
prior status Prog: .. 07 .07 .12 .09 •. 29 .03 .12 .0.7 .12 
offenders t: 1.99 .87 2.36 -1.35 -1.44 .22 .. 2.92 3.15 - .84 

p: <.05 ns <.05 ·ns ., . -ns· ns < .01 < .01 ns 
. . . ~ . • .. • ~ .. , - # " • • . . . , . . " 

Proportion Pre-Prog. .16 .04 ' .01 .05 .07 .01 .00 .06 .06 
mixed instant Prog. .03 .05 .03 .02 .02 .01 .00 .05 .03 
offenses t. 7.26 -l.06 -1.45 2.90 3.66 - .56 .18 5.75 

p. <.01 ns ns <.01 <.01 . ns ns ns <.01 

. , Proportion Pre-Prog: .• 34 S2 .69 .43 .54, .51 .59 .59 .49 D 

females Prog: .43 .43' .1:1 .47 .63 .Sl .57 .66 ·53 
t: -3.31 2.51 .42 -1.45 -3.17 -.14 .43 -1.79 --3.33 
p: <.01 <.05 ns ns <.01 ns ns <: .10 < .01 ;. 

\ 

/' It Proportion Pre-Prog: .66 .64 .72 .68 .35 .62 1.00 .92 .65 
White Prog: .60 .67 .70 .76 .35 • j'6 .97 .94 .67 

i'f ; 

t: 2.12 -1.00 : .29 -3.04 -.13 -4.55 2.60 -.74 -1.49 
P: <.05 ns . ns <.01 ns <.01 < .01 ns ns 
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Table 1 (cont'd) 
COMPARISONS ON INPUT VARIABLES BETWEEN PRE-PROGRAM AND PROGRAM COHORTS: SIX MONTH COHORTS 

V • bl ana e P' lma Al ameda C onn. D 1 e aware ILL . S C l' . aro lna . Clark S k .po ane N t' a lona 1 

Pre-Prog: 14.33 15.16 14.08 15.17 14.51 13.85 14.60 14.65 14.59 
Mean Age Prog: 14.70 14.74 14.06 15.07 " 14.50 13.98 14.50 14.72 14.62 

t: -4.13 3.46 .12 1..13 .08 -1.05 .62 -.50 -.96 
p: <.01 <.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

Proportion Pre-Prog: .38 .31 .25 .43 .30 .37 .52 .35 .37 
nuclear Prog: .48 .34 .37 .47 - .31 .32 .40 .32 .39 
customary t: -3'.50 - .42 -2.19 -1.39 .37 1.63 2.34 .69 -1.89 
household p: <.01 ns <.05 ns ns ns <.05 ns <.10 

Proportion Pre-Prog: .12 .16 .22 .18 .12 .10 . 14 .37 .16 
reconstituted Prog: .16 .18 .23 .15 .17 .18 .22 .29 .19 
customary t: -1.80 - .38 - .27 1.33 -2.90 -3.59 -2.15 2.72 -3.59 
household p: <.10 ns ns ns <.01 <.01 <.05 <.01 < .01 

Proportion Pre-Prog: .50 .47 .46 .61 .42 .47 .66 .72 .52 
intact Prog: .63 .52 .60 .62 .49 .50 .62 .61 .58 
customary - t: -4.80 - .68 -2.25 - .41 -2.35 . ~ .. 93 .69 2.54 -4.47 
household** p: <.01 ns <.05 ns <.05 ns ns <.05 <.01 

.~., . 
:r" -
N: Pre-Prog: '506 440 167 557 437 452 228 172 2,959 

Prog: 766 302- 145 723 734 393 173 478 3,714 
- -

* Logarithmic functions 
** Intqct household is a sumnary measure meaning either nuclear or reconstituted. 

*** Mean prior offense scores (untra~sfonne~) were, for pre-prQgram cQhort; pi'ma, 2,07; Alameda~ 1~46~ Conn.~ 1.30; 
Del., 1.92; 111.,4.72; S: ~arollna, .5l; Spokane~ 1.52; Vancouver, .09. Nati'onal, 1.88. For the program 
cohort the scores were: Plma, 1.09; Alameda, 1.53; Conn., .99; Delaware p 1.41; rlltnois~ 2.79; S, CarQ1tna~ ,16$ 
Vancouver, .39; Spokane, .62; National, 1.33. 
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The size of these differences is not very'substantial, however, except in 

t.'1.ecase of prior offenses. Since prior. record has unifonnly appeared as 

a major predictor of recidivism--often as the major predictor--this dif

ference is of major importance. Thus the absence of control groups is 

costly, and the current analysis must attempt to control on prior record 

(as well as the other differentiating variables) whil.e undertaking compar

isons of recidivism rates. But after-the-fact statistical controls do not 

equate with random assignment controls. 

For those less accustomed to interpreting data suCt.1. as those displayed 

in Table 1, we can offer the followi,ng wi ~ respect to the differences at 

the national level. The pro~r~ groups had significantly fewer prior of

fens,es, including fewer status offenses, and they did not have de~inquent 

" 'charges included in the instant offense. Thus, in tenns of o;ffense history, 

they constituted a less serious group of offendeits confinning earlier 

comnents about "net,¢dening" in the DSO program., 
~ ~ ;. II 

Program clients laid not differ significa.ntly:;~pn age or ethnici ty, but 
.:.~.;"' • .:..::.¥ • .c:':/ 

were more likely to be female. Wi th respect to houseilold composition, they 

were significantly more likely to come from intact parental situations, homes 

with two parents whether natural or step. This, again, suggests a client 

selection process favoring less serious cases thail. those in the pre-program 

cohort, although the difference is :not a lB;rge one. 

The expectation from these indications of a less ser~rous program clien-
1\ 

tele are clear; less serious cases, other things being eq~~l, should yield 
II 

lower recidivism rates. Thus, in our comparative analYSi~:,'if the p:r,ogram/ 
i: '::,-::' 

pre-program comparison yields lower recidivism rates for t~e program group, 
II 

,_I we will be hard put to credit this to the' p~ogram, even wi,th the inclusion 
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of the cl'mtrol variables in the regression equation. If the analysis 
;;. 

yields differences in rates'whichare either equivocal or unfavorable toward 

the progran~ group, then the implication will be that the program may have 

contrib~lted\ to a higher level of recidivism than probably would have occurred 
, 11 

without the ;program. 

Since tl!~e analysis will look at the results in each site, it is appro

priate to look down each column in Table 1 to observe the intersite differ

ences both ~I the levels of the scores and in the program/pre-program dif-

" ferences. For instance, the Alameda comparison reveals almost no difference 

. between the two' cohorts; Alameda might thus stand as a critical case for the 
12' 

recidivism analysis. By way of contrast, Pima County differs on virtually 

all the complarisons; recidivism comparisons in that site must be viewed with 
'I 

the greatest;idegree of skepticism. 

Clq.xk Cotu;lty is somewhat different from the others in that it shows major 

reverscfls illi direction; it has more prior off~nses and more non-intact fam

ily'situations among its program clients. On the other hand, the pre-pro

gram group '.was such a non-serious group to begin with that no other result 

might have been possible. 

In tenns of the general seriousness of the cases selected in each site, 
;.:~ 

other ,contrasts also emerge. For:i..nstance, Illinois clearly involved the 

11. This judgment is, of course, qualified by the fact that the control group 
(offense matched pre-program sample) was not generated by a random assign-
ment design. 

12 An unfortunate mix-up in research procedures in Alameda County forced 
the local evaluator there to reconstitute the evaluation sample. The recon
sti tut~~ sample was derived by an ex post facto matching procedure which 
prestun:~bly is the basis for the absence' 'of differences" between the two 
Alamedia cohorts. 
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most serious prior offense patterns. One nrust ~onder, especially in the 
13 

case of South Carolina with .16 mean score for prior offenses, whether the 

"D" in Dsa had any real meaning at all. 
(\ 

RECIDIVISM 

Six month recidivism: The procedure for establishing the natui'.e of 

recidivism rate differences between the two cohorts was to enter jrn a re-" 

gression equation each of the variables listed earli~r in this chap!er. 

These variables fell under the categories of site, offense history, instant 

offense, demographic characteristics, time variables,' and recidivism mea

,sures. With all these variables included, and with the inclusion of the 
~ ~ 

si te by pro~ram interactions, a highly significant rnul t~?le r of . ~9 is 

achieved, explaining 16 percent of the total variance in recidivism. The 

largest si~le contribution, as might be expected, is the number of prior"",,,,,,,,,, 

offenses. 

If one reviews the overall :r:egression equation without seeking inter

si te variation, it appears that program participation, had no significant 
14 

effect. That is, six month recidivism rates did not differ betWeen pre-

program and program cohorts once the comparison variables ~ere "controlled 

stati~tically. At this most gross level of analysis, DSO failed to reduce 

rates of recidivism in compari~on with expectations derived from the pre

program group. However, this statement fails to be sensitive to, the inter

site variatiQ~ .. in.p':Z;9g:r~ wJP...~ are of course very substantial. Thus the 
.J 

regression was re-run wi th s~te by program interactions included. These 

interaction telillS, which, b?ost the overallrnul tiple r only slightly, to 

13. This is tJIe actual, untr'ansfonned score. 

14. Tables are available on request. 
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.40, are included to capture infonnation on differences beo{een sites in 

the effects of program participation. 

The result of this new analysis is to produce a significant and neg

ative F value for the site by program interaction, significant beyond the 

.. 001 level of probability. Overall,the analysis shows a moderately 

delete~ious impact--higher recidivism rates at six months--attri~utab~~ 

program participation. The except~\on to this conclusion is Pima County 

w~ch sbows a significant positive effect (Beta coefficient -.09, F=39.03). 

The other sites show no significant departure from the overall negative 

main effect. 
15 

Whatever qualifications may be put On these findings, they raise ser-

ious questions regarding program impact on the recidivism of its clients. 

Ev~n though the differences we have found are not large, they move in a 

direction opposite to an expected program effect of reduced recidivism, 
. 0 

except in the single cas~ of Pima County. Pima County, it will be recalled, 

stood out in our analysis of comparison variables as the most "suspect" of 

all because its pre-p~ogram cohort 'differ~ so markedly from its program 

cohort. Further, these findings of deleterious impact stand in face of the 
.11 

expectation, in view of the non-serious nature of the overall program cohort, 

that recidivism should be less in this cohort even without the introduction 

of the DSa program. 

However, before ·allowing this conclusion to stand as final, we will 

test complications that might have arisen from two sources, the ~ low 

-----..... ;,~-

15. An iraportant caution to be obse~ed in iI?-terpreting this find~ng i: that 
to tJi.e extent the pr<:)gram succeeded l.n reducmg th~ use of detentl.0I?-, l.ts 
clients were likely to have enjoyed more "street ~l.ffie" than ~as c;vc;tl.lable 
to the pre-program group, with increased opportunity to COI11lIll. t delmquent 
acts. The program may thus have reduced the incapacitation effect of 
detention on program clients. 

" '/'., .... "'n"~' ~r;'",,~I~'~' --"r-.~'--:-"'H";';~·r..,;·:~.-"t'··~,:::,:~~.-::-.:':-":::;:"~.7.~~:1;';'._,.,..." ,..~" __ .......... ,, .... ~._~_ 
._- ~ I 

.' .7 '" '::':"~ ___ ~ __ .:......_~ __ -':" ______ -"':"";;'-""""' __ '-'--__ ~~_---'--___ "' ___ ' ~~---'~' .~ ... ~. ~,-,-
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prior offense mean and variance in Clark Cotmty and the aforementioned pre

program problem in Pima Cotmty. 

The problem with the Cla~ County clata, and less so with South Carolina 

as well, is that the necessarily 1,)\\[ variance in the offense data might 

have attenuated the overall national effect. Therefore the entire re

gression analysis was repeated usin~r Sf~ven rather than eig~~ sites with 

Clark Courity excluded. -The results were almost-identical to the'earlier 

findings except for the emergence of instant offense truancy as a pre

dictor of recidivism and a very slight reduction of variance explained 

from .16 to .15. , " 
". 

'-~ + 

b· 1 d so··me elabo·ration.It was noted earlier The Pima. C01.m.ty -pro em nee· s 

, that the program gt:oup in Pima: ;~punty wa,s mo~e divergent from the yre-

than 
as the casein any other site. The selection of th~ / 

program group w, 

period of the pre-program cohort might have been the reason for this. As 

noted earlier,there were in fact ~ such periods and two cohorts se

lected in Pima County. The year innnediately prior .to the program was 

selected, as it was in all other sites, iIi. order to reduce extraneous in-

". H th main ingredient of the 
terve~g factors related to time. owever,. e 

Pima County pr?gram was the Mobile Diverstio~ Unit (see Chapter IV). As in 

most other sites selected for the DSO progr~, Pima County was already 

moving in the direction of status offender deinstitutionalization. Spec

ifically, the Mobile Diversion Unit was in place and functioning during 

't:he year immediately preceding the program. 

Because of this program continuity, it was felt advisable to select 

a second pre-program cohort, representing a period two years prior to the 

t fun t · ning It was in fact 
program when Mobile Diversion was not ye c 10 • 

this i'pre-preprogramll cohort which was reflected in Table 1 and in the 

regression analyses reported above. 

, .. 
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The use of this cohort was not, incorrect; it was merely:, a choice 

between two non ... satis£a~torY alternatives, between a group m~hre distant 
, ' 

in time but (,"program-pure" and a group more close in time but, "contaminated" 

by possible anticipatoTy p~ogram effects. Perhaps the maj or . ~rob1em with 

having employed the" more distant timy1'eriod is that Pima Coun~:y was the 
j;'- '. " .. 

only on~ of the eight sites wi.th s~lCh a pre'::'programperiod. Thus it could 
.' // 

be that this site's production of/a beneficial program, as contrasted with 
16 

the other seven, is an artifact of period. selection. Thel case can be made 

that the immediately precedi.ng year--with Mobile Diversioll--is the appro-
'c • '_ 

priate ye.~~.r because it was in existence without the federal DSO carrot; 

i.e., the DSO program was merely a veneer over an already functioning 

structure •. 

With these thoughts in mind, we undertook a ~egression analysis of the 

Pima County program and immediate pre-program group. The result, employ

ing the same control variables as before, was that there was !!2. significant 

difference in recidivism between the two cohorts. Th.e use of the same time 

period in Pima County as was us~d' in other sites had the effect of washing 

away the one case of beneficial impact. DSO seems not to have added any 

impact of value on recidivism over and above ,\That was apparently already 

taking place in the absence of'DSO. 

16·. However, this one case of beneficial effect based on the use of an 
earlier pre-program group ~uggests that the use of a pre-program group 
drawn from the year prior to program start may have obscured a similar 
effect at other sites. If so, the effect would be attributable to the 
general movement to'deinstitutionalize sta~ offenders rather than to 
the program itself. In varying degrees most sites had also been reducing 
the use of detention in delinquent as well as status offender cases. It 
is possible that the positive effect seen in Pima County would have been 
reprodus~d at otiler sites ·if the pre-program comparison groups there had 
also'·be~p drawn' from an earlier period. 

1/ 
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Twelve month recidivism: The advantages of assessing recidivism over 

a longer time period are several. Any delayed program effects, either 

positive or negative, have a greater opportunity to app'.'llr. Program effects 

which take' ,place toward the end of the treatment period or which are cum

ulative in effect have B: greater opportunity to appear. Independent reac

tions, positive and negative, to initial recidivism offenses can be demon

strated more clearly. Delayed effects, dependent upon interactions with 

maturation or community changes likewise have more opportunity to become 

evident. Finally, from a statistical viewpoint, more time means more 

offenses committed and greater variance within which to discern differen

tial impact. 

However, the character of the DSO program has damaged the l2-month 

analysis to an unfortunate extent. Two sites, Connecticut and Clark CO'lmty 

had foreshortened data collection periods. In the case of Connecticut, 

this was due to a very considerable delay in program start-up. (See 

Chapter X). In Clark County the shorter follow-up period resulted from the 

failure of an initial effort to obtain a comparison group by the random 

assigmnent of clients to the program and to nomal court processing. An 

attempt was then made to substitute a pre-program comparison group for the 

now unusable control group. However, the effort was undertaken too close 

to the end of funded activity to permit more than a six-month follow-up. 

Thus the 12-month recidivism analysis has been carried out on the data 

from the remaining six sites. 

In this analysis, we are dealing with far smaller numbers in each of 

the six sites because the period between program completion and the last 

date on which da.ta could be collected was variably less than twelve months. 
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V • bl ar1a e 
Mean 
prior offense 

~~\ score*, *** 

Mean 
prior status 
offense 
score* 

---- _.------- ---.-.... -... - -. -. ~---~------

TABLE 2 

COMPARISONS ON INPUT VARIABLES BETWEEN PRE-PROGRAM AND PROGRAM COHORTS; 
TWELVE-MONTH COHORTS 

P' lma Al d . arne a Dl e aware Ill' 1n01S S C l' . aro lna 
Pre-Prog: 1.10 .87 .88 2.09 .34 
Prog: .61 .93 :7'9 1.54 .13 
t: 5.53 - .57 .96 5.34 4.03 
p: <.01 ns ns <.01 <'.01 

Pre-Prog: .54 .35 .33 1.41 .07 
Prog: .20 .36 .35 1.00 .04 
t: 5.52 - .19 - .37- 4.65 1.20 
p: <.01 ns ns <.01 ns 

Proportion pure Pr.e-Prog: . 15 .11 .07 .27 .04 
prior status Prog: .06 .09 .12 .32 .02 
offenders t: , . 3.14 .90 -1~78 -1 ~ 18 .95 

p: <.01 ns <.10 ns ns 
i , 

Proportion Pre-Prog: .16 .04 .04 .07 .00 
mixed instant Prog: .03 .05 .02 .02 .02 
offenses t: 4.74 - .36 1.16 2.77 -].26 

p: <.01 ns ns <.01 ns 

Proportion Pre-Prog: .39 .54- .43 .59 .51 
females Prog: .42 .37 .50 .59 .48 

t: -.64 ·3.40 -1.61 .07 .72 
p: ns <.01 ns ns ns 

" I) 

I . 
I , 

S k ,po ane 
.90 
.46 

4.78 
<.01 

,:/' 

.53 

.18 
5.01 
<.01 

.17 

.06 
3.43 
<.01 

.06 

.05 

.35 
ns 

.59 

.66 
-1.41 

ns 

N • 1 atlona 
1.00 

.76 
6.04 
< .01 

.51 

.37 
5.06 
<.01 

.13 

.12 

.88 
ns 

.06 

.03 
3.48 
< .01 

.51 

.51 

.22 
ns 
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TABLE 2 (cont'd) 
:~i~~?' ,',: 

COMPARISONS ON INPUT VARIABLES BETWEEN PRE-PROGRAM ANDI"'PROGRAM COHORTS; 

V . b1 arla e .' 

Proportion Pre-Prog: 
White Prog: 

t: 
p: 

'. 

Mean Age Pre-Prog: 
Prog: 
t: 
p: 

() 

') 

PrQPortion Pre-Prog: 
nuclear Prog: 
customary t: 
household p: 

Proportion Pre-Prog: 
reconstituted Prog: 
customary t: 
household p: 

. 
Proportion Pre-Prog: 
intact Prog: 
customary t: 
household p: 

N: Pre-Prog: 
Prog: 

:TWELVE-MONTH COHORTS 

P' lma 

.57 

.55 

.49 
ns 

14.10 
14.67 
-4.32 
< .01 

.32 

.44 
-1.30 

ns 

. 12 

.16 
-1.18 

ns 

.44 

.60 
-3.90 
<.01 

214 
449 

" ,~ 
,<,~, 

A1 d ih 1 arne a c.'c, 'ue awa re 

.65 

.63 

.31 
ns 

15.11 
14.74 

< 

-

-

2.16 
.05 

.31 

.41** 

.99 
ns:. 

.16** 

.14 

.32 
ns 

.47** 

.55 

.68 
ns 

2,83 
152 

" .67 
.74 

-1.59 
ns 

15.33 
15.07 

-

1.83 
<.10 

.44 
A6 
.44 
ns 

.18 

.12 
1.69 
<.10 

.61 

.58 

.78 
ns 

261 
252 

,{~ 
~>\ 

III . ln01S 

.,34 
.33 
.34 
ns 

" 14.49 
14.44 

.34 
ns 

.29 

.30 
- .08 

ns 

.08 

.18 
-3.~~ 
<.01 

.37 

.47 
-2.32 
<.05 

228 
320 

* Logarithmic functions , 
** Alameda pre-program group had 130 catSeswith missing f'ami1y data • 

, " 

S C 1" aro lna . 
0 

.64, 

.78 
-3.32 
< .01 

13.99 
13.95 

.22 
ns 

" 

.37 

.31 
1.42 

ns 

.09 

.18 
-2.64 

-

<.01 

.47 

.49 

.47 
ns 

286 
193 

, 

, .. ; 

cO 

S k iPO ane 

.92 

.93 
- .24 . 

ns 

14.65 
14.70 
- .34 

ns 
'/J 

.~> 
,~35,,:,.:,,! 

.33 ' 

.44 
ns 

.37 

.30 
1.61 

os 

l!.72 
.63 

2.04 
<.05 

172 
316 

Nt' 1 a lona 

,.62 
: .64 

-L01 
ns 

14.62 
14.61 

.14 
ns 

.35 

.38 
-1.52 

ns 

. 16 

.19 
-2.15 
<.05 

.50 

.56 
-3.09 
< .01 

1,444 
1,682 

U1 *** Mean prior offense scores (untran$formed) were for pre-program cohort: Pima 2.08; Alameda,'l.40; 
Delaware, 1.60; Illinois, 4.70; S.i·Carolina, .51; Spokane, 1.52; Natiol1a1, i.89. For the program coh()rt, 
the scores were; Pima, .93,A1ameda~ 1.63; Delaware, 1.37; 111.,3.22; S.Caro1ina, .15; Spokane, .69; 

c-,..-.--_.--_ ...... - ·,·_~~:ti:pn.al. J .36. 

j. 
,I 

\\ 
') 

,~)., )', 

I, 
• ,1 

I , 

l' ~ 

·tIl! I I 

, 
I 

, . 

, 

,-' ~. 

\ 

, 

" 



'i 

-25-

Thus many clients simply didn't have sufficient time "at risk" to be in~· 

cluded here. The new numbers are shown at the bottom of r:able2, which 

is the l2-month counterpart to Table 1 comparing the two cohorts on input 

variables. 

Not much need be said about the data displayed in Table 2. The 

general pattern is similar, as would be expected, to that of Table 1 . 

which was based on the larger full six-lllonth cohort~~ Row differences re-:

main substantially the same except that the finding of significantly 

more females in the program cohort does not hold true for the 12-

month comparison. /:j 

Reading down the columns, it appears that Pima County remains the 
" 

si t~ with the greatest number of differences, but the effect is smaller 

n~i • Alamed~ remains a case of few differences, but it is _ now Delaware 
;; 

which has the fewest. Overall, there has been a reduction of 29 percent, 

fi'OIIl Table.:1 to Table 2; ,in the number of differences reaching the .05 

level of significance. This general trend toward reduction of differences, 

while not very pronounced,. should reduce slightly the difficulty in un

covering "true" recidivism differences between the two cohorts. 

Since the reader is familiar with the pattern of the six-month re

gression. anq.lysis, we can report the results of the l2-month regression 

more briefly. The variables employed in the equation account for a slight-
a 

ly greater amount of the total variance .. With a multiple r of .46, an r 

square of .21 is obtained. This is an additional ~05 over the variance 

explained in the six-month analysis. Once again, the equation without 

the site by program interactions reveals no ~ignificant program impact. 

However, the site by program interactions are highly significant (F=lO.18, 
\' 

P<. 01), sllggesti,ng that the program, in the light of an apparently heavy 

';",1 

. ',. ~" " ....... 

-~~-~ ---.~-~------------
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1/ 

inflow of relatively minor offenders, may have increased client recidi

vism. As was the case earlier, Pima County emerges with a statistically 

significant counter trend (beneficial) basedupon the pre-preprogram co

hort. If the pre-progv4t cohort~e:)qJosed to Mobile Diversion were employed, 
if'., • . 

this program effect would presum~bly be substantially reduced. Unfortunately, 

tllese 12-month dat~ were not collected in Pima County and this cannot 

be clearly demonstrated. 

Overall, then, the l2-month recidivism: analysis confinns the six

month analysis. On the criterion of re-arrest, the DSO program does not 
1/ " 

emerge as a success. It has apparently contributed to a somewhat higher 

rate of recidivismam~ng a cohort of youngsters, many but certainly not 

all of whom were probably not appropriate clients for a deinstitution-
, < 

alization program. Whether such a result would have- occurred in sites 

which had not yet instituted significant movement toward deinstitution-

alization is an unanswerable question: we are reluctant to generalize 

from the one pattern to the other. 

SITE BY SITE C(}.t1ENT 

All of the preced~ng material constitutes one part of the "national" 

, analysis. But in trLl'ti:J.:~ there has been debate since the very first day 

of research plann~ng for thc,DSO program over whether or not a "national" 

analysis was appropriate or even possible. This debate, involving the 

national evaluation staff, the local evaluators, the NIJJDP staff, and 

the ad.visory coouni ttee to the national staff, has consisted of a friendly 

yet intense discussion concerning the process of aggregating data over 

eight rather disparate sites. 

I 

1~37 , 
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The basic question in these discussions has been the feasibility of 

disentangling the contextual effects of site, as.a categorical variable, 

from the effects of client characteristics and the effects 0tprogram and 

service variables. Further, even if one could disentangle these effects 

might there not be additional unmeaSured characteristics associated with 

site, as a variable, which would COnfOllIld any aggregated analysis? 

No final resolution to the question achieved COnsertSUS; . indeed the, 

debate mirrored what are currently unresolved positions in evaluation, 

research generally. Our approach in this report has be~n to "surround" 
. 

the question with several analytic approaches, accepting the premise 

that what we have are .not eight replications of a DSO program, but eight 

variations . Further, we explicitly accept the probabili tyof contextual 

and selective biases associated with. the site variable. That is, we 

acknowledge that different sites will reflect differences in client se

lection and processing, differences in p~ogram deVelopment and style, 

and differences in specific services offered. 

This premise, and tile acknowledgement of such differences, is im

plicit in the preceding chapters and in the earlier pages of this chapter. 

We have attempted, both descriptively and analytically, to provide both a 

national overview and a sensitization to differences associated with the 
,~. ''I. 

eight sites. The addi tionalreports by Robert Ca.rter, Frank HelIum and 

f\ .. Jon Miller also mirror the concern for site differences and give less I.: 

Ilttention to the need for cross-site aggregation. Finally ,the two modes 

of analysis following this chapter help to triangulate on this issue of 

the leVel of analysis. 

By way of prelude to these 
<r 

to the preceding ~ggregat~-level 

" i 
forthcOIIl\ing analyses and as a cgrnplement 

:1 

analys~js, we present below some thumb-

• 

, . 
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('nail sketches of the six-an9. twelve-month analyses within each of the 

eight sites. 

The aim of the intra-site analyses was to replicate as closely as 

possible the structure of the regression reported above on the aggregated 

data. However, certain site idiosyncrasies made this impracticable. 

Th.ere were, in different c<i'llbinations, empty or neidr-empty categories of 

iIl~tant status offense, yearly quarter of referral, and etlmicity. This 

meant that in different sites, the possible combinations of dunnrry or ef-

fect coded dichotomo~ variables would vary and that, for the instant 

status offense variables, the "ami tted category" :Lnplied by the intrasi te 

regressions would vary as': well. There are six tables of data surranarizing 

the missing and collapsed data categories by site: these are not included 
,'I 

here in the belief that most readers will not be concerned with this' level 

of detail. They are, however, available on reques t from the national eval

uation staff. 

Pima County 

Using the pre-preprogram cohort, we find that overall program impact 

is positive and statistically significant at six months, as noted earlier. 

Instant offenses of runaway and ungovernability are significantly related 
.\ . 

to increased recidivism while nuclear custOmary household is significantly 

related to reduced reCidivism. As we are accustomed to finding, m.mmer of 

prior offenses is the single best predictor of recidivism. 

At twelve monthS" the proportion of variance explained almost doubles ~ 

f:tom .14 at six months to . 24. This and other increased coefficients are 

probably <-tue, at least in part, to the greater variation available in 
~ 

twelve month recidivism scores. For instance, at twelve months, both 

L~39 
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mixed instant offense and gender now have significant F values. The pro

gram effect remains significantly positive at .twelv~ months. 

However, when the pre-program cohort is used, the one more analogous 

to the seven other pre-program cohorts but ,with an ongoing mobile divers!i~on 

uni.t,the picture is quite different. ;:,At six mo~ths, there is no program 

effect w~atsoever, and only pr.-ior record and instant offense of runaway 

are significantly related to recidivism. As noted earlier (p. 7), 'no 

twelve month data were collected Qn this pre~prog~am cohort. 

Alameda County 

The proportion of total variance explained.is .14 at six months and 

.16 at twelve months. In both analyses, pTogram effect appears deleter

ious, but i~ is not statistically significapt. Prio~ record predict~ to 

h~c:rease~"f~cidivism in, qoth analyses. Ungoverrui~i~j~ does so in the 

six m~ni:h analysis, but fails' to reach significan~~ at twelve mon~,~. The 
\\ 

sam"'e i.s true of a pUI:.e status offense prior record. Mixed instant offense" 

eme.~?e~J as a s"ignificant predictor at twelve ,months bllt\inot at six. Re-
i/ 

m~er~ our earlier sugg~sti(jh that the Alameda program/pre-program 
" 0 j\ - ';'" 

comparis'Ons perhails best ~j;fied theaggregatect national picture, the 

small number of significant effects and their inconsistencY over time in 
0) , ' " 

~s' s~te may ~~rve as a bellweth~~ of disappointing relationships between 

p~ogram i~uts and results. 
I' I) 

)) Connecticut 

The state of Connecticut proved adiff .. icult, S1' te ' and ~ . ' 10 many ways, 

necessaI)' cornprcm~~es may have worked against a satisfactory evaluation. 
, " ~ ,,"'~ 

o 

1.1, ~ 

Resistance to' the DSO program 'on the1?art .. of the court ,police, and service 

provider agencies was far greater here than elsewhere. The most'pr~perly 

D 

II ., ' 
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() 
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restrictive client definition emerged here (Le., the closest to the con

cept of a "detainable" client). Access to police records was generally 

not obtainabl~ by the local evaluator, and access to court records was 

only part~ally a\~ieved afbter much negotiation and bad feeling on all sides. 

Total variance explained was .12 at six months. There was no twelve 

month analysis. The program effect at six months was deleterious al

though not at a statistically significant level. Mixed instant offense . ' , 
gender, and age' predict to recidivism, as does runaway instant offense 

but', surprisingly, prior record does not. This latter may be a function 

of the record access problem noted above. 

Delaware 

Variance explained in this site was .13 at six months and .16 at 
Q 

twelve. ~e program effect was deleterious but non-significant at both 
, _ D. 

pomts' g£ time. At six months, several instant offenses ~d gender, along 

Wi th prior record,., are th~' significant p;redictors. At twelve months, in

stant ?ffenses generaliy fail to retain significance, while age and nu~ 

clear family are added to gelider and prior record as significant pre-
I\," , 

dictors. }hus personal or demographic chat~cteristics emerge as primary 

whil~ offense type and px:ogram involvement predict less effectively." This 

~e of fin~ing will emerge more generally in ana~yses to be reported in a 

(; subsequent chapter. At twelve months, (i:!: may be' recalled from the earlier 
"" "i_~ " 

aggregated analysis, Delaware emerged with Alameda as typical of the over-

all national picture. 

., ILlinois 

While "Illinois was spoken of as a state program, the evaluation took 

place only in Cook County (Chicago) and several downstate counties. Due 

to the inequality of po!,ulation densities, '''the finding~ most generally 

o 
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. C k C ty For instance, Illinois had the most 
reflect the situation 1n 00 oun . 

serious offendersin its program, to judge £rom their prior records, and 

the largest proportion of offenders from non-intact homes. In this sense, 

DSO might have had its most critical test in this site. On the other 

hand, the Illinois program was 'b~e narrowest i.n concell~ion and conse-

quently cannot provide a very comprehensive test. 

d
. 11 f . months increasing to .18 for 

Total variance explaine 1S. or S1X , 

twelve. The program effect is in the deleterioUS direction but not sig-

and thni . ty the si¢ficant 
nificant. Prior record, gender, age, - e C1 are ' 

predictors in both the six and twelve month cohorts· Instant offense 

type, Umi ted essentially to runaway and ung()1Ter!l3bili ty, was not related 

to recidivistR.
As 

in Delaware, demographiC characteristi~s are the predom-

inant predictors. (7 
._South Carolina II'" 

~'" simti1 Carolina bad the most non-serious program clientele of any of 

the sites. Most had no prior records and no 'jU\Tenile justice contact in 
',) , 

cOImection with the instant "offense" (the quotation marks, ar(e necessary; 

~e "offense" is a senrice worker's description, not an' official charge). 

One wouldworT'f in sucli a~isituation about the creation of a criminal re-

d
. ",~us' t1' £1' ed' "Client selection an, d stigmatization. ~ And indeed at 

cor . V1a un) , ' ~,~" , \\;.;:~"J) 

six months ,although not at. twelve, the detherious' program effect almost 

rea~es statistical significance at the .05 l~ve1. ~ ,,',',,:, 

With. the, least serious offenders and the youngest offenders of all 

sites, one might alsoexpec~ recidivistR to show more rarWkBml
ess 

and less 

responsiveness to'pattemed variable relationships." Again, the expectation 

is fulfilled; proportion variance explained, ~th our varial;>les is only .08 

at six months (rivaled,onlY by Clark County) and.n at twelve. In both the 
:";:1 

.-
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six and twelve month cohorts, only prior record (as usual) and mixed in

stant offense emerge as significant predictors of recidivism. Question 

mar be raised whethe,~"the South Carolina clientele was altogether appro

pi'iate for a deinstitf.l:tiOnaliZatiOn program. They were "swallowed up" 
.", • 1'1" 'i 

1.11 tile ~e,rvice 1:ra<:k f1\E a far larger Youth Service Bureau program, in 

which a variety of, YO~,;th problems, many not necessarily related to delin

quency, were served j:H the nso program. Thus it may be small wonder that 

South Carolina provides so little of value to our analysis. Yet its 

,/lear-significant deleterious program effect should stand as a warning 

against "treating" those r,~ot yet targetable as appropriate clients. 

Clark COlmty * 
() 

~ with Connecticut, we have only a six month analysis for this site. 

As with South Gj~rolina, we can explain Qnl,y eight percent of the variance, 

andHfoll()wing the South Carolina pattern we have a deleterious program 

effect, but ~ this case one which wi~ll s~~ceeds statistical si,~fica,nce. 

This may be due to the low variation in recidivism in the pre-program as 

compared to the program cohort, such that recidiVism effects could only 6e 

manifested in the program, group. This was t.he reason, earlier, for run-
. "\"', 

n1ng a seven-sit\( regression which, as! it turned out, yielded the same 

results as the full regression. 

Still, .the Clark COlmty I:esults show the same pattern as those for 

South Carolina, with exaggeration. Not only a:r~there ;no significant pre-

dictors other than " 1 ~,0> ~", "" ".: program mvo vement; even prior l~~cord fails to relate 

to recidivism. The lesson of .;these two sites 'WOUld s~'e' two-fold: 

(1) with inappropriate clientele (net2widening) the uSUal delinquency

related variables are" inoperative, and (2) the danger of creating recid

ivism may be significantly increased. 'nxere may be no greater criticism 

~, . 
*See footnote in conclusion of this Chapter. 
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:titan this for programs that aim to treat "pre-delinquents." Early inter

vention receives no support from the DSO evaluation. 

Spokane 

Here, total variance explai:p.ed was again low, being .11 in both time 
',' ;f' 

periods. Thy program effect, while in the beneficial direction, was very 

insignificant. At six months, the significant predictors were prior 

record, age, and time period variables. At twelve months, the same 

pattern emerges except that gender replaces age. Again, the intra-site 

analysis shows more randonmess than hints for successful programining. 

S{M.1~y .AND CONCLUSIONS 
;f'''-' 

Among the several ways in which the effect of the DSO program may be 

assessed, this chapter examines its impact on the offense behavlor of pro

gram clients. .Their offenses recorded in police and court records for 

6 and 12 months subsequent tcf;p~gram~' entry were compared to the recid-

ivism of a coho£t~ of officially ~~corded status offenders during the year 

preceding the start of .the program at each of the eight sites included ino 

the evaluation study. For reasons <'t:::yond the control of the study, the 

comparability of the two groups was reduced by larger proportions in the 
-~ . . . 

pre-pio~am cohort of individuals with prior cr:iminal and status offenses. 

Other differences between program and pre-program cohorts existed but they 

were insubstantial on 1f.fe average over the eight sites. The 'range ,of com

parability was defined by' the Alameda County program at one eictteme, in 
II :: . 

which there were virtually no differenc~s between th~ two co~orts, and the -, 
I, .~ 

J • • It 

Pima County, program in which the 'cohorts "differed subs~ti~lly in offense 
" " 

history as well as in ~ demographic and family variables. II 

To obtain pos,t-hoc statistical control in view of the approximate 
" ) '" . 

comparabili tyof the tWo.' groups, a 'multiple reg:ression nfocedure was 
II 

.1 , 

\..l 

" /~ 
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employed in data analysis. The following findings emerged: 

1) With the comparison variables controlled statistically, recidivism 

rates aggr~gated over the eight sites did not differ between the program 
." 

and the pre-program cohorts at six-month follow-up. 

,2) However, when site as a variable was taken into account, with the 

site-program inFeraction term included in the regression equation, the pro

gram cohort overall exhibited statistically significant higher recidivism 

.rates at six-month follow-up than diel the pre-program cohort. Clients in 

the Pima County program were the single exception: theIr recidivism rates 

were l~er, with the difference statistically significant. 

3) The 'exception to this finding, the Pima County program, may be 

accounted for by the fact that, in'contrast to other sites, the pre-program 

cohort was drawn from a period predating the general movement to deinstitu-
j 

:' .. ' 

tionalize status offenders. To a greater or lesser extent, in all other 
" 

sites s~tus offender deinstitutionalization was under way during the y:ear 
:,;., 

prior to program start-up. 

4) With minor exceptions, the twelve--month recidh~ism analysis yielded 

,v findings identical wi th those of the six-month analysis. 

5) Recidivism analysis of the data dis aggregated by site revealed that 

in only two si teswere the offense scores for the program clients loW6'!'" than 
, ~:.:;..::= 

for the pre-program cohorts: Pima County and Spokmie. In the former the 

difference, as already noted, . was statistically significant; in Spokane it 

was not. In the other six sites, offense scores for the program,clients 
. . U 

were higher than for the pre-program comparison groups, although in no case" 

did the difference reach 'statistic~l s,ignificance. 

I t should 'be at once apparent ~ t the findings from the aggregated 
"~~. ~,~ 

and the dis aggregated data differ' with respect to the level of statistical 
.. 0 \\C, 

\\ 
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significance att,ached to the higher recidivism scores of program clients . 
. 

In the latter case the difference falls short of an acceptable level of 

probability. However, the major trend is in a direction that suggests 

the procable validity of the finding b~ed on the aggregated data, namely, 

that program clients tended to be sligri'tly more recidivistic than their 

comparison cohorts. This is the more unexpected it1 view of the more sub

stantial offense histories of the comparison cohorts. 

The findings of the comparative recidivism analysis may be inter

preted in diverse ways. First, they provide some support for the view 

that furnishing a program of non-court services for minor juvenile of

fenders 7 ma.YJ.Y of whom might not have come to official attention, may have 

"ti:1.e effect of increasing their visibility and entangling them unnecessarily 

in the sanctioning machinery of juvenile justice. Offense rates may re

flect official action as much as they do actual offense behavior. Para

doxically' this is precisely the effect that a deinstitutionalization 

strategy seeks to avoid. 

Second, the strikingly deviant case of the Pima County program, where 
'-:"i:'~! 

the comparison group constitute1\more appropriat~iy a sample drawn from a 

pre-deinstitutional~zation era, suggests on the other hand that the avoid

ance of secure confinement of status offense cases does in fact reduce re-
, 

cidivism. However, this interpretation should be entertaineQ. with caution. 

The eligibility criteria for entry into th'eJ~ima County program were among 
~,~ 

, ~ 

1],. The reader may raise ,the q~estion why the comparison logroups \,j'~renot 
drawn at all sites ~rom a period more remote from the .. ,ini"dationipf ~e 
program. The, reason for this was the naive assumption of the eva,luat19,n 
re~~arch design that all deinsti tutionalization programs woul~ be funded 
in jurisdictions in wJP.ch the de~ention and instituti)()naliza~~on of status 
o£fenderswas still in' full flower. ,"" "'. 

)i 
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the most liberal of all, possibly exceeding those of the South Carolina 

program (see Chapter IV). 

Finally, in view of the diffiCulties encountered in obtaining entirely 

adequate data, and of the small and frequently non-significant differences 

in recidivism scores between thclr program and comparison groups in five of 

the e:ight programs, the findings may also be interpreted reasonably as 

indicating "no difference." In that case, the question of a beneficent 

effec.,t of the progranv may be reversed to challenge the preventive utility 

of sec1!~re confinement in status offender cases. Briefly, if status offenders 
,I 

who are not detained and institutionali,zed exhibit approx:imately the same 

rate of recidivism as those who are subjected to confinement, why lock them 

? Th ' up. e pre-program comparison group was not provided an expanded set of 

services, but their recidivism rates did not differ materially from those \\ 
• ' \'1 

of the iprogram clients who received such services. ,\, "-c
y

? 

H(Jwev~r, skepticism regarding the utility of non-court connnuni ty based 

services as a means of recidivism reduction may be unwarranted in the light 

of a related issue. In many chronic status offense cases, the offense be-
,', 

havior is likely to be symptomatic of a ,seriously impaired life situation, 

frequeni:l~~", beyond the read; of standard court services. It'remains possible 

that failure to provide ad~~tional,;t:l0n-court services would compound the 
,-:;~r.\) , -

massive neglect:o whichC1Ll'OniC st~tus offenders may have already been 

subject. ! 
\1 t 

if 
The diversity, of posf,Hble interpretations of the recidivism analysis 

cO !i ',' ' 
seems to for,eClose ,the li.nd'~f defJ.,'nit,ive recomm. e,ndation that eV~luation 

studies ~re expected tO/~rov1de. However, a balanced view suggests the 

following: Pending 7 development of interVention programs in status 

I 
t 
I '/ o i J 

,I 
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offense cases that are demonstrably more effective than those of the pre

vailing type, there is no gain in recidivism reduction associated either 
,,: 

wi th their secure confinement or with their referral to programs of i'e~ 

mediation. 
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FOOTNOTE from page 32 

*An 'analysis conducted by the Clark C01mty program site evaluator showed 

a substantially lOOre favorable recidivism outcome. However, in thatanalysis, 

the test population included in addition to evaluation eligibles, as we 

have. defined ~em, those:;:;v:rdgram clients in a concurrent con.trol group as 
,. (... - -:).!\ -, 

well as subj'ects in an historical comparison groUp who became program clitmts. 
~ , 

Their recidivism was defined as re-referral to the court within specified' 

time periods ~ The analYSis reported here was based solely on evaluation 

eligibles, excluding subjects from the concurrent and the his torical com

parison gtoUPs who were given program setvices. Recidivism was measured by 

reappearance in the pol~ce records. For the site evaluator's report, see 

Final Report on the Clark County Project to Deinstitutionalize Status 

Offenders. Eugene, Ore.: Institute for Policy Analysis, 1978. 
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CP.APTER XVI 

WHAT WORKS FOR WHOM: THE USES OF DEINSTIJTIONALIZATION 

Katherine Teilmann and John Peterson 
INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to compare the relative effectiveness of the 

various types of services offered to clients iJJ the eight sites, and to detennine 

whether certain types of services are more effective for certain types of clients. 

The first section of this chapter will describe the services offered and their 

variation across sites. The second section will describe the methods of sampling 

and data collection; thet:hird section analy~es the "biases" involved in assigning 

clients to services, thereby indicating potential ,confounding variables in the 

relation between service type and recidivism. The remainder of the chapter presents 

results of the analyses. 

SERVICES 

In this chapter, the focus is on the services delivered to DSO clients. It 

is important, therefore, to describe them and how they differ in the various DSO 

program sites. For example, crisis intervention in one site may not be crisis 

interveption in another site, and this fact must be taken into account when inter-

preting analyses which inspect the·.effectiveness of crisis intervention for reducing 

recidivism. 

If one is to compare the relative effectiveness of many services, some means" 

m{fut be devised to categorize the services along meaningful dimensions. Dimensions 
J: 

along which services could be categorized must surely be infinite (e.g. the degree 

to which they control behavior, what assumptions are implicit about client problems, 

therapeutic style, etc.). MOst possible ~lassifications were precluded for lack 

of information on what happened to specific clients. It was not possible to obtain 

data on service delivery beyond the most gener~l classification of the type of 
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se.rvices usually offered by the agency to whom the client was referred. Given 

this constraint, an effort was made to devise categories which would have mean

ing to practioners, although we re.cognize that most abstractions beyond the 

individual client will be unsatisfactory to many practitioners. Eight categories 

(including "other") were ultimately used to classify services received. In the 

actual analysis, however, there are usually only six categories since the three residen

tial services were often collapsed to one category (1. e. "residential"). Below are 

descriptions of these cat~gories and how they varied across sites. 

(1) Diversion, diagnostic and evaluation screening 

This category refers to a mit that (a) makes decisions about clients detennining 

which, . if any, of various treatment intervention strategies and programs the 

client will receive and (b) is considered a specific DSO program service that 

provides a referral for additional service: e.g. mobile diversion unit, diagnostic 

and evaluation tmi t or "emergency" crisis intervention. The latter refers to an 

'intervention strategy that attempts to resolve crises during single meetings, 

with a capacity to refer clients to additional service(s). This can be con-

trasted with "extended" crisis intervention where the strategy includes a capacity 

fot continued contacts and possible referrEd to additional service (s) . Extended 

crisis intervention would be coded. as outreach (6) or counseling (7) depending 

upon the nature of the service ~d the'client's situation. Following are de

scriptions of the programs in each site that fit this general description. 

Pima County. ''Mobil Diversion UnitH consisting of five to six radio equipped 'cars 

in the field, operating 24 hours a day, staffed by probation officers. Units 

picked. up clients from police, courts, schools, etc., attempted to return clients 

to parents' homes and resolve crises. Clients were referred to additional services 

if required. 
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Alameda COtmty. A . 24-hour a day specialized family crisis intervention tmft. 

Attempts were made to deal with the family while in a crisis situation, and then, 

return the client home as soon as possible. Some agencies were staffgd by pro

bation officers and others by private practitioners. 

Cormecticut. Status offenders were removed from detention and given one-time-

only crisis cotmselling. The program was rtm and staffed by the Depar.tment of 

Child and Family Services (a public welfare agency). 

Delaware. This was a tmit rtm by the family court which took clients ,from 

detention facilities and provided advanced diagnostic scree,ning for referral to 

service agencies. 

Illinois.' This was a program staffed by youth advocates hired for the specific 

purpose of intervening at police or court intake, and returning clients to their 

homes or to temporary shelter care while awaiting court hearings. \\. 

South, Carolina. This was a program staffed by the Department of Youth Services 

(the state's juvenile correctional agency) to do crisis cotmseling, te'sting and 

youth advocacy. Referrals came from courts, schools, parents and self-re~errals. 

Clark County •. Crisis.family counseling was provid~d on a 24-hour basis by court· 

staff hired for this ftmction. Clients came from court intake: 

Spokane COtmty. This was a specialized family crisis intervention mit operating 24"'7'/ 

hours per day. It was rtm by Youth Alternatives, a private agency with trq.ined 

cotmselors. Comseling was short-term and oriented to the immediate crisis. 

Concerted efforts were made to return clients to their homes as soon as possible, 

resolve the family conflict and then; ~hen necessary, to refer on to agencies 

for services designed to meet their special needs. 
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Residential Treatment: 

(2) Shelter Care 

{; 

This service refers to temporary residential facilities where placement is 

30 days or less. Examples include ,emergency housing and care for rtmaways, homes for 

children await:ing some official ~,ction that will lead to another placement, and a 

temporary community-based residential program for acting out clients. There may 

be crisis or short term intervention services, such as cotmseling, provided on a 

routine basis within this facility. In such cases, these were not coded as 

separate or additional serVices. 

(3) Group Home 

This category refers to resi!iential facilities where placement is for 31 
1;-; 

days or more. There may be services routinely provided at the facility, such as 

counseling, recreation, job placement or training, and youth advocacy. In such 

cases, these services were not coded as separate or additional services. 

(4) Foster Home 

TIlis would be a residential placement in a single family home with the adult 

male and/or female serving/as parent surrogate .. , In some instances, where foster 
,? 

parents have been trained, there were specia,l·· services provided which were not 

coded as separate or ad~itional services. Following are descriptions of the 

programs in each site that were coded into the categories ,described above (2,3, 

and 4). 

Pima COlmty. Temporary shelter care only was used; no group homes. These facilities 

were privately rtm. 
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Alameda CO'lmty. Two crisis receiving homes were ftmded under the DSO program. 

Police were able to refer to them directly if parents were unavailable. Length 
~ .' 

of stay ave~aged less then two to three days. Short -tenn :toster homes l'fere used 

as well if crisis homes were overloaded. 

Connecticut. Privately run emergency shelter care was used in Connecticut. 

Delaware. Privately rdll emergency shelter care only was used here. 

Illinois. Temporary shelter in private foster homes, shelter or group homes 
>/ 

was provided where needed tmtil the child's court date (within ten court days). 
'/ 

South Carolina. Foster home placement consisted of voli.m.teer families provided 

by the Alston Wilkes Society. The families agreed to take, without pay, one or 
. ',~' 

" 

two clients per year for a period ,'.,of from one day to one week. bther residential 

placements consisted of large group homes and orphanage type institutions. 

Clark CO'lmty. The DSO program contracted" with the public welfare agency (DSHS) for 

foster, shelter and group homes, usuaI1y for short-tenl care. 

Spokane County. Privately run emergency shelter care and group homes were 'used iIi this 

site. 

(5) Multiple Service.Centers 

This service type refers to non-residential agencies and organizations such 
!:' 

as the'YMCA, youth service bureaus, and neighborhood drop'~in centers where the'focus 

of services is on recreation, handicrafts, character buildulg,employment referrals, 

advocacy,tutoring, etc., rather than ,~olely on psychological'cotmseling or crisis 

intervention. Also, such services aredesignedj;£or ,tne i" general youth population, 

rather than for a special problem group. If these services are provided in a 

shel ter or group home setting as part of their routin~ii progrannning, then MSC (5) 
'~l 
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was not coded separately. Following are site'-specific descriptions of the uses 

of this code. 

Pima COtmty. Several programs iil, this site fell'into this category: The YMCA mini

bike program, arts, grooming, theater, recreation and advocacy programs as well 

as a unique Youn? Women's Center which provided a variety of services including 

counseling for pregnartcy, health care, abortion, GED (general education diploma) 

and advocacy. 

Alameda Countl~ Programs in this site confonned quite well to the general de

scription above. The programs did have an advocacy "flavor" to them, however. 

Delaware and Illinois. These programs provided no, services' that would fall 

into this category. 

South Carolina, Clark Countl,and Spokane. Programs in these three sites did not 

vary' in any unique way from the general deSCription above. 

(6) Outreach Intervention 

Programs of this category varied a great deal across sites. They, would 

probably be best thou~ht of as another "other" category as they really are quite 

disparate. The category was meant to include short-tenn, intensive, non-residential 

i~tervention which responds to situational requirements and is designed to effect 

change in a variety of t,he '::elients' physical, social, and emotional circumstances. 
\! i1. 

It is "an outreach strategy ':lin that the service is provided outside the agency 

office, such as in the home, on the street, or in other similar locations. Below 

are site-specific descriptions of programs coded into t'lilis category • 

Pim~ County. P~ogr~ eoded into the outreachcategql)r in Arizona were varied and 
o 

might appropriately be called multiple service center programs except that they 
,I. 
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u 

were not fonnally organized in the way a YMCA, boys club or girls club~ etc., are. 

The programs were usually in rural or suburban areas, catered to a general popula

tion, but,responded-to referrals resulting from trouble was well. They provided 

such services as counseling advovacy, Tecreation, employment~. and suicide coun-

seling,. 

No outreach was offered in the Alameda Countys COl1necticut,or Delaware sites. 

Illinois. In this site, outreach involved general supervision by youth advocates 

for the period during which the client was in home detention or in temporary shelter. 

u1 h 1 /') '. t . The advocate wo d ensure t e yout 1 ~ appearance m cour • 

South Carolina. In this site, prograrr~ were coded as outreach (6) that focussed 
(i 

on youth advocacy, opportunity enhancement. and some couf-::Seling. The programs were 

run by the Youth Bureaus (part of the Department of Y9uth Services). 
i! 

ClarkCeunty. Here"outreach was coded where specialized services were contracted 

for. Suc.h serv:ttes included alcoholism programs, economic opportunity programs, 

legal aid~ campfire girls', etc. 

Spokane County. No outreach was offered in this site. 

(7) Counseling only 

In general, such programs were non-residBntial ones where the sole or primary 

service is individual or group psychologicalcounselin~or therapy, including 

work with the DSO client's family. While the length of the service duration was 

variable, it was offered at a specific location and on a scheduled basis. The 
,;--:.) 

actual service provided may be on a purchase of se~~ice arrangement or a DSO' 
~:,. 

funded program. Typically, this took place in aconnnunity center. However, if 

cOlDlseling was included in services provided by or at any of the other program 
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.service types on a routine basis, those service types were coded. 

';;'{ 

Pima COlDlty. Few DSO clients were 'teferr~ to programs wflichwere oriBnted ex-
.. ---'-'- . 

clusively to cOlihsEUmg. The one major program of this type took its clientele 

from a general youth population through active recruitment, so most were not 
:,: .. . 

recorded in police files as status offenders. The program was DSO-funded and 

run by private agencies. 

Alameda COlDltv. 
< Clients categorized in this mai)ner were referred to probation-

run family crisis intervention units and private youth service centers focussing 

on extended family counseling. 

. ' Connecticut. The DSO program in this state was divided into three districts . 

The ~ltention was for the districts to vary in the intensity of intervention. 

However, they' ended up looking very much alike. Individual and family cOlDlseling 

were part of each program. Referrals almost always came from court for youths 

who ~vere detained for status offenses. The counseling services were provided by 

private agencies. 

,J ..-) 

Delaware. Individual aiid family coun~eiing was provided by contracted private 

agencies. 

Illinois. Few cases were referred to cOlDlseling ag~ncies. Where they were used, 

It was for minimal counseling while awaiting court hearings. 

: South Carolina. In¢lividuali~ family aTld group~coiU1seling was provided by Youth 

Bureaus (part of Corrections) and contract service agencies. 

Clark County. Themajority of the counseling referrals were to a court-based ex

tended family counseling program . 

Spokane County. Referrals c0ded into this category were' cases J~ged: -to .need more than 
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'was offered in the crisis intervention (1) program 'provided by Ydu1/h A1tem.~tives. 

if 
Youth Alternatives made a concerted effort toobtai,n specii..dized s}~ryices to meet 

i' , . >; II 
the needs of the individual. In,·this site, it appeared that stat~~ offenses 

" /1 

frequently resulted from drug related problems. Therefore, ,clie~ts with these 
- # ~ , 

kinds of problems were referred to agencies specializing in dru~p~oblems to 

proy~de this service. 

\1 (8) Other 

fl ~. 
11 

1/ 
II 
Ii 
Ii 
" 

II Ii 
Programs that could not be classified under the first se~~n categories were 

coded (8). Programs coded in this category are described byfsite below. 

I, " 
- ~, • r. Ii 

Pima County. The following services were coded under "other" t Youth Service Bureaus, 

Reading Clinic employment agency, legal services. ' Ii 
' II 

Ii 

I 
Alameda C~unty. No programs were classified as "other." 

Connecticut.. Non-DSO-funded long tenn residential suppor~!service:s: were Cbd~d 
, Ii 

into this category. I" . 
Delaware. The following s~ITices were coded under "oth~y': (a) legal,servlces 

provided to clien,~~' upon r~q~~st by Community Legal Aid Sj:~CietY (CLASI) and con-
,Y • I 

tracted by DSO,c (b) detention and (c) non-DSO servlces. { 

'~ I 
This category was not used for DSO clients. ~ Illinois. 

J 
South carolina: The following services were coded unde1 "other" : ( a) P~'yChOl0gic~ 
testing services contracted for by Youth Service Bureat!, (b) R & E Center - test;mg , j 
and observ.~tion. (Clients could be held for up to 45'1ays), and (c,::) detention - holding 

I . 
Clark County. Protective custody (ddltention)' was coaled tmder "other." 

/1 
;1 

I 

for disposition prior to court appearanye. 
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Spokane~, County. Big Brothers, Boy/Girl Scouts, employment, and education programs 

were coded under "other." 

As would be expected, services were distributed differently across sites 

and within sites. The majority of clients (51%) received only one service, while 

97% received no more than three services. Based on this distribution, only three 

services were coded per client. Further, the analysis reported in this chapter 

only deals with original referrals. It was possible for a youth to terminate 

(successfully or unsuccessfully) one referral and later be re-referred to the DSO 

program. Services offered under such second referrals were not considered in this 

~~lysis. About 19% of all first referrals were followed by a second referral. 

~':,-, 

Tab:Ue 1 shows the distributioii~of types of services by site. Unfortunately, 

not all sites offered all services, so most comparisons can be made only on a 

limited number of sites. It should be noted that Table 1 indicates the number of 

clients who received each type of service regardless of what other services may 

* or may not have been given to the youth. In other words, youths who received two 

services will appear in the table twice. Those who received three services will 

appear three times. Combinations of services will be addressed later. 

Some combinations of services'were quite conunon and should be dealt with as 

uni ts rather than just separately. Table 2 sholVs the conunon combination of two 

services and fonns the basis for selection of certain combinat~i.ons to be t~sted 
\l in the analysis. ", 

There were even same combinations of three services which were common 

enough to note. Table 3 shows these distributions across sites. 

Of course, not all variables will be used on all sites since no 'site offered 

all program types. In fact, not all combinations shown in Tables 2 and 3 actually 

*The total number of clients included in this analysis is drastically reduced 
from the total number recorded as entering the program. In Delaware, clients 
received at court intake by the Family Court Intake unit were not recorded as 
receiving services unless they appeared attone oJ the cormnunity agencies to which 
they were referred for additional services. In South Carolina, thle missing 
cases are attributable to missing data. 
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Service* 

Div/Eva1 

Shelter 

Group Home 

\~ 

Foster 

Multi-Center 

Outreach 

Cotmseling 
only 

Other 

~ TOTAL Services 
N Received 

I 
Pima 
COtmty 
CN=800) 

549 
68.6 

87 
10.0 

0 
0.0 

2 
0.8 

, .. 

',; 

225 
28.1 

79 
9.9 

98 
12.2 

76 
9.5 

, 1116 

Alameda 
County 
(N=326) 

136 
41. 7 

104 
31.9 

1 
0.3 

17 
5.2 

J:, 

31 
9.5 

0 
0.0 

155 / 
47.5 

I 

/ 
1;:, 
• .J 

loS 
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Table 1 

Services received by Site 

Clark Spokane 
Connecticut Delaware Illinois S. Carolina COlmty Comty 

(N=14 5) (N=380) CN=750) (N=361) CN=156) (N=470) 

41 104 740 25 140 468 
28.7 27.4 98.7 6.9 89.7 99.6 

, .. 

39 62 13 
" 

12 22 29 
27.3 ::) 16.3 1.7 3.3 14.1 6.2 

, , 

.. 4 10 29 45 'I 2 26 
2.8 2.6 3.9 12.5 1.3 5.5 

2 26 314 3 1 0 
1.4 6.8 41.9 0.8 0.6 0.0 

,i 
:I 
J 3 4 0 26 0 74 

1;12.1 1.1 0.0 7.2 0.0 15.7 
, , 

2 0 184 , 15 5 0 
1.4 0.0 24.5 4. ,2 3.2 0.0 

" 

107 259 6 350 69 115 
74.8 68.2 0.8 96.9 44.2 24.5 

23 113 2 68 12 44 
16.1 29.7 0.3 18.8 7.7 9.4 

221 578 1288 544 251 756 

*1£ more than one service received,. client appears in the table tmder each service received. 
Note: Percentages based on number of clients rather than number of services. 
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Pima 
Combination COlmty 

(N=800) 
Div/Shelter 56 

7.0 

Div/Multi-serv 99 
12.4 

Div/Outreach 19 
2.4 

Div/COlmsel 53 
6.6 

Div/Foster I -

Div/Group -

Div/Other 16 
2.0 

Shelt/Multi-serv 13 
1.6 

She1t/Foster -

Sho1 t/ COlDlse1 -

She1t/Other -

Group/Counsel -

Group/Other -

Foster/Outreach -

Multi-serv/outreach 22 
2.8 

------------....--.......,.-----.. -------" "----

Table 2 

Conmon Combinations of Two'Servicesby Site 

Alameda 
COlmtv Connecticut 
(N=326) (N~143) 

78 13 
23.9 ,~ 9.1 

1 

- -

- -

-
11 -

3.4 . 
10 -

3.1 

- -

- 17 
11.9 

- -

15 -
4.6 

11 25 
3.4 17.5 
- -

- -

- -

- -

- -
I 

Delaware 

/ 
/ . 

(N=380) 
22 

5.8 

-

-

53 
13.9 

14 
3.7 

-

38 
10.0 

-

-

29 
7.6 

16 
4.2 

-

-

-

-

' Illinois S. 
(N=750) 

12 
1.6 

-

177 
23.6 

-

310 
41.3 

26 
3.5 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
, 

99 
13.2 

-
--'-

Clark 
Caroling. COlmty 

(N=36l) (N=156) 
- 18 

11.5 

- -
-

- -

21 57 
5.8 36.5 
- -

- -

- -

-' -" - -

- -

10 12 
2.8 7.7 
- -

40 -
11.1 

18 -
5.0 

- -

- -

Spokane 
COlDlty' 
(N=470) 

28 
6.0 

73 
15.5 

-

113 
24.0 

-

26 
5.5 

44 
9.4 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

I 
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I 
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Table 2 (Cont'd) 

Common Combinations of Two Services by Site 

Pima Alameda Clark 
Combination COlmty COlmty Connecticut fulatvarel I1linoi~ S. Carolina County 
~--,--

(N=800) (N=326) (N=143) (N=380) (N=750 (N=36l) (N=156) 
Mltlti/Serv/Counsel 15 - - - - 25 -

1.9 6.9 
Outreach/Counsel 26 - ., - - - 14 -

. 3.3 , 3.9 
Outreach/Other 12 - - - - ,'/" .- -

1.5 

Counsel/Other - - - 39 - 64 -
. 10.3 17.7 

Other Combina- 36 20 38 39 28 38 32 
tions o.f 2 4.5 6.1 26.6 ,11 1.0.3 3.7 10.5 20.5 

Note: Percentages of the total mnnber of, cases are shown; therefore percentages do not add to 100.0. 

II 

Spokane 
County 
(N=470) 
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Table 3 

Common Combinations of Three Services by Site 
" 

Pima Alameda 
I Illinois 

Clark Spokane 
Combination County _ COlmty Connecticut Delaware S. Carolina COlmty County 

I 

Div/Shelt/Colms - - - 10 - - 11 -
2.6 7.1 

DiV/Colms/Other - - - 11 - - - -
2.9 

Div/Fost/Outreach - - - - 96 - - -
12.8 

I, 
Il 
;l 
jl 
II Ii 
\l q 
I-i) 
Ie 

il ,j .., 
I, 

I 
I 
i 
! , , , 
I 

I 
i 

t 

I 
I 
I 

.. , 

Group/Colms/Other - - - - - 16 - -
4.4 

Other Combina- 51 22 15 31 48 31 13 41 
tions of 3 6.4 6.7 10.5 R.2 6.4 8.6 8.3 8.7 

, 
~':,'; (fi 

1 
& 

II 
II 

I tl '1'';--
I-' 
~ 

r 
I 

~ 

Note: Percentages of the total number of cases are shown; therefore percentages do not add to 100.0. 
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appear in the analysis of even one"site s,$ce they had to meet certain criteria, 

not shown here, to be included in actual analysis. Specific criteria used are 

described later in this chapter. 

It, 0 
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METHODS 

Sampling 

While sampling was discussed more throughly in Chapter XIII, a very brief 

review will be'present~d here 1:9 refresh the reader's Illemory on salient issues. 
,) ,.; 

The'initial sampling plan' looked toward a sample stratified by offense type. 

Stratification was employed as a means to assure variation in client types, 

knowing that status offenders are not evenly distributed among status offenses; 

that is, arrests. of r'-!!1aways~"ar~ more common thalL arrests for minors in possession 
t' 

of alcohol, etc. Quotas were set,u~ for each of five offense tyPes: 1) Runaway, 

. 2) Ungovernable, 3) Curfew, 4) Truancy, 5) Minor in possession. It soon became 

clear, however, that quotas for the last three categories could not be filled. 

'''"''Sevel:al sites began taking all youths who entered the program and who had committed 
o 

a definable status offense. Some even enlarged the original geographic areas com

.. prising the evaluation sites. Tables 1 through 6 in Chafbter XIII of this report 
1\ 

indicate the results of this sampling process. First, these show the differences 

in types of clients across sites, and second they show that the evaluated clients 

"are a (not always representative) subset' of tEe' clients eligible for evaluation. 

Since the difference between the evaluated and non-evaluated sample has been dis

cussed in Chapter XIII, the, focus of this section will be on the differences in 
() 

evaluated clients across sites. 

Table 3 (Chapter XIII) indicates a' much higher proportion of girls in Connect i

'cut; Illinois, Clark County and Spokane County than in the other sites. Table 4 

(Chapter XIII) shows a predominantly Anglo sample in all sites but Illinois. In 

_~ __ ;/fClark and Spokane Countes, the samples are f'almost ,~xGlusi vely Anglo. Alameda 

County ,Connectieut;--Delaware, Illinois and South Carolina have substantial pr;?por-

tions of Blacks in their samples, especially Illinois where Blacks comprise the 

majority of the sample. Hispanics appear in negligible numbers in all sites but 
, '" 

" ~ 
Pima County, Arizona and Alajneda County. '\ " 

\ 

liOther" is noticable only. in ,;Arizona 
,; 
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where it usually indicates Native American Indians. 

Age distributions are shown in Table 2 (Chapter XIII) . Pima COlmty, Alameda 

Delaware, and Spokane have notice(ibly older populations than the other sites, but 

the difference is not extreme. Connecticut and South Carolina show the youngest 

samples in the group. 

Table 1 (Chapter XIII) indicates distributions by offense type. Several 

features of the table stand out. First, only the runaway and incorrigible 

(sometimes referred to as ungovernable) categories are consistently large enough 

to allow comparisons acress all sites. Second, Pima County, Alameda County and 

Delaware produced remarkably even distributions across offense types. Connecticut 

and Illinois are very heavily weighted with runaways while South Carolina is quite 

disproportionate in the number of incorrigibles. 

The differences among sites in the number of prior ,offenses exhibited by its 

evaluated clients are quite large, as shown in Table 4. In this case the data are 

not in categories but means. Shown in Table 4 are means of log 2 transformations 

(it should be rem~mbered that, as, in Chapter XVl,the measure of "number of prior 

offenses" is the total number of charges that appear on all arrests prior to the 

referral date. The analog to this measure applies for "number of subseque~t offenses.") 

of the number of prior offenses (plus 1) as well as the untrans£or.med means. It is 

clear that the samples in Illino;is, Alameda and Delaware included juveniles who had 

more prior invol~ement with the justice system than did clients in other sites. 

Particularly "soft" cases appear in South Carolina and Clark County. The middle 

range figure (raw score of 1. 04 and transfonned score of .57) seen in Connecticut may 

be misleading since the figure reflects court referrals, not arrests at the law en

forcement level. Typically there are fewer referrals to court than arrests si:nce 

police dispose of cases in ways other than court referral. We should assume, then, 

that the Connecticut figure is an understimate of justice system contact compared 

to the other site. 

Most of the variables under discussion"here hav~ been shown many' times by 
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Mean Prior 
Offenses Trans-
fonned to 
Log 2 

Mean Prior 
Offenses Raw 

.r;:::. 
en:. 
c.o 

, 

Pima I County 
N=BOO 

" 

.71 

. 
1.15 

Table 4 

Mean Prior Offenses Transformed and Raw by Site 
Six Month Cohort 

Alameda South 
County Connecuticut Delaware I11:i,n.oi~ Carolina 
N=326 N=143 N=3BO N=750 N=361 

, 

" '.B5 .57 • B1 1.43 .15 

I ~~ -

1.4B 1.04 "" 1.35 2.B1 .1B 

:\\-

/ 

Clark Spokane 
County County 
N=156 N=470 

.36 .44 

.41 .62 
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delinquency research to be associated with recidivism, or, more generally, fre

quency of arrest. Four of the five will be shown (later in this c,hapter) to 
I 

I 
relate to recidivism in the manner expected according to prior stud~,:es: Prior 

.1 

record, ethnicity, gender and nmaway. One, however, deviates in this data set from 

connnon expectations: here, YOlmger clients appear to be more rea:rrest:-prone 

compared to elder ones. '" We,-:::.will be able to proceed toward a better and 

more cautious interpretation of the data emerging from the analysis, if we can 

chal'~cterize each site in terms of these high-risk variables since they are 

commonly related to subsequent offenSes. and therefore to recidivism. 

The sites with the most clients in high-risk categories are Illinois, 

Connecticut and Alameda C01mty. Illinois shows disproportionate numbers of 

boys, Blacks, nmaways and youths with longer prior records. Connecticut 

selected a sample with la~ger proportions of boys , .Blac,ks, nmaways and young 

offenders compared to other sites. Alameda's sample includes many Blacks, 

Hispanics and clients with many priors. 

The $,ites with the most low-risk groups are Arizona, Clark County and Spokane. 

Pima.' County evaluated a sample ,heavy only in one high-risk category: Hispanics. 
, ~ " 

. Similarly 'Clark' County and i Spokane' have; h.:igh proportions o~ boys, but in~l other' 

respects show "easy" groupie 

Delal,vare and Sou\th Carolina fall ,in the middle of the continuum with two 
\ ' 

factor? working against program succes's. 
" 

• <~~ p-.::; 

The 'SOuth Ca:rolina evaluated group 
'-:::'2 

included somewhat h:igher proport':i0.ns of Blacks' and younger clients. 

" >'; , A:: .. -.;,:; 
In summary, there is considerable variation in sample composition across 

f 

sites,with some taking on an apparent\y more difficult clientele than others. 

One, group that is ,traditionally considered more arrest-prone, older youths, 

show the opposite tendency in this sample. 
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6 Mbnth -12 Mbnth sample differences 

Naturally, a cut-off date for the end of data collection was necessary. As 

always, this results in a potentia1.ly longer follow-up period on the earlier 

referrals compared to the later referrals. A decision was made that the shortest 

follow-up period woUid be 6 months. Th I '. e ongest was 12 months. All referrals who 

came into the sample too late for a 12-month follow up to be possible were trun-

cated to, six months to provide comparability. Consequently, the entire sample can 

be analyzed, using a six-month follow-up period and a sub group (of early referrals) 

can be analyzed on the basis of a 12-mon~h follow-up. This implies two sets of 

analyses corresponding to the two follow-up periods. It is important, therefore, 

',:that any dif~erences between the groups be pointed out and taken into account when 
I' 

~pterpreting results. Following is a description of the differneces between the 

gi10ups and a summary of them in Table 5. 

Pima COlDlty is the site where the strongest dif£erences appear. Here. .. e{lrly 
1,1 

r~fe1frals w~re a less serious group. There were fewer clients with priors, fewer 
ii I, 

rup.awfYs and more "other status" offenses, but more minorities and fewer youths 

from nbclear families. 

~ 
Three sites admitted more 

\1 ,I 
males early in the program period: Alameda, 

Illinois\and South Carolina . 
\ . .The other differences are few and quite scattered. 

\\ 

Data ~ ,I 

\\ 
\ 

The dat\:~ collected on program cli.ient~le:5~cevaluated clients and interviewed 
\ I.:: 

youths among \I,fvaluated clients have been described in 1m earlier chapter, but a 

very brief. review will be undertaken here. 
:\ 

..,':, 
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Table 5 

Differences in l2-month follow-up group compared to entire sample 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Age 

Family, 

Priors 
if 

Instant 
offense 

. -

Alameda 
Pima County County 

No diff More 
males 

More More 
minority ininority 

~ ... -, r 

No diff No diff'!:1 

Fewer No diff 
nuclear 

Fewer 
(i 

No diff 
Priors 

" 

Fewer . t~laway No diff 

l!bre "other" 
More multiple 
status charges 

Connect icut * Delaware 

1\ q I 
NA No diff 

NA No diff 
'.' 

NA No diff' 

NA No diff 

.. -

NA More 
pure 
status 

NA No diff 

..... 

*Sites that had no l2-month group 

\\ 

:;',' 

Illinois 

More 
)\ males 

No diff 

i, 

No diff 

No diff 
~~'-.o 

'More 
:?rior 

More 
pure 
status 

No diff 

Clark 
S. Carolina County * 

More NA 
'males 

No diff NA 

No diff NA 

No diff NA 

No diff NA 

Nodiff NA 

1...:) 
;:,0", 

I 

Spokane County 

No diff 

No diff 

No diff 

No diff 

No diff 

More 
runaways 

Fewer 
"other" 

4" 
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Information gathered at program intake, and therefore on all clients, 

were gathered on Fonn la. * The areas of infonnation relevant to this 

analysis are: 

1. Demographic infonnation 
2. New or return status 
3. School infonnation 
4. Residenceinfonnation 
5. Instant offense (status offense that brought the youth to the program) 
6. Referral date 

Program service infonnation was gathered on all evaluated clients using 

Form lb. It included a very limited number of items: 

1. Program assignments (all) 
2. Dates of entry 
3. Closing dates (i.e., dates cases were closed, not the end of services) 

Infonnation on the prior and subsequent involvement of evaluated clients 

with the juvenile ju.stice system was recorded on Fonns Sa, Sb, and Sc and included 

information in the following areas: 

1. Charges for each arrest and referral to probation and court 
2. Disposition of each arrest and referral to probation and court 
3. Detention information 
4. Dates of each event 

Occupation and education infonnation of mother and father was gathered at 

the interview (and therefore not on all evaluated clients). The rest of the 

interview concerned 1) sel~ reported delinquency and 2) social adjustment infor-

mation in the areas of school, family, church and work. 

.Efforts were made to interview evaluated clients soon after program referral, 

six months after referral and 12 months afteT referral. ~fumy clients could not be 

interviewed the first time for three reasons: 1) refusals, 2) difficulties in locat-

ing clients to interview and 3) priority of program requirements. The sample was, 

of course, further reduced for similal' reasons at the time of the second interview, 

and again at the third. In addition, some clients were referred late enough in the 

program period that there was no time to interview them a third time or to collect 

12-month arrest data before evaluation funding ceased. This, of course, further 
*See Nat10nai Evaluation of Status Offender Programs, Computer File Documentation 
Section I, Part E. ll73 
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reduced the sample of clients~ Consequently, the major focus of the analysis 

will be on the" six-month follow-up group. 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

The analyses in this chapter will be concerned with two major issues: 

1) the relative effectiveness of the service types (described earlier in the 

chapter) for reducing recidivism after accounting for potentially confounding 

variables and 2) the relative effectiveness of the service types for particular 

types of youths. By and large, the "types of youth" of interest will be re

presented by the same variables that are treated as confounding variables in the 

first analysis question. Before variables are put into any model, however, we 

will test a) for their relations with the dependent variables and b) for their 

relations with service types (Le. assignment biases). 

The following variables were considered. for inclusion in this analysis: 

(same will be abreviated for convenience, but will be described fully here) 

Prior Offense Characteristics 

L2PRIORS 

PRISTAT 

PUREST AT 

Number of prior arrest charges(or probation referrals if no arrest 
was involved or measured), trans£ormed to the log to the base 2. 

Nrnnber of prior status offenses transfonned to the log to the base 2. 

Coded 1 if the client had prior off.enses and they were all status 
offenses; coded 0 otherwise. 

Instant Offense Characteristics 

MlILTSTAT 

MIXED 

RUNAWAY 

Coded 1 if. there was more than one status offense involved in the " 
instant offense; coded 0 otherwise. 

Coded 1 if there were both st~tus and delinquent offenses involved 
in the instant offense; coded 0 otherwise. 

Coded 1 if there was a nmaway charge in the instant offense.; coded 
o otherwise. 
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PNGOVERNABLE Coded 1 if there was a charge of ungovernable on the instant 
offense and n,o runaway was charged; coded 0 o't;herwise. 

" 

TRUANCY Coded 1 it'.there was a charge of truancy on the instant offense 
.and there was no runaway or ungovernable charged; coded 0 otherwise. 

The coding of these three offenses implie~ a comparison with clients 
charged with curfew. ' (~, 

Client Descriptions 

GENDER 

ElHNICITI 

AGE 

Coded 1 if the client was' male; coded 0 otherwise. 
, ' '\ Il, 

Coded 1 if the clieI\t was Anglo; coded 0 otherwise. 

Measured in years of agef'l 
V" 

Family Characteristics 

NUCLEAR Coded 1 if the cl!ient resided with natural or adoptive parents; 
coded 0 otherwise. 

RECONSTRUcr Coded 1 if the client resided in a reconstructed family (i.e. with 
one step parent); coded Ootherwlse. 

NUCRECON 

ONEPAR 

DENTENTION 

FATHEROCC 

MJ1HEROCC 

FATI-IERED 

MOTI-IERED 

Coded 1 if the client resided in either a nuclear or reconstructed 
family; codedll:O otherwise. 

Coded 1 if the client resided with one parent only; coded 0 otherwise. 

Coded 1 if the client resided in a detention center or cor:rectional 
facility; coded 0 otherwise. 

Fathers occUpation was coded using the NORC Occupational Prestige 
Scale. 

MOther's occupation was coded using the NORC Occupation~l Prestige 
Scale. 

F~ther's education was measured in. years of education 

MOther's education was measured in years of education. 

Social Adjustment Variables 

SGfLSTAT 

SCHLAW 

Coded 1 if client was a full-time stlrlent at time of referral; coded 
o otherwise. 

This is ari index of school adjustment consisting of the following items: 

a. Good grades are important to me 
b. I care what the te~cher thinks 
c. Finishing high school is important to me 

475 

~. • ... = ~""""'-l<:! =--~ ~~ :;;7"~,~t?-'M"--~~ ';.-",_.,~ 1"~~--:::.:'T~':-~~"""" ~ ~~- .... ,"",",,~ ..,.,...",., .... -,.."....~ .. '"' .. l!I 

/.' 

'" 



,~,' 

i 
.:. 1 

i 

'-"> 

-Z5-

d. College is important to me 
e. How much homework do you do? 
f. How high are your grades compared to other kids in your same 

school year? 

FAMrIME This is a question, coded ordinally, ,about how much time the 
client spends with family.;f' 

f( 
\\ 

Fin~lly, a set of variables was intluded to ~~just for any spurious effects 

of the particular time a client was referred to the\?rogram., First, seasons 

were ~oded to take account of the types of clients that might be referred in 

the stnlUllertime compared to winter, etc. Second" another adjustment was made 

for the amount of time the program had been in opera€'ion (in months) at the 

time of each client's referral (the variable is called TIME). 

The season variable would not suffice for this since programs star.ted at different 

times of the year. 

All variables were tested for their relationships with the dependent variables. 

Variables which contributed to the variance explained in the dependent variable 

(statistically significant at the .05 level using F tests) across all sites or 

only in one site were ~etained. Those that did not pass this test were dropped 

from the analysis. The following variables, by this criterion, will be used 

throughout the analysis using official recidivism as a dependent variable: 

LZPRIORS 
PUREST AT 
MULTSTAT 
RUNAWAY 
UNGOVERABLE 

GENDER 
E'IHNICITI 
AGE 
NUCLEAR 

SlM4ER 
WINI'ER 
SPRING 
TIME 

With the exception of the season and time variables, these will be the client 

characteristics used as controls while deter.minin~ the relative effectiveness of 

service types. In the second' phase of the analysis the same variables will be 

used as the "client types" when comparing the effectiveness of service types for 

particular client types. 
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AsSignment Biases 
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TablEt 6 summarizes the assignment biases observed in the various sites. The 

,. variable of gender made a difference in service assignment in f~ur of the eight sites. 
~-' . . 

In Pima. County and Alame~,girls., received more services than did boys. Boys were 

more likely to receive counseling only in Alameda and a multi-service center , 

referral in Pima County. Girls were more likely thall boys to be referred to diversion 

in Arizona, shelter in Alameda and Delaware, multiservice centers in Alameda and 

> group homes in Spokane. 

In two sites (South Carolina and Spokane) Anglos get more services than non

Anglos. In Alameda the opposite is true. Few other regularities are seen although 

the effects of ethnicity on service assignments are observable in a variety of ways 

in six of the eight sites. 

Age is an apparent factor in assignment in five sites, but with very little 

consistency in type. 

One of the clearer patterns in the ta~le is seen in the non-nuclear family 

category. In four of the eight sites, Pima' County ,Alameda, Connecticut and Delaware) 

clients from non-nuclear families are assigned to more services than are clients 

from nuclear families. In two of the sites (Alameda and Delaware}, the non-nuclear 

family clients were more likely to receive shelter care than their nuclear counter- , 

parts. The only service more prevalent among nuclear family residents is counseling 

only (in Connecticut and Delaware). 

Clients with few priors, as with clients from nuclear families, seem prone 

solely to counseling only as a service assignment, this occurring in two sites 

(Alameda and Delaware). Clients with longer prior arrest records are, in two sites 

(Alameda and Connecticut) likely to receive more services and in two 

(Alameda and Spokane) are disporportionately assigned to Shelter care. 
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Pima County 

Sex --
male Multi-

serv 

Female ~Iore 
Ser-
vices 

Diver-
sion 

Etbnicity 
Anglo, Diver-

sion 

Non Anglo Multi-
serv 

Age More 
Older services 

Dlver.., 
sion 
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Table 6 

Service Types where Client Type is Overrepresented 
Compared to other Service Types. 

Alarne da South 
~oun:ty Connecuticut Delaware' Iliinois Carolina 

Counsel- None None None None 
ing only 

More None Shelter None None 
Ser-
vices 

Shelter 

Multi-
ser-
vice 

Center 
(small) 

Counsel .. None None Group More 
mg home Service 

(small) 
Other 

More Shelter None Foster None 
services 

. I 
Diver- None None None None 
sion 

C k lar 
COlmty 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 
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Other 

Group 
Home 

More 
services 
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Pima County 

Youp.ger Mu1ti-
serv 

Family 

Nuclear None 

Non nuclear More 
Ser-
vices 

Priors 
Less None 

More None 
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TaBle 6 

Service Types where Client Type is Overrepresented 
Compared to other Service Types. (Continued) 

Alameda S h Cl out arj( 
County 

. Counsel-
ing only 

None 

More 
Ser-
vices. 

Shelter 

Counsel-
ing only 

More 
Ser-
vices 

$helton 

.. 

Connecuticut 

None 

Counsel-
ing only 

More 
Ser-
vices-

Diver-
sion 

None 

More 
Ser-
vices 

". Dlver 
sion 

-'-

-

Delaware Illinois Carolina County 

Diver- None None Counsel-
sion ing only-

" 

Counsel- None None None 
'ing only 

-More None None None 
Ser-
vices 

Diver-
sion 

Shelter 

Other 

Counsel- None None None 
ing only 

None None None None 

; 

, 

/' 

S k po ane 
County 

Multi-
Ii :serv 
" i 

None 

None 

None 

Shelter 
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PllTla 
Cotmty 

All Status None 

Instant Offense 
Runaway. More 

Ser-
vices 

Shelter 

Diver-. sion 

Ungovernable Multi-
serv 
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Table 6 

Service Types where Client Type is Overrepresented 

.compared to other Service Types . (Continued) 
M d h amea Sout 
.county Connecticut Delaware Illinois Carolina 

More More Group None None 
Ser- Ser- Hq,ne 
vices vices 

Diver- Diver-
sion sian 

Shelter 

Foster -

'Y.ore Diver- More None Norte 
Ser- sion Ser-
vices vices 

Shelter Diver-
sion 

-

None Counsel- Diver- None None 
ing only sion 

-, 

Counsel-
ing only 

-

/ , - , 

k Clar k Spo ane 
County County 

None None 

Shelter More 
Ser-
vices 

Shelter None 
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Pima 
Cotmty 

Other None 

Multiple Multi-
Status serv 
Offenses. 
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One Status Diver-
Offense sion 

I. 

, ~" 

, 

/ ,. 
, < 

-",/ 

.. 

."' .. ' 

fi f 
., 

. " . '" "'. 

:fable 6 

Service Types where Client Type is OVerrepresented" 

Compared to other Service Types. (Continued) 

Alameda South 
Cotmty Connecticut Delaware Illinois Carolina 

COUnsel- COlIDsel- None None None 
ing only ing only 

! 

More None None None None 
Ser-
vices 

-
None None None None None 

I ' 
/ 

f .• 

Clark Spokane' 
Cmmty COlIDty 

More 
services None 

COlIDsel-
ing only 

Insuffi- Group 
cient Home 
cases 

None None 
I 
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Clients whose prior record consists only of status offenses are, in Alameda 

and qonnecticut, likely to receive more services than those who have no prior re-

cordior mixed arrests. In the same sites they are more likely to receive 

diversion/evaluation assignments. In Alruneda and Delaware they are more likely 

to be assigned residential services of various kinds. In interpreting these 

biases the reader should be reminded that the dichotomy coded here is between 

a) those who have prior records that consist only of status offenses and b) 

those who either have no priors or whose priors contain criminal offenses--an 

unusual dichotomy. 

Being arrested for runaway seems to have led clients to be assigned more 

services than other types of offenders. This was the case in four sites Pima County 

Alameda, Delaware and Spokane). In three sites 6?ima County, Alameda and Clark County) 

they were assigned to shelter care services disporportionately, and in another 

three (Pima County, Connecticut and Delaware) th~y were likely to be assigned to 

diversion/evaluation services. It is more difficult to see patterns in the 

assignment of ungovernables. Status offenders of other kinds (especially curfew) 

were eften sent disporportionately to counseling only. 

Few patterns are observable among those clients who had multiple status 

offense as. their instant· offense or who had only one instant charge. How-

ever, it should be noted that very few clients fell into .the multiple status offense 

category, so statistically significant differences would be difficult to produce. 

Overall, it is clear that assignments did not approximate randomness and the 

sources of bias must be controlled. Even after such controls, however, we shall 

have to refer back to this Table ininterpreting future results since statistical 

controls are not perfect. 
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Table 7 

Client characteristics disporportionately represented in one or two 
instant offense categories (characteristics appear in 

categories where they are overrepresented.) 

Pima Alameda South Clark 
COtmty Cotmty Connecticut Delaware Illinois Carolina Cotmty 

More pure More male More priors lffore female. More pure More priors -
statUS More pure More Anglo sta.tus More male! offenses offenses status 

~.Iore offenses Nuclear more' J'Jlglo 

Older 

More More - More More -
males males males Black 

More Anglo 

More priors More More More prior More - More 
males 'males males males 

More More 
males male 

Older More 
.Anglo 

Older 
" 

More 
nuclear 

" 

. ' 

" ,'I 

" 

',' 
I, 

I ~ 

Spokane 
COtmty 

More priors 

More Priors 

More maleS 

More 
males 

0 
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Offense Categories 

One final prel~inary analysis is indicated before proceeding to the impact 

analysis. The instant status offense is a central variable to the analysis. It 

would be pllldent, then, to determine the ways in which this variable relates to 
/1 

other variables in the equations so that interpretations of effects apparently 

due to offense type will be carefully considered. Table 7 is a summary of the 

relations between each offense type and all other vaxiablesto be used in pre

dicting subsequent offenses (with the exception of service variables which have 

already been analyzed). 

Probably the most consistent pattern observable in Table 7 concerns the 1 

, distribution of gender across offense categories. lJngovernables and~' rlother" status 

offenses are much more likely to be male while nmaways are more likely than 

;dther types of offenders to be female. In, four sites tmgovernables are dispropl.'o

tionately male while the same is true of other status offenses in seven sites. 

South Carolina is the major exception with more runaways being male than other 

ca~egories. 

There is also some tendency for runaways to have more priors (3 sites) and 

for the priors to be purely status offen~es (3 sites). 

'Difference~ of client characteristics with respect to the offense 

categories of ungovernable and other status offenses are on the whole un

patterned, although sane differences in these characteristics are more pro

nounced than others. These were more diverse in Pima COlmty and in Delaware 

than in other sites, and should be noted carefully ~ the analysis based on 

the two sites. 

In summary, the data reveal some patterns that are consistent and others 
\: 

that are virtually random. This suggests that the decisions of program per

so~el at specific sites respecting the ,,:referra:I of status offenders to ser-

. d . d ts about client, characteristics across sites. vices may be bas.~d on widely varle JU gmen 
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vary widely from site to site. Such inconsistency in approaches to treatment 

suggests at the very least the need for guidelines based on tested theory to 

mqfCimize program effect in dealing with status offenders. 
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ANALYSIS OF OFFICIAL ARREST DATA 

The central data analysis will be concerned with the six-month 
I) 

follow-up with official arrest data (or court referrals in the case of 

Connecticut) since this group affords the largest sample size of any 

the for possible analysis of the data. Following the six-month analysis, 

final models applied to this analysis will be applied to the 12-month 

group. Finally, the six-month self-report data will be subj ected to a 

separate analysis that takes advantage of the higher frequencies of self-

report by taking offense dimensions into account. 

The first set pf analyses, those concerned with the six-month group, 
-

will be of two types. The first seeks to fiI:ld the most parsimonious model 

to describe what is important (predictively) in each site, and to describe 

the relationships observed. The second analysis of the six-month,data 

will compare service types across sites regardless of their strengtlL~ or 

statistical significance in an effort to find any discernible patte~ 

of effects across sites. 

Toward Parsimony 

It should be stated at the outset that there are s~veral limiting 
'j 

problems in the data set that make confident statements of impact difficult. 

First, as described earlier, the clie~ts are quite diverse across sites. 

second, services differed considerablY across sites, even 'when they were 

given the same name. Third, there was noe££ortt'6~\lard randomization to 

services, nor any possibility of matching. All controls nrust.,the1"efore, 

be "s"Catistical -- a method fraught with pitfalls. The first two diffi-

culties make cross-site comparisons for national implications dangerous, 

'\. 
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and therefore must be approached very cautionsly. However, a fourth 

difficulty militates against discerning any effects of services and will 
" 

r~quire a liberal use cfc-c:infonned judgment. That is, distributions across 

services within sites are highly skewed, with most clients receiving some 

services and virtually none receiving others. This, together with 

biased service assignment, makes true effects difficult to identify and 

lL'ltangle. So a combination of caution and judgment must be employed in 

order not to ignore effects that may be there but also not to be rr~sled 

by artifacts of the data. 

An expanded, and more ad:ura~e description of the <;entral six-month 
'.' 

analysis is that it is an effort to find: (1) what types of services 

work best on status offenders, and (2) what types of services are most 

effective with particular types of status offenders. A test of such 

effects requires the use of a great many combinations of client types 

and services, and it would be impossible to accomplish this task in one 

predictive equation. Consequently, a serial approach 'was taken. Also, 

since each site is different by clientele and by services offered, the 

process was different for each site. It would require far too much 

space "to describe the process of detennining the most p~rs:imonious model 

for each site; ,therefore we will merely set out the general rules that 

were applied across sites. 

Ignoring combinations of services for the moment, follo~ring is a 

review of the variables used in the initial regression equations for all 

sites, (with a few exceptions where there were too few cases): 

L2PRIORS 
PURESTAT 
FEMALE 
ANGLO 
AGE16UP 

AGE 
NUCLEAR 
RUNAWAY 
UNGOVERN 
AGE13DN 

MULTSTAT 
SERVNUM 
DIVERSION 
SHELTER 
TIME 

:MULTISERVICE 
FOSTER 
GROUP 
OUTREACH 
SUMMER 

COUNSELING 
"OTHER" 
RESIDENTIAL 
L2SUBS (Dependent) 
WINTER 
SPRING 
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Combinations of services were considered as ~erms for the equation 

only if the cross tabulation of the two variables involved in the com-
I 

bination yielded at least 10 ca'5es in each cell. Less than this I}.UIIlber 

would open ~' to the danger <of estimating effects that would be unstable. 

The stepsehumerat~,&' here were applied to each site toward the end 

of settling ona parsimonious model predicting program success in terms 

of arrests subsequent to program intervention. 
L"' 

Creating a Bas'e Model Against Which Interactions Were. Tested:. 

1. Age and number of services (SERVNUM) were tested for linearity. Where 

the relation was linear, the continuous variable of AGE was put into the 

base model. Where the rel~tion was not linear, appropria.te dummy varia

bles werE~ add~d to the model. These variables were: AGE16UP to,acco1L.1l.t 

for differences in older offenders, and AGE 1 3DN to account for pa;ticu

larly'young offenders and th.eir differences. SERVNUM related linearly. 
I . , 

2./! TIME, WINTER, SlMffiR, an,g. SPRING were tested for effects on subsequents'~ 

Wh~re they were statistically significant they were added'to the base model. 
'I 

3. All pther "client" .Variables were added: L2PRIORS, PURESTAT, MALE, 

ANGLO, NUCLEAR 1 RUNAWAY, UNGOVERN. 

Te~ting CombinationS' and Interactions Against the Base Model 

4. Alt/single services offered in the site were entered as a group into 
~ * 

an equation with the base model. . They were tested for significance both 
. (-, 

as a group and individually. They were, howev~r, kept in the equation 

as part of the base model while interactions concerning 'them were being 

tested, regardless of their statistical significance. 

5. All combinations in the site that met criteria for numbers des

cribed earlier were entered into an equation including the base model. 

The combinations were tested for significance as a group. Where the 
':-'" 

*Throughout the report, wher~ the tenn "significant" i: used, ":tatis~ical 
I signifiC!ance" (at the .05 level) js meant., . The next. elght sectl0ns wll1 

be a,nalyses of the results of thlS process' ln each slte. ll88 
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group was not significant, all were dropped from further consideration. 

Where the group was significant., individually siWlificant variables 
"," 

from the group were entered into a final (or semifinal) model late in the 

process. 

6. When combinations proved significant, the additive or single services 

involved in the combinations were kept in the equation regardless of 

significance. 

7 . Sets of client/service interactions were tested serially against the 

base model. The sets were defined by client variables. For instance, a 

set of terms would represent the assigrnnent of runaways to all services. 
" 

The pur,pose of this set of terms would be to test the relative effective-:, 

ness of the services for runaways. Another set making this test for un

governables would be tested next, etc. through all client variables. When 

a set of such interactions proved significant, its individual terms be

came eligible for the final model, together wi tho its additive component 

parts. 

8. All terms which proved s.ignificant in preceqing steps ,were 

included in a semifinal model. Where terms which were significant de-, 

creased to non-significance in this final e9uation, they were removed 

in a final equation. Some terms, however, remain in the final equation 

even though they are not significant. This occurs when another tenn that 

is. significant is in the equation.,;~~ng is correlated with the insignificant 

tenn to ~uch an extent that their unique effects cannot be separated from 

one another. In such cases, both terms are left in. This occurs often 

with SERVNlM' (number of serV':i,ces) which is often correlated h.ig~IY with 

residential servic:es o.!, in jz1q.rk County, Washi,ngton, with cOtmseling 

services. 

f 
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Pima County, Arizona 
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TABLE 8 

No single service stood out from the others in effectiveness ot EQUATIONS FOR EACH SITE - 6 r40NTH FOL~OW-UP 

deleteriousness. (See Table 8 throughout this entire analysis. In 

addition, correlation matrices are included with each site discussion.) .,'" 

The only combination of services that explained a significant amount of variance 

in subsequent offenses was that of Diversion/Evaluation (sometimes 

called crisis intervention) in combination with "other" services. Unfor.-

tunately there were only~ 16 cases receiving this combination of services 

leaving us little confidence in the finding. In its favor, however, is 

the, fact that analyses of assigrnnent biases do not lead us to be sus

picious of the clientele for this combination. In other words the clients 

i~ Diversion and "other" services were not significantly less'seriolls 

th~rt clients assigned to other services. If the effect is stable,i1it 

would be in an ameliorative direction; thus the content of "other" should 

be described. The distribution of services among those cllents who 

were coded "other" as well as "Diversion/Evaluation" was divided among 

the majority who were referred to the Child Protection Services (pre

sumably a residential placement) and a lesser number who were referred 

.to health clinics but were "no shm'is." 

There appeared to be no client types whose subsequents were increased 

or decreased'by one service more than another, i.e., no client-service 

interactions were statistically significant. 

Although there were no services or client-service combinations that 

were better than any others in terms of reduction in subsequents (with 

the possible exception of Diversion/other) it is, wor,th noting the variabl~¢ 
", I', II 

that were important in Pima County in predicting success ~r failure. Fitlt, 

the: mpdel explains 14% of the variance -- a moderate amount in the context 
, " 

of i this progr~l. Prior record takes its traditional position as the mo:st 
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REGRESS ION' 
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT 

L2PRIORS .26 
PURESTAT .25 
RUNAWAY .13 
r.,UL TSTAT -.12 
SERVNUM .09 
DIVERSION .09 
OTHER .13 
DIVER/OTHER -.54 

CONSTANT .01 

L2PRIORS .25 
MULTSTAT .52 
SERVNUM ,.20 
COUNSELING /{;... 06 
MULTOFF/COUNSEL -.60 

CONSTANT .03 

L2PRIORS 
AGE 
RUNAWAY 
MULTSTAT 
SERVNUM 

CONSTANT 

L2PRIORS 
AGE 
AGE16UP 
AGE130N 
SPRING 
SUMMER 
SERVNUM 
LONGTERM 
COUNSELING 

CONSTANT 

.03 
-.19 
.42 

-.08 
.15 

2.74 

.20 

.16 
-.60 

.46 
-.21 
-.24 
.19 

-.49 
-.,17 

-1.78 

,~ 

, 'T·~'~"-'~'/c~,~~~~~~~==~,~~:==~",".~. __ ~,~"_~~,.,~~~"_.,,~~, .. , 
-"'-___ ~~-'----_~~-'-' ,[,,_, _' .L'~' __ ~~~~ 

ARIZONA R2 = .14 N = 800 

STD ERROR F P~ 

.03 88.20 .001 .10 6.26 .05 .06 4.46 .05 .09 2.05 N.S. .04 4.46 .05 .06 :1/:85 N.S. .11 /:,1.33 N.S. .22 5.95 .DS 

ALAMEDA R2 = .19 N = 326 

.04 41.01 .001 .19 7~21 .01 .07 8.18 .01 .09 .42 N.S. .28 4.53 .05 

CONNECTICUT R2 == .08 N = 143 

.09 .13 N.S. .07 7.25 .01 .21 4.00 .05 .23 .13 N.S. .10 2.12 N.S. 

DELAWARE R2 = .19 N = 380 

.04 24.47 .001 .06 6.19 .05 .15 16.57 .001 .18 6.44 .05 .11 3.91 .05 .09 6.56 .05 .06 12.42 .001 .16 9.62 .01 .09 3.50 N.S. 

',. 

, 

491 , ' 



i 

! 
I 

'--'1 
i 
! 
j 
( 

I 
I 
i 

i 
,J 
i 
I 

',' "~I 
'\ 

1 
','I 
'] 
J 
'j 

I 

I 

I 

VARIABLE 

L2PRIORS 
ANGLO 
AGE 

: REGRESS I erN 
'COEFFICI~JH 

CONSTANT 

.27 
-.21 
-.J)7 
1.62 

L2PRIORS .22 
~ -.12 
RUNAWAY -.11 
SERVNUM .12 
COUNSELING -.39 
OTHER -.14 
RESIOEN .14 
PRIORS/RES -~30 
RUNAWAY/OTHER .. 45 
RUNAWAY/RES -.50 

CONSTANT .41 

AGE .. 14 
AGE16UP ~.34 
AGE130N .40 
NUCLEAR -.19 
SERVNUM -.07 
COUNSELING .27 

CONSTA~T -1.63 

L2PRIORS 
MALE 
AGE 
RUNAWAY 

.17 

.~1 
-.06 
-.10 
-.05 

.~ ~ :-,": , 

MULTSTAT 
TIME -.03?'/ 
SUMMER 
SERVNUM 
MULTISERVICE 
COUNSELING 
RUNAWAY/MULTISERV 
RUNAWAY/COUNSEL 

CONSTANT 

- 19" 
:06'" 

-. 3'0""~ 
-.18 

. 36 " 

.31 
1.44 
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TABLE 8 (CONT.) 

ILLINOIS 

STO ERROR 

.03 

.07 

.02 

SOUTH CAROL! NA 

.07 

.05 

.08 

.04 

.14 

.09 

.09 

.12 

.15 

.16 

,-

.~: CLARK COUNTY 

;: .06 
;'.15 
.18 
.10 
.08 
.13 

SPOKANE 

.04 

.07 . ';~ 

.02 

.08 

.11 

.01 

.07 

.07 

.16 0 

.13 

.18 
:'15 

n 
'I 

R2 = 

R2 = 

R2 = 

N = 750 

F 

92.59 
9.45 

10.05 

.15 

10.74 
6.92 
2.28 
7.46 
7.60 
2.73 
2.18 
5.74 
9.37 
9.63 

.11 

5b74 
'"i 5.37 . 

5.12 
3.81 
. 77 

3.96 

N = 

N = 

pS 

.001 

.01 
N.S. 

361 

.01 

. 01 
N.S. 
.ot 
.01 
N.S. 
N.S. 
.05 
.01 
.01 

156 

.05 
.C)5 
."p5 t·tS. 
N.S . 
.05 

.12 N = 470 

14.72 .001 
8.78 .01 
8.27 .01 
1.34 N.S. 

. ,23 N.S . 
11.70 .001 
7.56 .01 

. 69 N.S . 
3.68 N. S" 
2.12 N.S. 
3.91 .05 
4.23 .05 

, , 

o 
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powerful predictor of subsequent offenses regardless of intervention. 

Beyond this expected fact, PURESTAT (prior~~atus offenses only) and 
, , , ' 

RUNAWAY proved tb predict subsequents quite 'well. Thus, in Arizona the 

feelings of many practitioners are confinued that offenders who have 

only status offenses on their records are lOOre difficult to chcinge than 

many other offenders. Similarly, nmaways are more predisposed to 

subsequent offending;'G1:han other types of status offenders. Of course, 

reference to the correlation matrix (Table 9) will show that "nmaway" 

,as an instant offense is correlated with pur~ status offense records 

(r=.15) • 

The remaining significant tenu in the equation is SERVNUM, indi-

cating that SERVNUM (IOOre services rendered) is associated wlth more 

subsequent offenses. An analysis of the assigrnnent biases for this 

variable indicates a preponderance of runaways and clients fron):, non

nuclear families in the condition of more'''s ervices, leading U$ (t3'" expect 

more subsequents from clients in this group anyway. However,:. the other 
I 

biases associated with number of services ass igned are not as~!ociated 

with higher probabilities of arrest in Pima Co'. (males and older clients). 

We are'unable to be sure, then, whether the assignment of more services 

leads to more trouble with the law or whether the types of offenders 

who are assigned mbre services are the types who would get into trouble 

regardless of services rendered.' 

Alameda County, California 

Again in Alameda, single services did not predict one way or the 

other to subsequents f'at least as a group. It should be noted that 

residential sewlmces predicted subsequents early in the equation process 

but was completely usurped by SERVNUM which is highly correlated (.81) 

wi th residential services. Likewise, combinations of services as a 
fl 

group did not predict level o~ subsequents. The groups of client-service I 

l~93 
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TABLE 9 

ARIZONA CORRELATION MATRIX 
N=800 

Sub Pri Pur Fern Ang Age Nuc Run Ung Muls Ser Div ,Sh1 Mult Out ens Oth Res X .43 .71 .08 .57 .59 14.73 .46 .25 .22 .10 1.45 .69 .11 .28 .10 1.2 .10 . 11 
L2PRIORS .32 
PURE'STAT . 15 .16 ': 

MALE .05 .22 -.06 
ANGLO .01 .01 .02 .01 

~{;. ; 

•• AGE -.00 .08 -.08 .05 .05 

:------- NUCLEAR -.03 -.03 -.04 .08 -.02 .07 
RUNAWAY .09-.02 .15 -.25 .15 .09 - .. 01 
UNGOVERN -.00-.07 -.07 .06 .03 - .. 18 - .. Ol'-.31 

F ' 

I 
MULTSTAT ~.06 -.01 -.OJ ,.01 - .01 .04 .05 -.06 .06 
SERV.NUM .06 -.07 .07 -.16 -.00 -.09 -.10: • 19 .16 -.04 I 

I DIVERSION .07 .04 .04 .09 . 14 .19 .01 .14 .0.05 -. 18 .07 j 
.1 ,SHELTER .02 .01 .03 -.11 .11 .02 -.03 .33 -.00 -.05 .32 -.03 ~ 1 MUL TI SERV ICE -.04 -.04 .04 ~.18 -.14 ~.13 -.03 -.01 .08 .02 .32 -.33 -. 10 

11 

Jj OUTREACH .05 -.02 -.03 .03 -.05 -.15 -.02 -.08 .21 .07 .34 -.32 -.08 -.00 
~ COUNSELING .03 - .08 .02 -.08 .13 -.05 .02 .01 . 16 .16 .41 - . 12 -. 02 -. 11 .21 

; 1 OTHER -.00 -.01 .05 .02 -.13 -.08 -.13 -.05 -.06 .00 . 18 -. 33 -. 00: .~. 1 2 .06 -.06 
\ I RESIDEN .03 .03 .03 -.10 .10 .02 -.03 .33 .00 -.06 .33 - .. 03 .99 -.11 -.08 -.02 .01 
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TABLE 10 

ALAMEDA CORREtATION MATRIX 

N=326 
Sub Pri Pur Fern Ang Age Nuc Run Un91 Mu:l Ser Di v Shl Fos Mul t Cns Res 
.52 .85 .09 .56 .68 14.8 .36 .24 .23 .09 1.4 .42 .32 .05 .10 .48 .33 
.. 36 

.07 .16 

.09 .21 -.16. 

ANGLO -.03 -.02 -.06 .06 
AGE 

NUCLEAR 

RUNA~/AY 

UNGOVERN 

MULTSTAT 

SERVNU~I 

DIVERSION 

SHELTER 

FOSTER 

MULTI SERVlcE 

COUNSELING 

RESIDEN 

-.02 .07 .02 .12 .19 

-.11 .00 .01 .17 .22 .13 

.02 -.03 .10 -.20 -.13 -.20 - .. 07 

.06 -.03 -.01 -.10 -.01 -.16 -:05 -.30 

.11 .02 .01 .02 -.12 -.03 -.11 .14 .00 

.25 .16 .20 -.18 -.19 -.03 -.11 .29 .17 

.19 .13 .13 -.02 -.05 .21 .00 .14 -.03 

.28 .17 .20 -.22 -.25 -.00 -.18 .31 .18 

.11 

.01 .56 
,:08 .81 .46 

.09 .08 .12 -.10 .01 -.04 -.016 .16 .10 .'02 .43 .0!3 .28 

.04 -.02 -.10 -.18 -.07 -.14 -.02 .06 .05 .08 -.01 -.19 -.06 -.08 

-.18 -.16 -.10 .19 .12 -.14 .08 -.17 -.05 -.01 -.38 -.67 -.51 -.22 -.29 

.27 .18 .20 -.24 -.24-.01 -.18 .32 .19 .07 .82 .48 .99 .34 ~.07 -.52 
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interactions were not significant with one exception: multiple status 

offenders. Among:mul tiple status offenders, cOlUlseling produced fewer 

subsequents than other services. However, there were few cases of 

:multiple status offenders who received counseling only, and we are wary 

of emphasizing this finding. 

. The final equation for Alameda County predicted about 19% of the 

variance in subsequents -- one of the larger proportions in this analysis. 

A3 usual, much of this proportion is accounted for by the length of clients t 

records regardless of what services they received. In addition to clients 

with prior records, clients with :multiple offenses on their instants 

proved to be more difficult to deal with than other clients (significantly 

so). Again, number of services given is solidly associated with subsequents 
,,\ 

but this! is to be expected since clients assigned to more services tended to 

be disproportionately . high-risk categories - - at least in Alameda County: 

minorities, clients fron non-nuclear families, clients with more priors, 

pure status offenders and clients with more than one status offense as 

part of their instants. Counseling only -- a tenn included only because 

it is implied by the significant interaction tenn of MULTSTAT/COUNSEL -

shows a negative relationship with subs.equents but this is to be expected 

since clients referred to this service are disproportionately non-minority, 

young, low in priors, and had instant offenses other than runaway or 

ungovernable. All of these factors are negatively associated with sub

sequents in Alameda County. 

, Connecticut 

The only variables that predict outcome in the Connecticut site are 

priors, age and an instant offense of runaway. As usual, priors and 

runaway are positively correlated with subsequents. Age, on the other 

hand, is ,negatively related; i. e., the older the client is, the less likely, 

he is to have subsequents. The fact that after age 16 juvenile records 
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TABLE 11 

CONNECTICUT CORRELATION MATRIX 

N=143 
Sub Pri Pur Fern Ang Age Nuc Run Mu1 Ser Div Sh1 Cns Oth Res 
.66 .57 .13 .29 .70 14. 1 .31 .83 .13 1.6 .29 .27 .75 .16 .31 

, .06 

.02 .37 

.08 .09 -.15 

-.11 .07 .06 .05 

-.17 .07 .06 -.20' .20 

-.09 -.15 -.12 -.06 ~24 .02 

.14 .08 .06 -. 16 -.01 .18 -.07 

-.01 .12 .04 .02 .17 -.02 .19 .07 
.12 .27 .28 -.06 ·".14 • 16 -.30 • 11 -.01 
.02 .36 .37 -.04 -.06 .15 -.26 .20 -.02 .73 
.04 -.13 .05 -.12 -.18 -.03 -.10 .02 -.05 .46 .06 i , 

.02 -.19 -.07 .02 .08 .... 16 .21 -.22,.04 -.56 -.81 -.15 

.02 .33 .12 .09 .12 .16 -.13 .04 -.06 .52 .44 -.14 -.40 

.12 -.06 .07-.06 -.19 -.04 -.15 .06'.01 .58 .18 -.92 -.24 - •. 09 
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are not generally kept in this state may account for this relationship. 

SERVNUM, although not significant, shows the same effect as usual: 

a positive one (increased subsequents). But, as usual, clients with 

more services are higher risk clients anyway. In Connecticut they 

were disproportionately pure status offenders, had priors, and were 

from non-nuclear families. After taking into account all of these 

background variables, no services or combinations of services were able 

to affect outcome. The total R2 for this equation is only .08, the 

lowest in the analysis. This may be related to the fact that only court 

referrals could be measured; police records were not available to the 

researchers on this site. 

Delaware 

While combinations and interactions were inconsequential in the pre

diction of subsequents here, there did appear to be some impact attributable 

to single services. As a group, the single services applicable in Delaware 

were significant. The strongest effect is seen in residential services, 

but· they differ by the type of residential placement. The pattern seems 

to be that the longer term residential placements (group homes and foster 

homes) predict fewer subsequents while the short tenn placement (shelter 

care) predict more subsequents. For this reason, a new term, "LONGTERM", 

was constructed for test in the fin<il equation. LONGTERM consists of 

ciI:ients assigned to group or foster homes. The effect described here has 

stood up to several tests of its stability and strength. Clients assigned 

to this type of service were not materially different from those assigned 

to other types of services as has been the case in other sites where 

apparent "effects" were found. About 40 clients .were assigned to long

term residential care and more were assigned to shel~er care, thereby 

providing a reasonably stable estimate of their effects. 
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TABLE 12 

DELAWARE CORRELATION MATRIX 
N=380 

Sub Pri Pur Fern Ang Age Nuc Run Ung Muls Ser Div Shl Grp Fos Cns Oth Res 
.60 .81 .15 .42 .72 '14.8 .25 .38 .40 .08 1.6 .'27 .16 .03 .07 .68 .30 .22 
.26 
.07 
.15 

-.01 
-.11 
-.07 

.16 

.28 -.13 

. 14 .01 

.11- .02 

.05 -.07 

.09 

.01 .21 

.04 .22 . 13 
-.04 -.05 .14 -.32 .08 .01 -.06 . 
. 02 -.05 -.12 .11 -.20 -.11 -.07 -.65 
.11 .10 .01 -.00 .10 -.01 -.01 .12 -.03 
. 14 -.00 .09 -.06 -.04 -.04 -.21 .16 -.01 .01 
.14 .03 .02 .04 -.10 -.14 -.13 .05 .04 -.03 
• 12 .02 .09 -.12 .02 -.02 -.17 .19 -.07 -.00 

-.06 .09 .16 .03 .02 -.01 -.09 .07 -.07 -.05 
-.04 -.04 .09 -.10 .05 -.02 -.11 .06 -.01 

.52 

.55 .08 

.l4 -.06 .15 
-.00 .36 .16 .13 .09 

-.10 -.09 -.09 .01 -.01 .08 .14 -.12 .13 -.00 -.04 -.23 -.20 -.17 -.20 
.11 .03 .00 '.00 -.01 -.02 -.12 .14 -~08 .08 .31 .09 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.47 
.08 .02 .11 -.11 .03 -.03 ~.22 .19 -.05 .00 .63 .17 .83 .31 .51 -.25 -.03 
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Another service impact seen in this site is from counseling 

only assigrnnents. The apparent effect is in the direction of fewer subsequents, 

but we cannot be as sure of this as we were about the LONGTRRM effect. 

Clients assigned to counseling were "easier" clients than those sent 

to some other services. They were disproportionately low in priors 

and were from nuclear families. To be fair, though, ungovernables 

were also overrepresented and this is a high-risk group in Delaware. 

Overall, however, we would have to be suspicious of this modest effect 

in view of the clients represented by it. 

One other service effect ought to be mentioned. We are used to 

seeing SERVNUM positively related to subsequents and then discounting 

the effect by the fact that the more difficult clients are usually assigned 

to more services. Here, the effect of number of services is quite strong 

but the assignment biases are not severe. The biases in assigmnent are 

among non-nuclear family clients (a relatively high risk group) and 

runaways (a low risk group in this site) 0 We are inclined, therefore, 

to consider more seriously the possibility that increasing numbers of 

services raay actually lead to more subsequents. 

The remaining variables in the final equation for Delaware are only 

control variables, but the-y show similar effects in this site as elsewhere 0 

Rriors has a very substantial impact on subsequi~tS as does age, although 

the age r.:elationship seems to be more complicated here than elsewhere. . ,. 

In addition, there seem:t.o be stron.g~rseasonal effects in this site than 

have been shown by the sites described so far. 

Illinois 

This is a site where some of our more severel problems of skewness 

occur. Almost all (99%) clients received DiversilQn/Evaluation~ Almost 

half received residential care (47%) and 25% received outreach services. 
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TABLE l3 

ILLINOlS CORRELATION MATRIX 

Sub 
.B6 
.. 33 

Pri 
1.4 

.OB .09 

Pur 
.30 

.OB . 16 -.26 

Fern 
.36 

-.14 -.06 ~.Ol -.02 

Ang Age 
.35 14.5, 

-.11 .04 -.03-.0B .10 
-.04 -.05 .04 .03 .09 .OB 

Nuc 
.29 

.04 .01 .15 -.19 .05 .03 .01 

N=750 
Run Ung 
.71 .2B 

-.03 .01 -.14 .1B -.06 -.01 -.02 ~.96 

Mu1s 
.14 

.07 ,03 -.02 ~.04 .00 -.06 .00 .17 ~.16 
-.03 -.02 .00 -.04 .00 -.00 -.05 ,04 -.05 .01 

Ser 
,1.8 

-.04 -.02 -.05 .04 .06 -.04 -.03 .00 -.01 -.02 -.05 
-

Div 
. ' .. 99 

-.03 .01 .00 .03 .03 .00 .00 -.07 .08 .01 .13 -.07 
>:; 

Sh1 
:02 

.02 -.05 .06 -.08 .14 .05 .04 .05 -.05 -.04 .14 -.16 -.03 

Grp 
.04 

-.02 -.01 -.02 -.03 -.09 -.01 -.02 .06 -.07 .05 .71 .00 -.03 -.13 

Fos 
.42 

-.06 -.03 .01 -.02 .02 .01 -.07 -.01 .02 -.01 .62 -.12 ~.OO -.03 .14 

Oth 
.. 25 

-.01 -.02 -.00 -.05 -.03 .01 .00 .06 -.07 .03 .76 -.08 .14 .21 .91 .13 
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Few clients received the rest of the services. As noted earlier, this 

pl'ogram was designed to provide alternatives to detention only. Inter

estingly, few assignment biases w'ere evidenced i.ll this site, and there 

were no significant service effects either singly or in combination. ! 
,; 

Similarly, no types of services were particularly beneficial or hannfUl 

to particular client types. Even number of services does not predict 

subsequent offenses. Only priors, ethnici ty, and age predict subsequents 

here, and they are all :in the expected direction. Together they explain 

13% of the variance in subsequent arrests. 

South C.arolina 

This is another site where skewness was a problem, with 97% of the 

group receiving counseling services., As a group , individual services 

proved significant. This was largely due to counseling (recieved by 

97% of the clients), followed by outreach (received by only 4% of tl;,e 

clients) which did not reach significance individually. Consequently, 

the strongest effects are seen in services containing 97% and 4% of the 

clients respectiv1ely. Since counseling reached significance individually, 

it will be included in the final equation in spi~e of the heavily 

skewed distribution. To the extent that we can trust the effect, it is 

negative; i.e., clients at this site who were assigned to counseling were 

less likely to have subsequent offenses than clients who did not receive 

counseling. 

Types of services as applied to clients with priors proved significant 

as a group. That is, some services seemed. more effective for clients witb 

prior offenses than other services, or some services were more effective 

than ot.'ters with clients who had no priors. In particular, the most effec:tive 

combination is residential service for clients with priors. This can be 
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TABLE<M~ 

SOUTH CAROLINA CORRELATION MATRIX 
N=361 

Sub Pr'i Pur Fern Ang Age 'Nuc Run Ung Muls Ser Div Sh'l Grp Mult Out Cns 
X- .17 .15 .03 .49 .76 14.0 .31 .17 .71 .00 1.6 .07 .013 .12 . ~O7 :04 .97 

L2PRIORS .15 
PURESTAT .15 .44 

MALE -.10 .07 -. 14 
ANGLO .06 -.02 .10 -.04 
AGE .03 .03 .03 -.04 '~~~:'1~~: 

NUCLEAR - .02 -.01 .02 -.02 .15 .07 
RUNAWAY -.01 .09 . 13 -.20 .14 -.02 .22 
UNGOVERN .•• 02 -.02 -.07 .15 -.23 -.01 -.15 -.72 
MULTSTAT .09 -.02 -.01 -.05 
SERVNUM .19 .08 .08 .03 
DIVERSION .0, -.01 -.04 .08 
SHELTER .08 .06 -.03 .03 
GROUP .08 .08 .03 -.00 
MUL TISERVICE - .,02 .07 .14 .07 
OUTREACH 
COUNSELING 
OTHER 
RESIDEN 

1'1 

' , , 

, 
{J 

'. ~J' r" 
it 

.17 .04 .04 -.04 
-.14 .03 -.06 .01 

.11 .06 .08 .01 

. 12 .11 .01 .02 

.03 -.07 -.04 .11 -.09 

.22 -.02 -~09 .03-.08 .09 
ii 

.08 -.Oi .05 .04 .,03 - .04 .28 
.07 .02 -.06 .08 -.12 -.01 .24 .01 
.10 -.09 -.09 .03 -.06 ':'.02 .49 .03 .02 
.03 .02 .00 .01 -.01 -.01 .30 .05 -.05 -. 01 

.09 .02 -.02 -.06 -.02 -.01 .22 -.06 .04 .05-.06 
-.06 .03 -.02 -.09 .1.4 .01 -.04 -.21 -.15 -.18 -.01 -.04 
.14 -.07 -.03 .10 -.10 .11 .64, -.08 .07 .20 .06 -.03 -.08 
. 13 -.07-. 12 .05 -.10 -.02 .54 .04 .44 .89 -.03 .07 -.24 
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interpreted in two ways: 1) among client~ with priors, residential 

services are most effective, or 2) residential services are most effective 
. ~ . 

on clients with priors. While this is an interesting finding, we nrust 

still be cautious since very few clients are represented by this 

combination (N = 11). 

Anothe~ set of interactions, proved significant. They concerned the 

assignment of services to runaways . Within this group' of terms, the .' 

combination of RUNAWAY /RESIDENfIAL and RUNAWAY/OTHER showed themselves 

to be significant indi;idrlally. The interpretations are similar to those 
Q • 

applied t J;theL2:PRIORS interactions, ~~eept~llat in the case of ''RUNAWAY/ OTHER" 

the r~ationship is positive. That is, runaways assigned to "other" servi~es had 

higher subsequents than runaways assigned to other types of services. 

(In this 'site, "other" refers to contract referrals to private psycho-

logists or psychiatrists.) On the other hand, runaways assigned to 

residential services were better in tenus of subsequents than were 

runaways assigned to other types of services. We have the problem of 

~~lllall ntuDbers with this finding as well, but it does, at least" corre

spond to the finding concerning clients with priors and residential treat

ments. We are also aided by the fact that assignment biases are minimal 
6' 

, in this site. ' 

If we trust the coefficients baSed on such~skewed~ distrib~tions, we 

would conclud~ that, overall, counseling is a better approach for status 

offenders in South Carolina but that residential placement is mdie effective 

for runaways and clients with priors -- a believable finding. 
J) 

Among the corttrol, pr base model variables,ther~ are sOIffe familiar 
.If "f.' 

patterns as we'll as som~ differences compared to other sites .,' Priors, 

as usual, is posi~ively (increased subsequents) and signific~tlY related 
:.-> i 

to subsequents, indicating difficulty in "dealing ,with clien't;.s with prior 
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reco:r:<is. Also, SERVNUM is related to subsequents in the usual positive 

(increased subsequents) manner; and, as in Delaware, it is not so 

plagued by assignment biases as to render it uninterpretable. Anglo 

clients are someWhat overrepresented in larger numbers of services, and 

this is, in South Carolina, a higher risk group than minorities, but 

this is the only bias problem we face here. We could take this as one 

more small piece of evidence that a plethora of services may do more 

hann than good. 

Unusual in this site are the negative (reduced subsequents) relation-
.' 

ships of maleness and runaway with subsequent offenses. In most sites 

these are high-probability groups where subsequents are concerned, but 

the opposite is true in South Carolina. 

Clark County, Wash!ngton 

The only service effects seen in this site, as individual services 

or combinatio~,with or without specification of client type, was 

COUNSELING and SERVNUM. Unfortunately, COUNSELING and SERVNUM are highly 

correlated (.71) making it impossible to separate the eff,~cts of one 

from the other. Almost everyone in this site received Diversion/Evaluation, 

with little left to decide but whether or not to send the client to coun-

seling. Thus, the high correlation between number of services and coun

seling. "The impact, whether due.to counseling, ntnnber of services, 'or 
D ~ 

something else (cOlIDseled clients are more likely to be young and there-

fore subsequent offense-prone), the relation is positive; that is, more 

subsequentarres,ts follow. The only control variables necessary in this 

equation were age (several've:r,sions)qnd whether or not the client was 

from a nuclear family. As always, clients from nuclear families are less 
~ .:".!.!.::::.'" .1 

likely to "get into subsequent trouble. than are other cliE~nts 0 
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TABLE IS' 

CLARK COUNTY CORRELATION MATRIX 

Sub 
.28 

-.02 

Pri 
.36 

Pur 
.14 

.07 .49 

.02.18 - .06 

Fern Age 
.. 44 14.5 

-.03 .03 .08 -.08 
~.15 -.10 .04 -.02 .07 

Nuc 
.40 

.10 -. 11 .05 -.05 .02 .09 

Run 
.. 44 

-. 11 .14 -.01 -.08 .09 -.08 -.62 

N=156 
Ung Mul 
.33 .10 

-.03 .04 .12 .06 -.00 .04 .15 .00 
.09 -.00 -.08 -.02 .02 -.07 .07 .11 .14 
.02 -.08 -.11 -.04 .06 -.11 -.00 -.12 .11 

.;" 

-. 10.05 -.06 .01 .05 -.03 -.06 . 18 -.07 
~17 -.07 .05 -.04 -.06 .06 .08 .16 .10 

-.04 .05 -.02 .. 08 .06 -.06 -.05 .19 -.02 

,/ . 
I '" 

Ser Div 
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.71 - 21 
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§Eokane Cotmty, Washington 

The individual service tenns did not show significance, nor did 

they as combinations. However', one set ,of client-service interactions 

was demonstrated to contribute to explained variance; these had to do 

wi th nmaways. According to the final equation, runaways who were 

assigned to multiservice centers or to counseling only were afrested 

, more frequently than others. We were 'liold that many in thts siterenerred 

to these services had drug related problems. This finding could be seen 

complementing the finding from'South Carolina that runaways (and clients 

with priors) do better in residential treatment than other types of 

treatment. In addition, long term residential treatment seemed more 

beneficial in general in Delaware. 

The effect of SERVNUM is, as usual, in the,direction of more sub-

sequents, but is not significant in this site. However. two hi~h-risk 

cateqories (runqways and anglo clients) are overrepresented in higher 

numbers of services, leading us to expect more subsequents from clients 

receiving more services anyway. (In Spokane, anglos slightly arrest-prone.) 

All other variables in the equation are there for control purposes. 

Those with priors and those brought to the program for running away are, 

overall, more likely to recidivate. AGE, RUNAWAY and MULTSTAT, on the 

other hand are negatively (reduced subsequents) related to subsequents. 

Seasonal and program duration effects are stronger in this site than in 

most other sites as well. The model finally explains about 12% of the 

varie:mce in subsequents. 

Surmnary of the First Half of the Six-Month Analysis 

Few strong service effects were observed, and those that were often 

were bas'ed on small numbers or were riddled with assignment bias problems. 

There are a few hints, however. Primarily, residential services, especially 

longer term care (as shown in Delaw'are), may be more effective than other 
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PURESTAT 

MALE 

ANGLO 
AGE 
NUCLEAR 
RUNAWAY 
UNGOVERN 
MULTSTAT 
SERVNUM 
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GROUP 
MUL TISERVICE 
COUNSELING 
OTHER 
RESIDEN 
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TABLE l;Q' 

SPOKANE CORRELATION·" MATRIX 

Sub Pri 
.43 .44 
.17 
.07 . 16 

Pur 
.07 

.14 .04 -.10 

Fern 
.34 

.03 -.05 -.10 .07 

Ang Age 
.g.:t 14.7 

-.12 .08 .05 -.05 -.04 
-.06 -.02 -.04 -.06 .04 .07 

Nuc 
.30 

.01 .05 .04 -.16 .03 .00 .02 

N=470 
Run ,IJog 
.,55 .. .37 

.01 -.01 -.02 .12 -.01 .00 -.01 -.84 
-.03 -.06 -.01 .03 .02 -.03 .01 .12 -.07 

.05 -.01 -.02 -.02 .09 -.06 .02 

.06 .05 .06 -.03 .03 . 13 .01 
, .03 -.01 .08 -.13 -.02 -.00 -.01 
.02 .05 -.03 -.03 .06-.19 -.02 

.06 -.03 

.02 .03 

.09 -.07 

.04 -.05 

Mu1s 
.10 

-.04 
t\ 

.... 05 
.17 

-.00 
.-

Ser Shl Grp 
1.6 .06 .06 

.34 

.24 .05 

.44 .06 -.05 
.03 -.04 -.01 .03 .04 .04 .04 -.01 .02 -.OB .51 -.08 ~.09 

-.04 -.02 -.06 .11 .05 -.02 -.00 -.00 .01 -.08 .36 -.02 -.05 
.06 .04 • 11 - ~'11 "~OO . 09 -.02 .06 -.01 .09 . 40 .~ 73 .69 
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types of programs, especially for the more difficult clients: runaways 

and clients with priors. In one site, runaways did partic111arly badly 
(-, 

wi th counseling and mul tis-ervice center referrals. There is some 

equiv~ca1 evidence that more services may be somewhat hannful. In most 
..:..~ 

sites" this cOmparison was impossible because it was confounded with a 
~( ',-.>:' 

more difficult clientele. However, the relationsqip held up iin ~o ' 

site~\ l{ ;.-,~:te this was notaIl,obv;ious problem. 
""~, { ~I 

The more solid findings of this analysis g,id not concern the 

"" ") 

c~ffectivenessof services. Rather, they identified rather consistently 

across sites the more difficult types 'of clients faced by practiti()ner~. They 

include rUnaways, pure status offenders (Le., offenders with no delin-

quent offenses on their records)', males, and most certainly, clients 

o h "0 'ds )7 Wl.t pr10r reC0J:1. Ij 
. . (':..;~;;::-~-~:::::;;:;:::::// 

k Search for Patterns 
'VI 

, ,1' 

In the pree'eding analysis we, were careful to 'ignore all effects 

that were not statistically significant individually and as groupso-.~ 
c· \.J;;:I " It 

variables. OnJy strong effects were discussed, and then with considerable 
'.1 II z:o \' 

- 0" /\" 

caution due to assignment bias;js andsk~~d distributions. It could also 
~~~'~ 

be argued that the number of variables found significant means littl~ 
" 

since they were few among a very large nUI$er ofsi'gnificance tests. A" 
) , \ 

more reast1nable approaCh ~s to rely ~n patternS o~s~rvableacross sites 

and sitUat~ol1S. The follOwing analysis sear~es for patterns that hold 

Var,:ross sites regardless "of statistical significance. ~or simplicity 
'0 

and becati'§e few service combinations have morethl3.n a' few cases repre-
\" . 6 ~ 

senting th~, only single ~enrices will be considered. Finally, only 

the di~ection of the effects will be included in the analysis. 
'OJ (! C~') _, ,~ 

(.) 
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Table 17 disp~ays the data relevant to this analysis. There are 

two rows for each service type, excluding the outreach and "other" 

_ cajegOries which are too diverse across sites to be meaning~1. The 

.r:;~ f 0 ,"" , ,dJ"rst row 0 each sect10n of the table ,indicates the direction arid 

',' degree of assignment bias for the service in each site. Where there 

'is a bias !hat would' predispose the clientele to recidivism, one or 

more "+" signs appear. Where the bias indicates' a tendency away from 
!( 

recidivism (a negative relationship to subsequents) one or more ".," 

signs 'appear. 11te nulnber of signs for each site is detennined by 
.,:.' 

1) the'-llw~er of categories· overrepresented in the services that are 

associated with recidivism (an~ their strength of association), and 

2) an adj~tment f'or biases that predict the opposite direction. The 

signs :re not meaH~ to be precise, but to reflect in a general way 

the degr~e to which~,pI1Pgr~ 3sre working ,with or against probabiliti~s. 

For instance, reside~tial programs in ~1.J,.<:!Jlleda . County (see the first 
\. 1) .,' 

row, sec~~d column of Table 17) received clients who w~re disproportionately 

" , minori ty, from non-nuclear families, had longer prior records, were 

pure status offenders and were runawaY$. Each of thesei~~i~sing factors 

would predi~t further involvement in the system in Alameda County as 
r..!;, 1,\ 

indicat~ by the correlat:ipn matrix, Table 10. Together, however, they 

present a fonnidable obstacle t-P, overcome f0r any program 
L> 

practitioner. 

The second row of each section of Table 17 indicates the sign of t1:le 

regression soefficient representing the ;ervice type in each site. The 
" 

coefficients represent the effects of the s~rvites after co~tro'lling 0 

,,<:.' ..::) 

statisti~ally for assignment biases tothe'~xtent possible. All service 

variables were included sinrul taneously in the ~quation. <It is, of course, 
'. (' . 
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TABLE :J=7 

DIRECTION OF SINGLE-SERVICE REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AFTf:R CONTROLLING FOR 
ASSIGNMENT BIAS AND SHOWING ASSIGNMENT BIASES - 6 MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

Assignment Biases 
(Sign of Relation 
w~th Subsequents) 

Sign of Service 
Relation With Sub
sequents) 

Assignment Biases 
(Sign of Relation 
with Subsequents) 

Sign of Service 
Relation With Sub
sequents) 

Assignment Biases 
(Sign of Relation 
with Subsequents) 

Sign of Service 
Relation With Sub
sequents) 

Assignment Biases 
(Sign of Relation 
with Sub~equents) 

Sign of Service 
Relation With Sub~ 

ifj sequents) , 

() 

AZ AL CN DL IL SC CK Sp' 

+ 

0 

+ 

++ 

+ 

'0 

Residential 

+++ ++ ++ ++ 
+++ 

+ 

Counseling 

\ 
NA 

+ + NA 

Diversion/Evaluation 

+++ 
+++ 

+ 

+ 

<:~ 

++ +++ 
++ 

+ 

Multi-Service 

NA NA 

NA NAo 

Outreach 
(too variable) 

7) 

0 

V{O 

0 

NA 

NA 

0 + +++ 

" 

+0 

0 +0 0 

+ 

0 0 NA 

+ + NA 
. .;::,. '-'':-. 

(., 
.. ~) 

0 ~? NA 0 \" 

NA 
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not possible to control perfectly for assignment biases using statisti~=al 

methods; they must be born in mind while interpreting results of any 

analysis involving effects possibly confounded by such biases. 
' "\ ' 

The first section of the tabl~;'pertains to residential services. ," . ' , It 

The hints of the relative success b~~': residential services that were seen 
• ; ,I i 

in the earlier analysis receive sUPI)prt here. , All eight sites 

oftered residential services for sottle of their clients. Out of the 
',' 

eight sites, six produced lower subsequents for clients receiving 

these services. More impressive, in most o£' the six sites 

showing reduc.e.d ...subsequents, the,effe~ts w'e r.e , achieved in 

spite of,difficult clientele compared to clientele assigned 

to other ,services. The t*b site~ showiqg increased sub

sequents had even m0re difficult client,s :than was usual for 
'II ':, 

residential 'services. This is the strongest pattern that 

we will see in either analysis. 

i\(' Cm.Dlseling programs fare less well in this analysis,.' Out of seven: 

sites offering counseling programs to their clients,fouT 

resulted in ~ncreased subsequents. In two si tes.~ Alameda 
'\~ 

and Connecticut, the" :ijflcrea~(ed sub~':equents" effect was in the 
' \\' 

face of particularly arrest-resistent c~aents. In another two, 
§ , , 

,;;::;/ 

si tes,the effect was shown on an(;fu;biased or 'nearly unbiased clientele. 

\, , il Three sites showed reduced subs equents effects ~ In ,·twdi cas es, I, 

.. .-: \\ ;,< '. , 

I', the i~~l~ctio·n,·; e'ffect was seen on unbiased clientele wilile i in ~ '~Q ~ 
I,> 'I \ 

the third, the clients of the programs were biased against subc;eqbents, 
'" , , " 1\ II 

I ~.~ I 
thereby ~ the achievement les~ l~oteworthy. The patten waul&;, Jlav'ii i I! 

to be s~efr,jias mixed, but th~ weight of the evidence "is against comfseliiig;:. 
' " \ ' " ,. "\' ,.,' , '~, ' 

It, is dif~icult to find explanation!; for the variation in the kinds ['of
e
, 

counseling" \~prqgrams£otmd in thel various sites. 1\ \," 

II 

, 0 

Some were privately rull, I 
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others ruriby probation departments or by departments o:r correction, 

but these factors seem unrelated to the direction of thE~ effects. 

,~.-;; Diversion/Evaluation programs, more vappropriately qal"led crisis 

intervention ]7Tograms, were offered in seven sites. Of the 

seven, four resulted in more subsequents. 

Most programs, though, were w~rking against probablli ties. Three of 

the increased subsequents effects are seen in site~; where the 

clientele were very difficult, while two are seen in programs with I" 

apparently unbiased types of clientele. 'There were, howE~ver; two 

sites where the coefficients predicted fewer subs equents . 

One such effect was accomplished on rinbiasedclientele while the other 

was attained in the face of a high-risk group. It is interesting to 

note the the two apparently successful crisis intervention programs 

were run by non-justice organizations. One pr0gram was in Illinois 

j •. 

where interventions were by lay youth a~vocates; the other;' in COImecticut, 

was staffed and run by a welfare department. All of the programS 

producing increased subsequ~p!cS effec~~~c were based in the juvenile 

justice system. This 1S hardly conclusive evidence againstprograms based 

in the sys tern, but it is .a pattern worth noting. 

,~ The final service type subjected to this 'analysis is multi-service 
;: ~ l . -: 

center programs. Four sites assigned clients to these types of progririns. 
, "\\-

Most of these programs were of the standard type such' as YMCAs,. Boys 
. . I) • .• I., 

;;Clubs, etc. The P:ima. Cmmty program offered a number ofserv~ces falll!lg 
, . 

. into this category; some were of the usual tjpe and others were quite 
I' 

unuslJa,l, such as, the,!)';~g Women's Genter and the mini-bike program;; The" 

Alameda County program wa5o~usual 'In that th~ services in many 6£ their 
. . .,,' . \) 

o multi-service tenters (Youth Bureaiis) were orlented toward youth :d.vocaq. , ' 
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In three of the four';'·sites the services coded as multiservice centers 

yielded "negative" coefficients. However, their clientele were, not a 
',' 

difficult sort; most were biased against subsequent offenses. Only 
.-::} 

one site offered unbiased clients to their multiservice centers. Here 

(in, South Carolj.na)·· the effect still predicted reduced subsequents. 

Only in Alamed,a County was there an increase in subseqUEmts and this was produced 

on a very arrest-resistant group of clients. The real pattern, though, 

is for multiservice centers to receive low-arrest-probability clients 

and to produce low l~vels of recidivism among, its clients. 

Summary of the Search for Patterns 

The most impressive perfonnance, based on this simple analysis, 

seems to corne fran residential services. The clientele referred to 

these services are more . Co~]:stently difficul tand arrest-prone. ;' 
;,' 

In spite of this, the recorr:.l of these programs is to produce low-reci<livating 

clients. The most discouraging picture comes from the counseling progr2lffiS 

where clients are typically n6t difficult and yet four out of s~ven p;t·o;· 
" , 

grams showed - increased subsequents. The picture is 

mixed, however; counseling programs in two sites resulted in negative 

coefficients (;,reduced .subsequents) based on non-biased client~le. Diviersion/ 

Evaluation (crisis intervention) and~ltiservice programs present avery 

mixed result. BY' and large, their coefficients match the direction o;E the 

client bi~, with crisis intervention.programs rec~Jving difficult .cli;ents 

and rnul tis'~nrice centers receiving "easy" clients . 
~~ (! (I 

Ovet'al~ 6-Mon'th .A1'res·t Data Surmnary 'I 

Ii 
II II 

Stron,g and consistent ~ervice effects are hard to identify in ~ data 
" " II 

" set of this type, and none were found. The strongest effect we hav~ seen 
(; // :. 

in this analysis comes frorn~reside!ltial services, "and this i~ farl:'~;~om 
Q ~ , ,. II! 

unequivoc:,:al .. However, it IPaYwe11 be that ~eside~tial programs n~~;u1t 
,".;: 

" •. ",_"",.",T,,,,-,_:-... '.~' '.~ • 
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in lower recidivism in more dif£icul t and arrest-pt.one clients. This proved 

to be the case in Delaware and in at least one sitf~ it was particu:L~rly 

true for runaways and clients wi th' arrest histories. The same types of" 

clients were particularly recidivistic when assigned to'multiservice 
C I: 

and counseling programs in another site. FinallYI' in the analysis or 
" the directions of effects, residential programs show the most consistent 

pattern of low recidivism, even though the clien1;s of ~!;hese programs would 

be expected to recidivate more tharlaV'erage. Although;the residential 

service findings are not unequiy~cal, they are bolstered by findings in 

other studies. For instance, both Empey an9. Lubeck (1971) and Murray (1978) 
" 

find residential treatment'more effectiv~' than ~ther kinds of treatment. l.n these 

cases the clients were far more seriol's offenders than we find in this 

sample, but the similarities in .. findings are worth noting. Other 

effects are variable and diffic;ilt to~ interpret. Finally, the issue .of 

. number of services assigned is van interesting but difficult one. Number 
c • 

of services is consistently reiated to higher subsequents but often the 

clients who receive multiple ~ervices are the 'more difficult clients. 

From this. we would assume that the causal direction is from difficult 
,. 

clients to multiple services rather than the ()ther way. However, in two 

sites:. where clients referrr- .to multipl,e services were no~. noticeably 

,. different from ,clients ref~rred to one service, fuepositive effect of 
.' Y. . 

number of services remain~d. It is, at leas,t, a relationship worth pur
If 
If 

suing in othe,r studies. j 

>" () 

. ~'-~ .. V': .• - ,'lk ., 
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Ji12-month group. However, two sites did not operate prog;ams or :evaluations 
~ . 

long enough to make a 12-month follow-up pos~,ible: Cormecticut and Clark County. 

In addit,ion, since tJle sample sizes we;e considerably smaller in the remaining 

sites, sane tenns h9;d to be dropped from the ,equations I as there were not 

enough cases represented by them. With these reservations, we proceed to 
.;, 

the c:omparison. i! 

TablEr 18 .lists the tenns of each equation used in the six-month analysis for 

each site available ,for the 12-mon~7 analysis. Opposite each tenn in the 

table are regression ~~efficients for the l2-month eqBation and, in parentheses, 

the corresponding coefficients for the six-:month analysis. This is fOllowed 

by the standard errors, F ratios and probabilities for each tenn for each of 

the two analyses. In addition, the R2 for each equation is shown opposite 

the names of the sites. 

Overall, the l2-month equations are very similar to the six-month 

equations. A number of tenns that were st~tistiCa1lY significant with the 

six-month group are not statistically ~ignificant for the l2-month. However, 
',' 

the regression coefficients are of"similar magnitude and always (with two 

exceptions) of the same sign (direction). The two instances of sign reversal 

were for tenns that were not significant ill the first analysis. The first is 

seen in Arizona for the tern MULTSTAT, included only .~ a companion to 

RUNAWAY since the two were highly related. The second instance is found in 

Spokane where the coefficient for the tenn SERVNUM was reduced from .06 to -.00. 

There were four effects that seemed worthy of note in the six-month 
J.~ 

analysis. The first was in Delaware where long tenn residential care pro-

duced a strong negativeCsubsequent reducing} co~fficient. Th~ twelve-month 

follow-up shows an even sti\o~~er coefficient which remains statistically 

significGlIlt. 
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TABLE 18 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR 12-MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

Variable Regre~,sion 
Coefficient 
12 me(6 me) 

Standa;d' 
Error 

12 mo(6I'mo) 

F 

12 mo(6 mol 

Pima Cotmty, Arizona (R2 = .19) 

12PRIORS 
PURESTAT 
RUNAWAY 
MULTSTAT 
SERVNUM 
DIVERSION 
OTHER 
DIVER/OTHER 
CONSTANI' 

.41 (.26) 

.22 (.25) 

.09 (.13) 

.04(-.12) 

.10 (.09) 

.09 (.09) 

.09 (.13) 
- .46( - .54) 

.03 (.01) , 

.04 (.03) 

.16 (.10) 

.10 (.06) 

.14 (.09) 

.06 (.04) 

.10 (.06) 

.15 (.11) 

.29 (.22) 

88.60(88.20) 
1.88 (6.26) 

.80 (4.46) 

.07 (2.05) 
3.01 (4.46) 

.79 (1.85) 

.38 (1.33) 
2.55 (5.95) 

Alameda C~tmty, California (R2 = .22) 

L2PRIORS . 39 (. 25) 
MULTSTAT .37 (.52) 
SERVNUM .08C • 20) 
COUNSIlLING - .11 ( - .06) 
Mill .. TOFF/COUNSEL NA( -.60) . 
CONSTANT .31 (.03) 

I: 
L2PRIORS .22 (.20) 
AGE .24 (.16) 
AGE130N .• 87 (.4,6) 
.AGE16UP -.83(-.t)0) 
SERVNUM .31 (.19) 
LONGI'ERM -.79(-.49) 
COUNSELING -.44(-.17) 
SPRING NA( -.21) 
StJM.1ER NA(-.24) 
CONSTANT -2.77(-1.78) 

':: ..... 
" 

L2PRIORS .37 (.;27) 
ANGLO - .19( -.21) 
AGE - .15( - .07) 
CONSI'ANT 2.91(1.62) 

,\ 

,.~06 (.04) 
.25 (.19) 
.12 (.07) 
.15 (.09) 
NA (.28) 

35.76(41.01) 
2.12 (7.21) 

;' .43 (8.nn, 
," .55 (.43) 

NA. C 4. 5~) 
~! , •• r 

2 ,,".' Delaware (R ='; .22) 
----"i__ ~'\ 

.08 (..04) 
,', .12 (.06) 

.34 (.18) 

.29 (.15) 

.11 (.06) 

.27 'C:16),iA ' 

.17 (.09)" 
NA (.11) 
NA (.09) 

7.65(24.47) 
Ii' 3.81 (6.19) 

6.72 (6.44) 
8.04(16.57) 
7~44(12. 42) 
8.54 (9.62) 
6.73 (3.50) 

NA (3.9~;) 
NA (6.56) 

Illinois (R2 = .21) 

~ .OS (03) 64.84(92.59) 
2.59 (9.45) 

15·.49(10.05) 
.12 (.,07) 
.04 (.02) 

I 
I 

r 

I 

I 
I 

;;'. ' 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

' .... '( 

, , 

"i,1 

Variable Regression Standard F 
Coefficient Error -
12 mo(6 roo) 12 mo(6 mol 

, 
12 mo(6 roo) 

South Carolina (R2 = .14) 
! ,; 

L2PRIORS r-.17 (.22) " .10 (.07) ,2.94(10.74) MALE -.21(-.12)'1 .08 (.05) 6.60 (6.92) 
RUNAWAY -.13(-.11) .12 (.08) 1.18 (2.28) 
SER~ .13 (.12) .06 (.06) 4.72 (7.46) 
COUNSELING -. 5l( - .39) .20 (.14) 4.58 (7.60) 
OTHER - .05( - ~14) .13 J .09) .18 (2.73) 
RESIDEN NA (.14) N..t\-; ( • 09) NA (2.18) 
RUNAWAY /0lliER .36 (.45) .23 (.15) 2.38 (9.37) 
RUNAWAY /RES NA( - .50) NA (.16) NA (9.63) 
PRIORS/RES NA( - .30) NA (.12) NA (5.74) CONSTANI' .61 (.41) 

Spokane COtmty, Washington (R2 = .16) 

L2PRIORS .25 (.17) .06 (.04) 16.84 (14.72) 
MALE .,33 (.21) .~O (.07) 10.32 (8.78) AGE - .II( - .06) .03 (.02) 11. 83 (8.27) 
RUNAWAY - .14( -.10) ".13 (.08) 1.14 (1.34) , MULTSTAT - .12( - ,05) .17 (.11) .53 ( .23) ~: ' 

,:TIME - .09( - .03) .03 (.01) 6.75(11.70) StM4ER -.31(-.19) .17 (.07) 3.28 (7.56) j . SERVNtM .- .00 (.06) 
" .11 (.07) 0.00 (.69) I MJLTISERVICE - .17( - .30) .23 (.16) .55 (3.68) 

, 
f ' 

COUNSELING'i -.03(-.18) .19 (.13) .03 (2.12) f"::: 
RUNAWAY!MJLTISERV .30 (.36) .26 (.18)" 1.30 (3.91) 
RUNAWAY/COUNSEL • 55) ( .31) .• 22 (.15) 6.01 (4.23) 
CONSTANT 2.46(1.44) () 
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,. 

of RUNAWAY andcRESIDEN, as well a,s PRIORS and RESIDEN, .showed strbll:~ nega't!Je". 
. ,::~ . ,~~i i,~ •. :~. "J '. 

'..,:, 

statistically significant coefficients. Unfortunately neither of 

these terms represented enough cases' to appear in the twelve-month equation 
;. , 

" :.:, 

and therefore cannot be tested for stab\lity. 

The third s~t of effects noted in ~he earl~er analysis came .from· 

Spokane. They were interaction effkts fr~ th~' .cOll\binati~ of RlINAwA.~ 
with lIIDLTISERV and with COUNSELING. \Both ~nns ~re positively (d;tri-

-":'. 

mentally) related to ~ubsequent Off."j,~. ~s .s~ed complanentaIY to th~' 
South Carolfua findin~ that runaways ai.e\beS~ treated with residential car,e. 

In the twelve-month gr~ the same effeck arar. and both are significant .. I 
The interactio~ tem ~n~.lUd~ng .""~TISERJ. J,ecr'\;ed Slightly. in S~eng~ ." / i 
( .36. to •.. 30) but remarne<!, s1gmf1cant wh1l7 th~ oth,r tem lllClUdlng .. ;,/., 

\ \ 1\ ~ , ..,. ;' '\J.'~ /r 
CO~SELING increased in s')trength (.31 to .5'f) arr also remained signif~;Ga)lt~~f~" 

The final trend notf~ in the ~~rlier ~\lY~iS w~, the, (co:isten~ ~T~,th 

which SERVNl.M or mnnber' of services assigned" pred~cted more subs'equent offenses. 
. \ 0 

It remains Wlclear what th~ i!:ausal direcfioniof this edit is since'tl;,e more 

difficult cases arJ' usuall~ as;igned to more~erv:i~es. b~t whatever the direc-
IJ ! \' II I 

tion-, the effect r~.ains s~table in all Sll tesb;ut Sfokanei as noted .earlier. c 

~e two sites (South carol)~a and Delaw~:re) w~\erellthe SJ~VNUM effec~, se~ned 
1/ 'I 1/, ,. ,1 

relatively uncontaminated ifby assigrnnent biases" ant'~ mul t~~coltineari ~y again 
1/ I d / II' 

II II II ' 
produce po~itive coeffici:ents that are statisticflly s:i(/gnificant. r In South 

II 1/ J ,'c. I 
Carolina the effect is a}most exactly the same magnitu~~e and:·in Delawar~ I 

Ir, f f 

the coefficient is. considerably str~er (from /i9 to k3~1: 0 " 

Summary of Arrest Dat~"AnalYSiS ' ,t' / '..,j 

In each case l':~rreo previous Jinding~ wele tes~?able on ~he l2-mo;~ '::" 

.I sample the findings were upheld.. In o'le crileal tse the :in<UngS [lOre "not 

testable. These cqncerned the apparently bjnefiClal (subsequent' re~tlcing) 
I effect of reside~1;.ia:r~ care. for runaways aIli f~t~ ilients'with priors! iIi: ~.' 

" i\ 

1 . ., '. ,,: I l 0 ·ie
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South Carolina. All other effects concerning the subsequent reducing impact 

of ,residential services were supported, as w~ the subsequent increasing 

effect of counseling and multi-service centers for runaways .in Spokane. 

Finally, to th.$ extent that there seemed to be a deleterious impact of' 

number of services on subsequents, or all bnpact pf difficylt clients on 

number of services, it remains trl'k ~n the l2-mo~th analysis. It is ~ however, 

still impossible to be sure o~,)the causal direct:lon of the effect. 
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Analysis 0 -.. in this report has some a van-
f Self-Re~orted Delinquency d 

Of self-reported delinquency data , , . . 
The use t dwith the fact tnat h dfsadvantages .have 0 0 and some disadvantages. T e 

tages , . l' t and thereby inevitably reduces " tervlewswl th c len s, 
self-report requlres ln 11 ' elate to the fact that 

The advantages a r " 
sample size through attrition. . 't than they are arrested 

in more potentially cha.rgeable act,v, y . offen
ders engage 1 t1C purposes. 

are more favorable for ana y 

for, so of delinquent behavior can e 

frequencies and distributions b 

Specifically, in this analysis, the dimensions , t data while this was not 
'th use of self-repor , acknowledged and attended to "'1 i' . 

'ble with arrest data. POSSl , 

The disadvantage of smaller sample Slze 

by doing an aggregat~ arialysis, bringing sites 

'1 til dummy' variables in an attempt to IIp~rtla ou 

(N=951) will be vitiated somewhat 

, of into the analysis as a serles 

jurisdiction lIeffects" rather than 

treating each site separately. . permit several type,s of 
", offenses per personwl11 

The availab",ty of more . subsequent offenses. 
. the simple effect of serVlces upon 

analyses beyond those for , of self-reporte~ delinquency and 
' the dimensions 

The first analysis will examlne h ' 'ler manner this will 

ff d rs In a muc ~,1mp "" , 
t
he potential specialization of 0 en e . , of official 

' for the comparison 'th ar"est data as well in preparatlon be done W1 , ,~ . 

and self-repor',ed offending. . .' . _ hi • between arrests 
'11 explore therelatlons p The second set of analyses w, . 

• estab 1 i shed in the first an~.lys,s. and behavior, using the dimensions '. this 

' '11 be the most rigorous'Jpossible with 
The third set of analyses w, .• .ubsequent of~nses. 

the effect of serVlce types on; 
data set and pertains to .f-. prior offenses 

' d f the relatiChsh1ps among ~ lsi S W1 11 be rna e 0 0 11 
Finally, an ana y . ,. d.1:dually) and subsequent 

t) service types \taken In 't l (o
fficial and self repor , ',' r .. 'C<9th' and sl'gn of these 

. t ''''e ,t1:ren Thi sana lysi s wi 11 take into aocoun :~n ,Ii'. '. 
Statist;ca1~igniflcance wll1 not be a 

offenses. 

relationships relative to each other. 
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prominent feature of this particular analysis. 
The Variables 

The client background variables Used in this analYSis will be familiar 

from preceding chapters. They are: AGE, MALlO, ANGLO, and NUCLEAR. Similarly, 

the serVices in question have all appeared In previous analyses: DIVERSION/ 

EVALUATION, SHELTER, GROUP, FOSTER, LONGTERM, RESIDEN, MULTISERV, COUNSELING, and 
SERVNUM 

The variables unique to this analYSis are those measuring offense behavior 

of the clients both before and after service intervention and as reflected by 

arrests (probation referrals for Connecticut) and self-report. (It should be 

noted here that Clark County does not appear in this analYSis because Clients were 

not interViewed until six months after interVention, therefore there are no self

report measures of prior behavior.) Hindelang, et al. (1979) have painted out 

that offense behavior Is not unidimenSional arrd that treating it so is likely to 

mask important effects, especially in comparing self-reports to offiCial records. 
t' 

A series of factor analyses was therefore undertaken on the self-report data to 

identify dimensions of behavior. In the light of space limitations, only the 
final result will be reported here. 

Before proceeding to the factors, the reader should be reminded that the 

self-report information was gathered twice on each client. The first (Wave 1) 

interview was administered soon after service assignment and covered the six

month period prior to program intervention. The second administration (Wave 2) 

took place approximately six months after service assignmen-'t, and represents 

post-service behaVior. Each wave is treated separately and then compared to the 
other. 

A preliminary step in the factor analyses was insp~ction of the distri

butions of the variables. Not -surprisingly there were problems. :rhe more 
'J",> 

serious offenses showed the familiar highly skewed distribution with the majority 
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of'cases at 110". The less serious offenses were more evenly distributed but 

heavier (in terms of frequency) at both ends of the distribution. In addition, 

the means and variances were quite diverse. There was little that could be done 
~ . ,. 

-
for the skewness (since it differed by offense) using transformations. However, 

the means and variances problems were resolved by standardizing the responses. 

Consequently, all that follows reflects standardized rather than raw scores. 

Arrest data were treated as before, i.e., the number of charges plu~ 1 
'.../ 

transformed to the LOg base 2 .. , The only difference is that for this analysis 

they are'also,divided into status offenses and non-status offenses yielding the 

following variables: 

L2SUB6STAT 
L2SUB6NONSTAT 
L2PRIORSTAT " 
L2PRIORNONSTAT 

Dimensions of Self-Report 

The factor analyses consistently produced three strong factors and one 

independent item, RUNAWAY. On the basis of these factors, four self-report 

indices were constructed as simple summations of subsets of the self-report items, 
. ); 

with each item treated as a standard score (mean of "D", unit variance). Shown 

below are the indices, their estimated reliability, and their component items. 

Dimensions 

DRUGSR1* (Wave 1) 
DRUGSR2 (Wave 2) 

PREDSR1 
PREDSR2 

Re 1 i abil i ty {Alpha} Items 

'.83 
.82 

.82 

.83 

Use and sale of pills 
Driving under influence 
Use and Sale of hard drugs 
Use and sale of marijuana 
Drinking 
Getting Drunk 
Sniffing Glue 

Burglary 
Shop1ifting_ 
MisdemeanoT Theft 
Felony Theft 
Breakirtg and Entering 
Joyriding 
yandiilism 

~-.~---,..---,.", ... """"""",,,,,,,-~,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,-~.,,,,,,-~ "'-" , ' 
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Dimensions 

ADOLSRl 
ADOLSR2 

RUNSR1 
RUNSR2 

- 69 - ' 

Reliability (Alpha) 

.77 

.81 

NJ1. 
NA 

Items 

Receiving Stolen Goods 
Robbery 
Concealed Weapon 
Assault 

Truancy 
Disobeying Parents 
Disobeying School Rules 
Curfew 

Runaway (Single item) 
Runaway (single'item) 

*An example of these acronyms: DRUGSRl stands for the report of a drug (or alcohol) 
offense (DRUG) self-reported (SR) en the Wave 1 interview (1). 

The factors divided quite well into (1) drug and alcohol behavior, (2) pre

datory behavior", (3) fairly typical adolescent misconduct, or rebellion against 
l' 

authority, and (:4) running away. Interestingly, runawaYdid not relate well to any 
,I 

dimension or item. It always remains independent. This may address the popular 
,t,- .• 

nC1(Jon that running away necessitates other 'law vfolations and therefore leads to 

a more serious involvement in cY'ime. This may be true in some cases but does not 

seem to be the rule. In addition, this finding may give some credence to the 

notion held by many practitioners that the act of running away is, in some cases, 
}'; 

therapeutic. 

A comparison of Wave 1 behavior with Wave 2 behavior for the same 

individuals was the next analysis undertaken. The purpose was to determine the 

stabili ty of behavior over time regardless of services. Figure 1 displays 

the statistically significant path co-efficientsamongthe four subindices of 

self.., report. It is clear that in each case, the Wave 1 measure of a sub-

index is. considerab11 more related to its Wave 2 counterpart than it is to 

any other Wave 2 subindex. We interpret ,jthis to indicate some stability in 

the dimensions of behavior. Note that runaway is related to no other offense 

typ~§. 
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FIGURE I 

A SIMPLE PAm .t\NALYSIS OF RELATIONSHIPS 
. BETWEEN 

WAVE I AND WAVE 2 SELF-REPORT INDICES 

• 27 .96 
PREDSRl-' -----.;.---~~ PREDSRZ ~(-"'--------:--

I.40 [.40 
.38 .8ff 

AOOLSRl--~~----..,,---+ AOOLSRZ ~<--.:;.;:;~-,--

{-S3'" tS3 
!lRUGSRl DRUGSRZ ( • 78 ~~ 

-\ t14 ~~o' [29 
. RUNSRl :".41 " > RUNSRZ ~< __ .9_0 __ 

o 

I> 

.33 

, {,,\ 
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Table 19addresses a similar question for offtcial offenses. This tqble 

is a simple correlation matrix, possible because of the relative simplicity of 

the dimensions used with official offenses. The evidence for stable dimensions 

using arrest data is not as compelling as that using self~report data but the 

same pattern is visible. The two highest correlations in the table are (1) be

tween nonstatus priors and nonstatus subsequents and (2) prior status and sub ... 

sequent status offenses. 

Thi s analys.'rs raises the question of the rel ationship between sel f .. reported 

deJinquency and official delinquency. Table 20 addresses this question. In general 

it can be said that status offenses·ai"e considerably more at risk of. official 
.~ 

notice than are predatory or drug offenses. This is particularly true for run-

away which, not s'urprisingly, results in more arrests for' status " 

offenses than for nonstatus offenses. Youngsters who engage in rebellious behavior 

other than running away are arrest prone for both status offenses .and nonstatus 

offenses. The same patter~ holds for both six-month periods shown in the table. 

Both dr&g ~nd predatory behavior are low-~isk offenses, especially drugs. These 

data would seem to buttress the pOint made by Hindelang et al. (1979), i.e., it 

makes ltttle ,$ense to compare total arrests with total self .. report behaviors. In 

this data. set there are dimensions to delinquent behavior and th.ey relate dif ... 

ferently to arrest data. Of course ~"e cannot be sure that the differential risks 
" 

of arrest for the various offense categories is not a reflection of the particular 
CJ <_ 

sa!llPle we are working with. Thesn€! are all youths who have committed status of-

fenses for wh.i ch they have come to the attention of authorities. 

The fi'nal preliminary analysis concerns the relationship betwe'en client 

characteri'stics and offense behavior. The question is, who cOlllTlits what type of 

offense? Table 21 indtcates that predatory offenses are cOlllTlitted more by males. 

. and younger juveniles than by females arid older juveniles. 'i 

526 

, 



- 72 -

TABLE 19 

CORREht\TION ii/lATRIX FOR OFFICIAL OFFENSES 
!'!;, ;;'5 

L2PRIOR 
NONSTAT 

L2PRIOR 
STAT 

L2SUB6 
NONSTAT 

12SUB6 
STAT 

P1UOR AND SUBSEQUENI' OFFENSES 

LZPRIOR 
NONSTAT 

1.0 

(~ 
\/ 

.26:Ai 

.0001 

.31* 

.0001 

.04 

.24 

L2PRIOR 
STAT 

1.0 

.09* 
~~04 

.31 * 

.0001 

*Indh::ates statistical significance at.{ .05 ',:1 _ 

.-

(i 

L2SUB6 
NONSTAT 

1.0 

.23* 

.0001 

.-:' 

L2SUB6 
STAT 

,. 

1.,0 

527 

I 
I 

"" 

\ 

• :r 

'. , 

- Tj -

TABLE 20 

CORRELATIONS, FOR OFFICIAL VERSUS SELF-.REPORT OFFENSE,S 

Self-Reported 
Offenses .. -.,.,-:=:.::.:;.~---

'.,' ~ 

PREDSRl 

DRUGSRl 

RUNSRl 

PREDSRZ 

DRUGSR2 

Jl.DOLSRZ 

RUNSR2 

L2PRIOR 
STAT 

.03 

.29 

.05 

.11 

.10* 

.002 

.3.2* 

.000 
h 

Official Offenses 

L2PRIOR L28OO6 
NONSTAT STAT 

.10* 

.001 

.003 

.94 

.10* 

.002 

-.03 
.40 

.05 

.10 

.07* 

.04 

.07* 

.07 

.30* 

.000 

*Indicates statistical significance at ~ .05 

,,' 

L2SUB6 
NONSTAT 

.09* 

.004 

.05 

.12 

.05 

.16 

-.000 
.99 
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. TABLE 21 

CORRELATION MATRJX FOR 

CLIENT <FJ,\RACTERISTICS AND SELF-REPORT 

r~;~ 
;.~ , 

;,!" .. 

Female . Anglo ";, Age· 

.19* . 06 - .09* 

.0001 .'09 .004 

.02 .17* .14* 

.57 .0001 .0001 

-.04 .24* .19* 
.20 .0001 .0001 

-.20* -.06 
(~~, 

-.01 
.0001 .06 .73 

.12* • 06 -.09* 

.0002 .06 .006 

.01 .13* . 05 

.66 .0001 .14 

.'0001 .25* .17* 

.97 .0001 .0001 

-.11* -.06* -.13* 
.0006 .05 .0001 

- il 

" c 

.)? 
~,' 

,:, 

' . . , 

*Indicates statistical significance at ~ .05 

• F " 
.-
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"80th adolsecent rebellious and drug behavior is coqimitted more by Anglo and 
jI , 

older youth. Finally, runaways are disproporti.ontltely minority and young. 
-, " { 

/~ 

We suspect that these patterns reflect arrest an9 status offender program 

referral criteria. . . 
SUl1IJIaryof Preliminary Analyses 

I 

!i 

; l '. , 
The preceeding analyses can be ~reasonalrly summarized by three points. First~" 

the most critical component of self-reported behavior, insofar as it relates to 

officia'loffending, is a single i'tem, ru~away, which has 1 itt.le in cOll111on with 
'\,\ 

the rest of the~self-repor,t variat,foi1'~' This may be unique to a status offender 
_=,--o;c-7'=-=-_ 

program sample, but, it speaks to the methodological issue of the use of overall 

0s~l1IJIation.s versus subindices in self-report, especially when comparing self-report 

to official delinquency • 

Second, there seem to be dimensions of offense behavior that arE r~ot highly 

related to one another. This point is best made by self-report data but also 

receives some support from arrest data. 

Third, the status offender program sample is a unique one, so that tradt~ional 

relationships cannot be assumed. Specifically Anglos and younger youths report 

more substance abuse, while boys and younger youths report more predatoJ:'Y offenses 

than others. !) .,', ~ 

Service EffectAnalysis- Multiple Regression ) 

This will be the first of two analyses of service effects on self-reported 

behavi ors and arrests. It wi 11 represent the mo'''e severe test of servi ces because 

service effects on subsequent arrests is tested only after controlling for: 
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(1) all site terms, (2) all ~lave 1 self-report dimensions (if significant) 

and (3) both dimensions (status and nonstatus) of official arrests (if signi

ficant). Service effects on arrests are not calculated directly in this &nalysis 

(this was done in an earlier section of this chapter). Rather, Wave 2 self

reported behavior is controlled before assessing effects on arrests. Any effects 

of servlce on arrests, then, would be interpreted as system response effects over 

and above behavior. That is, if a service type predicts arrests, or explains 

variation in arrests beyond what is explained by behavior, we can only assume 

that something about the service itself makes the client disproportionately 

vulnerable to arrest (beyond what is expected on the basis of behavior). Tables 

are not shown for this analysis since there are so few service effects identified. 

The services tested in this manner are: Diversion, Shelter, Group, Foster, Long

term Residence (combination of Group and Foster), Residential Care (combination of 
" II 

Group, Foster, and Shelter), Multiservice .Center, . Outreach , Counseling, and Number 

of Services. The services were tested against the rest of the equation serially. 

A total of three statistically significant service effects were seen among all of 
:\ 

these tests. The first is a subsequent arrElst producing effect of shelter on 

self-reported runaway. The second is a subsequent arrest reducing effect of 

foster care.on adolescent rebellion self-reported behavior~ The third effect-is 

a negattve (subsequent reducing) effect of counseling on official nonstatus 

offenses. 

In summary, effects seen in the arrest analysis are not seen in the first 

analysis. In addition, the effects seem to be unpatterned and therefore ~iffi-

cult to interpret. It may be· that including as many control variables (especially 
\ 

site variables) as we did may have been too rigorous a test. For instance, if 

site variables are correlated with residential services (they are) and if resi-

dential care is correlated with subsequent behavior, the service-behavior cor-

relation is likely to be "absorbed" by the site varia.bles entered earlier in the 
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equation. This danger implies the need for another, more liberal analysis. 

Ser~ice Effect Analysis-Correlations 

This correlational analysis Tooks at the differences between the correlation 

of Wave 1 self-report dimensions with service types (reflecting the behavior of 

the cli.ents before entering or early in service) and the correlation of the 

Wave 2 behaviors with services. For instance, the first section of Figure 2 

shows that predatory offending before the program was correlated at +.01 with 

diversion/evaluationo:p crisis intervention. However, Wave 2 predatory behaviors 

are correlated at -.03 with this service. This would be interpreted as a slight 

recidivism decreasing effect of crisis interventior. on predatory offenses. Three 

situations would qualify as. a beneficial effect in this analysis: (1) a positive 

. correlation with the service for offenses occurring prior to the program intervention 

and a negative correlation with the service for offenses occur'ring after the 

intervention; (2) a positive correlation for prior offenses and a smaller positive 

correlation for offenses after intervention; and (3) a ne~ative correlation for 

offenses occurring before the 'program 'anda'latger'negative correlation ~or.offenses 

oCClltTing after the intervention. A deleterious effect, of 'course, would be 
define~ by the opposite conditions. 

The comparisons shown in Figure 2 can be analyzed in at least two ways. 

The first focuses on the service and th~.second 'focuses on the offender type. 
, ~ ~ 

Close Ilbservaticn of Figure 2 reveals that some services are generally more 

effective than others. The services that show at least some beneficial effect 

(very small in some cases) on all categories of offenders are: outreach and 

large numbers of services (the latter is a direct contradiction to the results 

of the arrest data analysis). Those services that have a beneficial effect on 

three offender types and do not have a deleterious effect on the fourth are: 

foster care and long-term reSidential care (combination of group and foster). 

Clearly, the uLONGTERW' effect is largely due to· foster care. 
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FIGURE 2 

WAVE 1 .AND WAVE 2 CORRELATIONS WIlli SERVICES 

FOR SELF-REPORT DIMENSIONS 
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FIGURE 2 (Cont'd) 
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Overall, the least beneficial (in terms of offense reduction) are: multi

service centers, counseling and shelter care. These three services show dele

terious effects for almost all offender types. 

Among those seryices that were generally beneficial, group homes appear to 

be especially effective with adole~cent rebellion behaviors (largely status of

fenses) and runaways. The combination of group homes and foster homes (long

term residential) are more effective fq,r drug users and runaways than for others. 

Foster homes are most effective for runaways, and the same effect on runaways is 

seen by residential services in general. A large number of services seem to be 

best for runaways., 

On the other side of the coin, multiservice centers appear least effective 

with runaways as do counsellng services. Shelter care is least effective with 

status offender clients ofDall types" including runaways. 
'I'.: 

The second way of looking at the data in this figure is based on offender 

types. For instance, predatory offenders seem to be best served by outreach 

programs, group homes, crisis intervention, i3:nd a larger number of services. 

However, they seem to do worst ~ith multiservice c€!nters,~)courisel;ng and shelter 
" /1 

care. All effects for predatory offenders, whether they l;.ncrease or reduce 

recid;vi'sm, are small. 

Drug offenders are affected in only small degrees by the services also. 

On the beneficial side· are outreach, counseling, group homes, foster homes, 
" Ii 

resi'dential services generally, and especially long'b'term residential services. 

Finally, number of services (larger) shows a beneficial effect on this type of 

offender. On the harmful side for drug users are mUltiservice centers, crisis 

interventton, and shelter care. Again, all effects mentioned for drug users 

are small. 

--~~-~ -'--, '~~---
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Status offenders (referred to here as adolescent rebellious behavior), 

excluding runaways, show positive but small effects .from multiservice centers, 

outreach programs, crisis intervention, residential care, larger numbers of 

services, and especially foster Ca~"d. COtmseling, shelter and group homesdo 
ii, 

not appear to do well for these offenders. 

The largest effects in the entire data set are seen for runaways. Here 

the beneficial services are listed in order of the strength of their benefici'al 

effects: long-tenn residential care, foster care, residential care in general, 
II crisis intervention, group homes, larger number of services, and outreach. 

Deleterious effects are also stronger for runaways than for other"types of 
~ -

offenders. They include, in order of ihe·"strength of their effects: counseling, 

multiservice centers and shelter care. 

Sun .. llary of Self-Report Ana"lysis 

The self-report analysis has yielded several find;ngs~"Qf interest. Offend-
>--. 

ing behavior has been shown to have several distinct dimens;o~§\>~tn,,~lUdin!l pred-
"";;:;, . . 

atory, drug, adolescent rebellion, and runaway behaviors. Runaway beh,.avlor 1S 

quite independent of other types of offender behavior. Further, the major' link 

of self-report to arrest data is in status offenses, particularly runaways, i.e., 

runaway is the highest arrest-risk behavior. rt has also been shown that this 

sample of off~nders is an unusual one, showing predatory offenses committed 

more by Anglos and younger juveniles, a reversal of expected relations. 

After controlling for client characteristics and site effects, as well as 

prior self-reported behavior and a~rests, very few services showed statisti'cally 

significant effects on any behav·ior type or arrest frequencies.' The few that 

did occur were ~ot patt~rned and were therefore not taken "seri/Jusly. 

A comparison of behavior before and after service interventions yielded 

a few effect patterns that seem worth summarizing. On the basis of thi,s anal,ysis, 
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there is some evidence that some servlces are generally more effecti've than 
;;)j . 

others. Those showing consistent beneficial effects (if small) are outreach 

programs, larger numbers of services, and longer term residential treatment. 

Residential treatments showed the strongest effects, thereby supporting a similar 

finding based on arrest data. 

Showing effects of increased recidivi'sm generally are· mUltiservice centers, 

counseling, and shelter care.' 

Offenders'most amenable to service seemed to 6e runaway.$. They were best 

served by long-term residential place!)1ents and crisis inter-vention. The of ... 

fenders 1 east well served overall seemed to be offenders w;-th a predatory offense 

background. This is not surprising in a program designed for status offenders. 

Drug offenders showed their strongest beneficial effect in long-term residential 

placement~. 

All effects must be treated with caution unless seen consistently over 
)~, 

many situations since biases cannot "be adequately controlled to be sure effects 

are real and not artifacts of program assignment. 

Chapter'Slirtlnary 

There were three major findings based on the arrest data analysis that can 

be compared to the self-report analysis findings: 

(l) Residential treatment showed the most cons.istently beneficial effects 

() 

",., • '.' it ' , , " 

, /1 

in the arrest data' analysis. More specifically, long-term residential 

placement received support from one site,;:pelaware. The self-report 

analysis supports both aspects of this finding. Foster care and group 

homes show consistent offense reduction relationships. Shelter care, on 

the other hand, did not show the same effect, but an opposite one. The 

policy impli'cations of this finding are unclear. The most obvious inter"" 

pretation is that since long-term residential care is beneficial, its 
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use should be expanded. On the other side of the isSt::~ i5 the fact 

that ,the finding is based on a very small proportion of the, :total 

sample. Indeed, some practitioners felt that residential care was needed 

in a surprisingly small number, of cases. If their inclinations were 

c:,"&',;;;c..urate", the benef~sial ~ffect of residential placement may apply only 

to the few 1J.l9st difficult cases. It is also true, however, that our 
, ff 

juvenile justice system and related practitioners (system and p;fvate) 

usually start from the premise or assumption that children are better 

off in their own families if there is"any way this can be worked out. 

If this assumption is inappropriately strong, it may be that residential 

care is underutilized in view of its apparent benefits. Only a system

atic test of residential care treating a variety of client types would 

yield an answer to this ambiguity. 

(2) In th~ arrest analysis, runaways seemed to benefit most from residential 

placements. This'is also the case in the self-r:?port analysis, so 

that we gain confidence in this finding as well. 

(3) There "~:ras some evidence in the earlier analysis that providing a 

larger number of services was hamul to clients. However" this 

finding was consistently contradicted by'the self-report analysis. 

'lWointerpretations of these contradictory findings seem possible. 
Q 

First, they rnay:;;:ell simply be unstable results that shOUld be 

dismissed,. Second, '. there may be a beneficial effect in tenns of 

behavior but a harmful effect in terms of the official response to 
;f' 

the youths' behavior. It is impossible to know which is correct~ if 

either. 

Fillally, th~re is considerable evidence that there are different types 

" ,,-..-~ ... ~~.~'~~.'- .-~~ --.----.,.-,..., ... ~.;;~~~~~"""l_~_..........___ .. ~> ... _ ••••• ,'. 

-,';/ (' 

. . 
538 

I 



I Ii 
- 84 -

, IJ 

of of£:~n,ders, with some specializing ~ to some degree, in predatory offenses, 
:' !l 

it Ij 

others in drug and liquor }offenses, others in rebellious status offens~ 

behavior, and still, others in runaway behaviors. 
\.i 

The latter was the most 

distinct group. They are also thembst treatable according t,o the self-
II ' • 

report, data analysls, especially bylong-tenn residenti~l care. 

o 

,;:{-

o 
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CHAPTER .XVII 

OFFENSE PATTERNS OF STATUS OFFENDERS ,1';"" 

',r-.:!' 

Until very recently, the laws.:respecting juvenile offenders in 

the United§J:ates treated as delinquents not only youth who violated 

the criminal law, but also all those who ran away from home, were 

incorrigibly disobedient; refused to attend school, violated local 

curfew regulations, and bommitted sipri.lar acts prohibited only for 
'I ' 

the young. These infrad~ions have been designated "status offenses" 
I, 

since they apply only to. the inetunbents of youthful age status. Ju

venile courts have commoI~y accorded, status offenders much the same 

treatment given those wh~) committed criminal offenses. They were fre

quently placed in locked detention facilities aWaiting a fonnal court 

hearing, with the period ,of detention sometimes prolonged until the 
" 

hearing date. When f0Dll4fl1yadjudicated as status offenders, many 

were committed to juvenile correctional ,institutions, 'where they were 
1 

indiscriminately mixed with youth committed for criminal offenses. 

During the past decade, a deinstitutionalization mOvement of sub

stantial strength has developed to provide a separate type of treat-
1 

ment for status offenders. Two kinds of arguments have been advanced 

in support of the status offender deinstitutionalization movement. 

The first lIaS been based on legal and ethical doctrines. It asserts 

that the:re. can he~ no justification for subjecting those who commit 

-non-criminal acts to _ the same, deprivation of liberty as is imposed on 

youth guilty o:t criminal violations. Qui te apart from the effect 

that incarceration in detention facilities or correctional institutions 

I 

I 
I 

I 
1 

I I ~ 
J 

543 

I 



-2-

may have on non-crirnina1youth, that is, whether such treatment deters 

or stimulates future misbehavior, the secure confinement of status 

offenders is judged to be both unwarranted and morally repugnant. 

A second set of arguments marshalled in support of the movement 

rests on the perspective of labeling theory (Leme.rt, 1951; Becker, 

1963; Schur, 1971). Proponents of this vi.ew- have asserted that deviant 

identi ty becomes a fixed element of the person's self concept primarily 

as a consequence of being dealt with as a deviant by the agents of the 

official control institutions. The meaning of an act and therefore 

its significance for the person's self concept is defined by the response 

to the act on the part of those who wield societal authority. Status 

offenders who are arrested and haled before the court, just as are 

youthful criminal offenders, are on this reckoning subtly pressed to see 

themselves as delinquents, however minor, transitory, or fortuitious 

their status offenses might have been. In many cases, such pressures 

may induce an adaptive response in which the young per~on seeks the com

panionship and social support of those similarly stigm~tized. This out

come is seen as more likely if statUs!offenders are held in detention 

facilities and committed to correctional institutions, where they are 

thrown into close association with youth held for criminal offenses. 

However unintended, the resUlt, the argument runs, is to encourage the 

development of delinquent careers. Youth whose initial deviance may 

have been confined to the status offenses now expand their misbehavior 

to include the more serious offenses by virtue of the exposure to insti-

tutional treatment. 

. - ~.,., .... __ .... " ... ,_._c, ___ < ., .. - , 

::'-.o.-.:: __ .:'~! 

, 
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i, 
ii 
I, 

In the past there has been little opportunity to investigate th~ 

claims of the latter perspecti1'ie with respect to the effect ofinsti ~ 
i 
i 
I 

tutiona1 treatment on status offenders. Specifically, two propositic:;,ns. 
. . I 

are asserted. The first is that there exists an identifiable popu1a~-

tion of young'bffenders who confine their misbehavior to the status i 
.' ! ' 

offenses, who endanger thernsel ves rather than the conmruni ty, and who I . , 
I 

require a quite different treatment approach than that accorded the " 

young licrirnina1 offender. The second proposition implicit in the 1ahe1-
! 

,: .. 
I ing perspective is that there occurs a progression from status to c~im-

inal offenses, resulting in part from the labeling process to which 

status offenders are exposed, and in part from' their exposure to YOlmg 

criminal offenders in detention and correctional fac,;ili ties. 

Both 0l~ these assertions have been questioned, in particular the 

view that ~p'ere exis:ts a group of juveniles who conunit only status 

offenses. Amoni'the fe; studies th~t have examined this issue, the 
,', 

majority conclude that stat~ offenders cannot be distinguished from 
(I . 

those who conunitcr'iminal Violations (Thomas, 1976; Erickson, 1979; 

Klein, 1971). These findings have been interpreted as supporting a 
:t ~ 

,) 

versatile or cafeteria-style view of juvenile offense patterns in which 

"today's status offender is tomorrow's burglar and. vice versa" (Klein, 

1979) . There is, however, at least one study that found status offenders 

to be a clearly discernable sub-group. 

Clarke (1975) reported major differences among types of juvenile 

offenders in the Philadelphia birth cohort data (iWo1fgang, Fig1io & 

Sellin, 197~). Among the 3,475 males -who acquired a police juvenile 

record, 23.4 percent (n=812) first appeared for behavior that would not be 
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criminal if engaged in by an adult and were classified as juvenile 

status offenders. Comparisons with those who were first arrested for 

a criminal offense reveal the following: (1) criminal offenders 

recidiviated at over twice the rate of status offenders (61 percent vs. 

30 percent having at least two offenses) ; and (2) 21 percent of the 

initial criminal violators became "chronic" offenders (at least five 

offenses) in contrast to only 10 percent of the status offenders. The 

less serious nature of delinquency involvement among status offenders 

was apparent in additional measures reported by Clarke, and identical 

patterns were found among white and non-white malesB,Aalyzed separately. 
tE-"; 

The contradiction between the findings reported by Clarke and the 

conclusions of the other stud~es may be explained by a number of fac

tors. Beyond the conunon focus on offens~ patterning, th~se studies 

varied considerably in terms of the selection of research issues, the 

choice of research design, and even in the definition of major terms . 
. tt. 

For instance, possession 10f ~lcoholby a minor may have been counted 
(!, 

as either as status or criminal offense; two studies examined birth 
~.i 

cohorts as compared to cross-sectional data; and an interest fn repeated 

violation of a specific statute (such as burglary) is a separate issue 

from that of concentration 'Within broader c~,t~gories of offense behavior 
" . . 

or of movement toward non-recidivism. Since thesev::iriations might have 

led to varyiqg conclusions, it would seem appropriate to briefly review 
~, 

each of these studies for evidence bearing upoJ the issue raised i~ this 

research: are there youths lvho confine their offense behavior to ,status 
,-! 

violations? 

The earliest ~ited findings (Klein, 1971) were gathered in eval-

uatior~ of ?rograms directed at gang delinquency in five major cities. 
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In at least one Site,' Les Angeles, an attempt was made to detennine 

the correlations between specific, officially recorded violations am~ng 
individuals in five male gangs. The finding of "no systematic ordering' 

of offenses" (Klein: 125) supported the conclusion of versa~ility in 

offense behavior. While gang>;wembers in Kletn';s, study had ~n occasion 

been c,harged with status offenses, thee population was not representative of 

jmrenfle offende:rs, nor ~as an analysj:~ .l;'eported of patterns or progressions 

involving the brQader c~.;tegories of status and' criminal -violations. In 
~frJ , 

fact, it seems rather uhIikely that a~uvenile~o committed only status 

offenses would be vj,ewed as a bonafide gang member. The absence of 

offense patterning in this study might provide a benchmark for further 

research in establishing analogies between diverse juvenile populations, 

but it does rlot directly apply to the issue tmder consideration. 

The previously discussed findings offered by Clarke (1975) are of 

limit~d value in ascertaining patterned offense behavior. A major limita-
I I, 

tion is the absence of females, who reprclsent a substantial porti~n of 

the status offender population. For the male birth cohort, the data do 
)' - i., 

show thatmitial status offenders are the least seriously delinquent 

group arta tha,t 70 percent appeared only for a single status violation. 
c' ;! . 

Howevef' there is no indicat:ion of the extent to which criminal offen de \1 ... rs 
~. . ~ 

subsequEmtly appeared for status· violations·, nor is it possible to deter .. 

mille the types of violations EOl-which status offenders recidivate. The 

latter issue is of importance because it bears upon our second proposi

tion,namely, that sta~s offenders become involved in a progression 

toward more serious violations. In recomputing some of the reported 

information it is PQssible to suggest at least the direction in which 

status offenders progress. 
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An additional measure of seriousness examined in the study was 

the average number of "index" offenses attributable to the initial 

offender groups. These offenses consist of the more seriol~ violations 
/!~'i -_ 

involving injury, theft or pr(~erty damage. TIus classification was 

also used to divide the initiai:,crimina1 violators into two groups-

index and non-index offenders. in the total population the index offense 

average for the three initial groups consisted of the following: status 

(.354); non:index (.727); index (2.053). If a progression toward more 

serious violations was evident in the data, then on.e "wou1d expect that 

the disparity between average number of index offenses would be subs tan-

tia11y reduced fot those in the initial groups who committed further law 

violations. In other words, the recidivists would appear to be much 
, 1 

more similar in this respect than the initial offender groups. " Recom-
J 

puta tion of the averiage number of index offenses beyond the first 

offense for the recidivists in the initial groups yielded the,fo11ow-
,) 

ing: status (1.191); non-index (1.219); index (1.6a6). When examining 

only recidivism there are a number of reasons for reduced disparity 

between the groups (Le., the first index offense of" the initial index 

" offenders is au,tOIrultica11y excluded, and the fewer number of repeat 

if" Ii I. "~I 

) 

offenders in the initial status offenders group affects the average 

figure considerably). However, it does appear that when initial status 

offenders are involved in further violations the seriousness of the 

behavior is comparable to that of the initial criminal offenders. In 

sum, the Philadelphia cohort data is at least su,gg~stive of both a 

specialized statu? offender population and of some pro~ression toward 

more serious violations. 
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Thomas (1976) e~amin€a offense patterns among, 2,092 youths appear-

ing in the juvenile court records of two cities during the years 1970 

through 1974. From the analysis he concluded that the data provided 

"Ii tt1e or no support for those who have contended that status offenders 
It. 

are a distinctly different: group of juveniles" (p. 454). Notwithstanding 

the nuances of the termdistinctlydiffetent, the conclusion appears to 

be unw~rranted, since the data contained in the published report of the 

f:s tudy support an alternative interpretation. For the purposes of this 

review, the data suggest that in the earlier stages of their offense 

careers status offenders are readily distinguishable from criminal 

violators, but with further invo1vemen:t their offense behavior seems 

to progress toward more serious violations. 

In examining differences among types of offenders Thomas divided , . 

the population according to their most serious charge at initial !/appear

ance in court records and obtained the following three groups: felony 

(n=467), misdemeanor (n=l, 053), and status (n=572). Comparisons were 

then made of the offenses charged for as many as three reappearances. 

For the first reappearance Thomas noted that initial status offenders 

did not differ in the expected direction toward fewer repeated viola

tions (pp. 445-46). Status offenders were reported as having the 

Eighest rates of recidivism (Le., status 38 percent; misdemeanor 

22 percent; felony 31 percent). However, inspection of the data re

veals that this finding was entirely a function of the initial status 

offenders being more likely than any other group to have reappeared 

for a status offense. If first reappearance rates had been reported 

for criminal offenses only ,theordering of initial offender groups 
/ 

would have changed considerably (i.e., status 20 percent; misdemeanor 17 
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percent; felony 28,percent). A major difference between the groups was 

that the initial status offenders, constituting approximately 27 percent 

of the total population, accounted for 63 percent of all status viola

tions recorded at first reappearance. Similar figures can be obtained 

for the distribution of offenses at the second and third reappearances 

as well. In other words, contrary to Thomas's conclusion, the data 

indicate that status offenders differ from criminal offenders in that 

,: their subsequent offenses more often involve repeated status violations. 

With regard to progression in offense careers, Thomas states that 

"evidence in support of the hypothesis that court appearances encourage 

movement toward more serious delinquency is difficult to find in any of 

the tables present in this analysis~' (po 449). It shoUld be noted, 

however, that there are alternative methods of analysis which might have 

uncovered supporting evidence. One possibility would be simply· to, 

examine the relationship between types of initial and subsequent of

fepses to determine if there Jas a shift toward more serious violations 

a~; each level of increasing court involvement. I -
I 

The necessary data can be abstracted from the published report 

(pp. 445-46), and are shown in Table 1. The analysis shows that at first 

r~appearance there is a moderate relationship between initi::J.l offense 

type and the type of offense at reappearance (Ganuna = .45;p < .01). 

This is consistent with the previous observation of differences between 
II 
1/ groups. At the point of first reappearance those who committed a second 
" 
" i offense ~howed the highest percentage of involvement for the same type 
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TABLE 1 

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES OF STAWS AND 
DELINQUENT OFFENDERS rFRCM THCMAS' SWDY) 

Type of Offense at 
1st Reappearance 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 

Status 

Totals: 

Type of Offense at 
2nd Reappearance 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 

Status 

Totals: 

• 

'Status 

18% 
(n= 38) 

36% 
(n= 79) 

46% 
, (n:;lOO) 

100%, 
(n=2l7) 

Ganma = 

20% 
(n= 22) 

46% 
(n= 50)" 

33% 
, (n=36) 

99% 
Cn=108) 

Ganuna = 

Type of Offense at 
Initial Appearance 

. ·Misdenieanor 

26% 
(n= 59) 

55% 
Cn=l25) 

19% 
,,(n=; ,43) 

100% 
(n=227) 

.45 P < .01 
. . ~ ~ . . .. . . . . . . . . 

40% 
(n= 42) 

42% 
(n= 44) 

17% 
(n:; .18) 

99% 
(n=104) 

.29 P < .02 
, ......... 

'Felony 

46% 
(n= 67) 

43% 
(n= 63) 

12% 
. (n:; .17) 

100% 
(n=147) 

37% 
(n= 26) 

49% 
(n= 34) 

14% 
en:; ,10) 

100% 
(n= 70) 

f 
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(Table 1 cont i'd) 

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES OF STA'IUS .AND 
DELINQUENT OFFENDERS (FRCM TIlCMAS' STUDY) 

Type of Offense at 
3rd Appearance 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 

Status 

Totals: 

. 'Status 

27% 
en= 14) 

38% 
(n= 20) 

35% 
,(n~.18) 

100% 
en= 52) 

Type of O££enseat 
Initial-Appearance 

46% 
(n= 22) 

44% 
Cn= 21) 

10% 
. (n;; 5) 

100%" 
Cn= 48) 

" Gamma = .30 p < .10 

Felony 

41% 
(n= 17) 

49% 
Cn= 20) 

10% 
. ,eri=; , . 4) . 

100% 
en= 41) 

. . , .. . . . .. ; .. ; ~ .. .. .. .. ~ .. . .. .. - .. . .. . . . . . , ~ . 

I 
I" 
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of violation as was .initially charged: for returnip.g felony offenders 

(n=147), 46 percent reappeared as felony violators; among the misdemeanor 

recidivists (n=227J., 55 percent corranitted a misdemeanor; and for the 

reappearing initial status offenders (n=2l7), 46 percent returned for a 

status violation. If progression is suggested by the data, then it would 

be expected that the relationship between initial and subsequent offenses 

would decline with increasing reappearances in court records (Le., knowl

edge of the initial offense would not predict the type of later offense 

because the groups had become more similar in their law violating behavior). 

The test of this relationship at later reappearances shows evidence of pro

gression toward more serious violations. At second reappearance the rela-

tionship is reduced considerably as the initial status offenders show a 

greater proclivity for criminal violations, but the differences between the 

groups are still statistically significant (Gamma = .29; P < .02). By the 

third reappearance the measure of association remains stable, but the. 

group differences are not statistically significant (Gamma = .30; P < .10). 

In other words, the differences that were observed in their early offense 

careers appear to diminish with further ju'Venile court involvement as the 

l'ecldivistsamong the initial offender groups become more heavily involved 

, in criminal violations. 

As a fjna1 comment on t.h.e Thomas study, an explanation should be 

attempted as to why are-analysis of reported data could lead to conclu

sions that contradis:t those of the original author. An important clue can 
.:;'. 

be found in the title of the Thomas study--"Are Status Offenders Really So 

'Different" (italics added) • '{'iUs question seems to imply a standard 

of absolute difference in comparing juvenile offenders. According to 

this standard, 1homas's conclusions are absolutely correct. Even in 
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their early offense careers ~ status offenders reappear for felony 

violations and some criminal violators return for status offenses. , -
It is also possible to maintain that there is an absence of pronounced 

homogeneity in offense careers (p. 447), that juvenile offenders are 

not bound to a single type of delinquency involvement (p. 448), and that 

the type of initial charge is an EPEerfect predictor of subsequent of

fense (p •. 453). However, the present review of the Thomas data has fo

cused on relative differences and according to this standard status of

fenders do appear to be different from criminal violators, but the dif

ference becomes relatively less pronounced with increased involvement 

in the juvenile justice system. 

The most recently reported data on offense patterns appears in 

Erickson (1979) and offers an analysis of both self reported and of

ficially recorded delinquency in several populations of juvenile offen-

ders. The data that are comparable to the srudie$:reviewed .here a're 

drawn from the official records of a birth cohort includulg both males 

and females, and re~resents all violations for 2,843 juveniles in the 

years prior to their eighteenth birthday. The analysis of official 

offenses is quite dissimilar to the tracking of initial offender 

groups as undertaken by both Clarke and Thomas, and there are very few 

parallel f~dings that can be abstracted from the published data .• 

Also, Erickson's data are largely reported as percentages of the total 

population and therefore thW;following must be viewed as approximated 

figures. 

Erickson reported that 50 percent of the cohort first appeared 

in court records as status offenders (p. 21). This represents an ob

vious disparity with the 23.4 percent figure in Clarke's data and the 'j 

55!4 

-13-

27.4 percent from th~ Thomas study. Since none of these studies state 

the specific violations included in the classification of status offense 

it is difficult to determine if the difference is a matter of definition 

or represents some other source of variation. 

Erickson also indicated that criminal violators were·less likely than 

status offenders to reappear for a second offense. In the total popula

tion, 38 percent were reported as one time offenders for either a felony 

or misdemeanor violation. Since the total population was evenly divided 

between status and criminal offenders, this means that 76 percent of the 

initial criminal offenders were non-recidivists. For initial status 

offenders only 40 percent were reported as having never returned for a 

second offense. In other words, the data showed almost a complete re

versal of the Clarke findings that 39 percent of the criminal offenders 

were non-recidivists as compared to 70 percent of the status violators. 

Comparable figures from the Thomas study ~howed that 75 percent of the 

combined criminal offender groups never re\~urned for a second offense, 

and that non-recidivist status offenders atr.:ounted for 62 percent of 

the initial group (with the difference being attributed to repeated 

status offenses in the status offender group). 

Erickson's analysis was primarily aimed at demonstrating the 

rarity with which juveniles are concentrated in the category of "pure 

status offenders"and that with increasing involvement in court pro

cessing . the offense careers of juveniles assume an "erratic-random" 

pattern. Until the data are subjected to ful;'ther analysis:, It is jm ... 

possible to determine if a progression toward more serious violations 

by status offenders is present in Erickson's data. The only difference 

noted by Erickson that would seem to favor specialized treatment of 
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status offenders is found in his category of static careers. Here it 

was found that 15 percent of the total population having multiple of-

fense careers persisted in the connnission of a si11gle type of offense. 

Within this category 11 percent of the total population committed only 

status violation with the number of offenses varying from as few as 

two a..!"ld as many as 27 in a single offense career. Relative to the 

50 percent of the total pop1llation who first appeared for as status of

fense, this means that approximately t~o-thirds (62 percent) either did 

not return for a second t:ime or reappeared only for status violation. 

Thus, recent research offers reasonably strong evidence of the ex-

istence of a fairly large group of juvenile offenders who tend to res

trict their violations to the status offenses, 'of whom a small subset 

recidivate ,as "pure" status e>ffenders. ·While sOl1\e progression from 

status to delinquent offenses is apparent in the Thomas· data, those 

who appeared initially as delinquents (Le., misdemeanor or felony of

fenders) were significantly more prominent in the same subsequent of

fense categories than were those who appeared initially for status of-
(J 

fenses. Similarly, status offenders on .ini tial appearance showed much 

higher proportions of status than of delinquent offenses in their sub

sequent appearances. Status offenders may not be distinctly different 

from delinquent offenders, as Thomas asserts, but they al;'e disti!lguished 

by a tendency to reappear in police and court records as status offenders 

in significantly higher proportions than are youth who commit misde

meanor and felony offenses. Finally, .Erickson' s data provide clear 

evidence of the very small proportion of all juvenile offenders who fall 

into the "pure" status offende~ group, and underscore the prominence of 

versatility in juvenile offense patterns. 
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However, these findings may not be entirely relevant to the need 

for special programs to deal with the status offense problem. The 

opportunity and incentive to connnit status offenses is generally avail

able to all youth, including those with records of serious and persis

tent delinquency, minor and intennittent delinquency, and of no delin

quency. Of all youth who at any juncture in their careers are arrested 

or cited for a status offense, it should be possible in principle to 

differentiate this population in tenns of somewhat typical juvenile 

career pattern~, each of which encompasses some degree of offense ver

satilityo These may include, at a mininrum., the "heavies" who are pre

dominantly serious delinquent offenders, a category of "lightweights" 

made up of misdemeanants, and a group of predOminantly confonning youth, 

whose mishef.uvior may occasionally come to the attention of the juvenile 

authorities. Each of these groups is in one sense made up of "status 

offenders," but the ~eaning of the status off.ense differs for the members 

of each group, for thecommunity, and for the juvenile justice system. 

For the "heavies" a status offense is likely to be a largely incidental 

event. For those given to minor and intermittent delinquent acts, for 

the ~ossiblY very small group whi~~ restricts itself to multiple status 

off~;hses, and for tho~e who gain admission to a population recorded as 

having committed a status offense by an occasional outburst of rebellion 

agfinst adult authority, the act may well be symptomatic of a set of 

p~:oblems unique to this group. Clearly, then the question of the poten

tial usefulness of special programs of any kind, including a program 

for the deinstitutionalizatign of status offen~ers, will rest largely-

on the relative size of the second and third of the three groups identi~ 

fied. 
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These considerations s~ggest that in examining the evidence in 

. it support of the status-to-delinquency offense progression assumptl0n, 

is essential to focus lon the latter two groups should it turn out that 

they are in fact discriminable. The hazard of escalation from ~tatus to 

delinquent offenses' involves thes~ group!~lprincipally'., Yb~th whose 

records may include status offenses', but whose delinquency is of the 

more serious variety raise other concerns,. 

An opportunity to examine these issues empirically has arisen during 

the past severa,l years. In 1976, t~. Federal Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEM) ftmded a large scale program to enc~)Urage the dein-
e) 

stitutionalization of status offenders, as mandated by the Jlwenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Law Enforcement Assist~ce 

Administration, 1975). Funding support was provided for 11 projects in 
('1" 

various regions of the United States. Of these, eight projects w~*e 
Ir! 

intensively examined in an evaluation study (Kobrin and Klein, 1979). 

'the programs were designed to encourage police agencies and courts to 

divert status offenders from qetention facilities and correctional insti

tutions by referring them for rehabilitative services to conummity based 

youth serving agencies. The data reported here are based on the eval

uation study of the national program. 

THE DATA 

During the two-year period of federal funding of the" national pro

gram, over 16,000 juveniies charged with status offenses we!e served 

by the eight programs. Demographic, socioeconomic,al1d family data 
o 

were obtained on all juveniles referred to the program •. In addition, 
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treatment and both self-report and official offer~e data were collected 

on some 4,000 program clients constituting the evaluated sample. Wi th 

the exceB~ion of self-report offense and treatment data, similar infor

mation was obtained on a comparable control group of status offenders 

dealt with in each p~ogram jurisdiction du~~g the year prior to the 
) 

establishment of the program. The pre-program comparison group consisted " 

of approximately 3,000 individuals. Evidence for the existence pf a dis~ 

~riminable population of status offenders,' and of p~ogression ;from. status 

to criminal Gffenses was examined with reference Only'to the pre-progr~ 

group, for which the special deinstitutionalization program was not yet 

available 1 and who therefore were more likely to be exposed to the threa,t 

and/or the experience of secure detention and commitment to correctional 
F institutions. II 

The pre-program population in each site consisted of a sample of 

juveniles from the pre-program year who became eligible for selection 

into the sample upon 'their first status offens~ for that year. 2 This first 

status offense, for the period and llot for the individual career, was de-

fined as the "instant" status offense. \~. 

The sample was selected so far as 

poss~ble to match the program clie~tele at each site with respect to 
.; 

sociodemographic and offense characteristics. Court files were searched 
. C ___ ;31 

for the record of all offenses prior 'and subsequent to the "instant" of-

fense, as well as the record of "charges,';' in police files which were 

available and accessible in all but one site. The record of subsequent 

of~e~es was compiled for two periods, yielding a six-month follow-up for 

approximately 75 percent of the evaluated sample, and a smaller'12-month 

f~lIOW-up &ohort, consisting of approximate 1; 37 percent of, the sample. 3 

The research cohort was classified by four offense categories with respect 
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to both prior and subsequent offenses: no offenses, status offenses 

only, mixed status and criminal (both misdemeanor and fe11:>ny) offenses, 

and criminal offens~s only. Those with prior records of j~ixed or crim

inal offenses Will be referred to here as "delinquents" by way of dis

tinguishing them from the "pure" statuM offenders. 

THE STATIJS OFFENDER POPULATION 
ti Two question:;. ,are addressed in examining the evidence for the ex-

~. ~\ 

istence of a population constituted pr~daminantly by stat~ o£f~nders. 

First, is there ~"segment of the jUV'enil~ offender group that confines 
o ~ 

its infractions wholly to the status offenses, and ff so, what is its 

relative size? Second, do their age, gender, and ethnic characteristics 

differ from those of a population whose records contain some proportions-

of delinquent offenses as well? 

, 

As seen in Table 2, those with no offenses of either kind recorded 

prior to their initial appearance in police and court riles for a sta

tus offense constituted half (51.9 percent) of a population dealt with 

as status offenders at a given point in, time. When tlie additional 11. 2 

. :percent of those whose prior offenses were only of the status variety· 
, / 

is added, almost two-thirds (63.1 percent) of the popUlation dealt with 

as 'status offenders had no official record of a prior delinquent, i.e., 

criminal act.
4 
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TABLE 2 

PRIOR OFFENSE PATTERN OF 
PRE-PROGRAM~Tr.ON B'.(' AGE 

Offense Under 13 13 - 14 '15 - 16 Over 16 
;rype N 

·,"1 

% N ~ N (/ N %. 0 "iJ 
" 

No Offenses 173 11.1 ,510 
I. 

32.7 738 47.3 139 8.9 

Status Only 19 5.7 122 36.3 178 53.0 17 5.1 

Delinquent 
Only 42 7.3 185 32.0 283 49.0 "68 11.8 

'. 

Mixed 30 5.6 171 32.1 295 55.5 36 6.8 
" 

Total 264 ' 8.8 988 32.9 1,494 49.7 260 8.6 
" 

, 
2:' ;(, 

X = ;42.06 ; df = 9 P < • 001 

o 

.;,' 

1 

Offense Total Type 
N . % % 

" 

1,560 100.0, 51.9 ", 
" , 

336 100.0 11.2 

578 1do.0 19.2 

532 100.0 17.7 
, 

3,006 100.0 100.0 
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Two cautions nrust be observed in the interpretation of this find-.; 

ing. First, it is based solely on official records. Self-report de

linquency studies have provided ample evidence of the large number of 
(;:-;.~~ 

delinquent acts which result neither in apprehension nor court :~tion) 

(Eric¥on & Emp<;}y, 1963; Gold, 1966). On the other hand, it has also 

been noted that as concerns the inore serious offenses against property 

and persons, the discrepancy between self-report and officiaily recorded 

offenses is substantially reduced (Empey, 1978: 164). Hence the use 

solely of officially recorded offense data in assessing the distribu

tion of offense patterns among those dealt with as sta~s offenders is 

warranted when: as in the present study, inter~st cent~rs on the shift 

from status to the more serious fonus of delinquency. It is entirely 

likely tha~ the offerl?erecqrd is incomplete with respect principally 

to the minor and occasional offenses cOII)Illonly viewed by control agents 

as lUldeserving of their time, attention, and effort. 

The second caution regarding the offense pattern of the pre-program 

/1 sample concerns the effort to match it to the program clientele. The 
;l . 
( latter group was selected into the program on tlJ.ebas~s of their re- . 

~ ferral by police, courts, SChCiOls, and others for a status offense. Cri-
\1 " 

III teria employed in detennining eligibility for program services varied 

~ widely from site to site. In some instances eligibility criteria ex
\il 

\\. cluded the more persistent offenders, such as .those with more than two 

~ prior status offense§,~ or those ~lreadY on probation for a previous sta-
i.1 '? 

II tus offense. To the extent, then, that thematch.betWeen pre-program 
1'. 

,and program subjects was SUCC~Ssful, ;th~ ~re-program ~ my ~ell have 

\Seen biased toward the select10n of lild1v1duals lessll.kely to mclude 
11. 
II . .'-' " 
t;he ''miXed'' and criminal offense only category. 

\ 
\ 

'.I 
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These cautions notwithstandin h . 
.g, t e substant1al proportion repre-

sented by those whose only prior offenses were of the status variety 

can suffer a material corrective redu~tion and still constitute a 

very. large proportion of all those dealt with b· 1. 
. . . Y.po 1ce and courts as 

status offenders. In brief there do . 
, es appear to be a substantial and 

identifiable group' . th· . 
m e Juven11e offender population whose infrac-

tions are largely restricted to the status offenses. S 

Table ~, about here ) 

Age and Gender Characteristics 

. ~uveniles cited for status offenses among ,the pre~program group fell 

prmc1pally in the 13 through 16 year old age ~roup (Table 2) with half 

(49.7 percent) consisting of 15· and 16 ld '. 
. year 0 s. About one-third (32.9 

percen~) were 13 and 14 ~ears old, and a residual 17.4 percent were 

equally di~tributed between those tmder 13 and over 16. 
With respect to 

age distribution, the question of interestjs whether age level is re-

lated to differences in th .. . 
e proport10n W1~hprior delinquent offenses, a 

relationship that may ha b .' 
. ve a earmg on an assumed progression from sta-. 

tus to delinquent offenses. The percentage of those with no prior of

fenses, or with status offenses orily, d 1· 
ec mes steadily from 72.7 percent 

in the group tmder 13 years of age to 60 0 
. percent in the group over 16 

(Table 3). However, when the "no prior offense" category is eXCluded 

from the sample, it becomes evident that there is v~rtuallYno relation

ship between age and prior delinquent offenses (Table 4).6 Even for those 

. Table 4 a~o~t .1i~re ) _.--. 
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Offense Under 13 
Type N % 

I ' 

I No Offense 
and· Status 

Only 192 72.7 

Delinquent 
and Mixed n 27.3 

Total 
I 

264 100.0 
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TABLE 3 

MAJOR TIPE OF PRlOR 
. OFFENSE PAtTERN BY AGE 

13 - 14 15 - 16 

N % N % 

632 63.9 916 61.3 

356 36.1 578 38.7 

988 100.0 1,494 100.0 

Over 16 

N " ~ 

156 60.Q .. 

104 40.0 

26,0 100.0 

x2 = 13.95 d£ = 3 P < .01 

III. 

i'i 

Total 
Offense 
TJEe ,: .::---:-:..-- :.:: 

N i % : 

Status 
Only 

1,896. 63.1 
Delinquent 
Only and 

1,110 36.9 Mixed 

3,006 100.0 Total 

" 

I 

" ' 

. . 

.,' ~ 
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TABLE 4 

PRIOR OFFENSE PATTERN OF PRE-PROGRAM 
POPULATION BY AGE, WIlli "NO OFFENSE PRIORS" EXCLUDED 

Undet'13 13 ";'14 IS'..; 16 -- ' 'OVet'16 . 'Tota1 
N % N !!: N % N !!: 0 

N 0 4, •• . . . . . . . . . . . . 

19: ' 20.9 122 25.5 178 23.5 17. .14.0 336 

72 79.1 356:. .74 •. 5 
" 

.- .57& . . . 76.5 . .. 104 86wO. 1,110 .j. 

9T 100.,0 478: 100.:0 756 100.0 
" 

. ". . . .. 121 100.0 1,446 
• .. p " , r ~ 

• r ... p ... .. , .... . .. 
" 

2 " 
X = 7.46 :; elf ::; 3 P <1 .05 
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under 13 years of age, over three-quarters had records of prior delin

quent offenses. The proportion with such prior records remains remark-

ably stable through age 16. 

The data on gende~r distribution confirms the prevailing impression 

that among status offenders females co~stitute a far larger proportion 

than among delinquent offenders (Table 5). Approximately half of the 

tot~l pre-program}population (49.2 percent) are females, representing a 

1:1 ratio. This is jn striking contrast to the 4:1 ratio of males to 

females in the general delinquent population (Gottfred$on et al., 1977: 

487) • Further, the data of Table 5 disclose a perceptible difference 

between male and female status offenders in the age distribution across 

the four patterns of prior offense. Although there is a relationship 

betfeen age and pattern of ,prior offense for both genders, it has a . 

higher level of probability for males than for females'(p < .001 vs. 

p < .02). This is seen even more clearly when the four prior offense 
cl 

patterns are collapsed to two: no offenses-status offenses only, and 

delinquent-mixed (Table 6). Here, percentages are calculated for each 

age group. For femal~S, the probability level of the relationship be

comes non-significant, while for males it retains its definitive char

acter (p < .001). These findings may be interpreted to mean that at 

every age level females in high proportions are found in the no o££ense

status, offense only prior offense category'. Among males ~ on the other 

hand, the proportion in this category declines with 'increasing age. Put. 

another lvay, three-quarters to four-fifths of the females across the 
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Offense" 
Type 

No Offenses 

Status Only 

Delinquent 
Only 

Mixed " 

Total 

Offense 
Type 

No Offenses 

Status Only 

Delinquent 
Only 

Mixed" 

Total 

TABLE S 

PRIOR OFFENSE PATTERN OF PRE-PROGRAM 
POPULATION BY'·AGE AND GENDER 

MALE -_. 
Under 13 13 - 14 15 - 16 Over 16 
N % N !!: N II 

% N % 0 

93 13.7 198 29.2 308 45.5 78\i' ;Ll.5 
.• ' 

10 12.0 27 32.5 39 47.0 7 8.4 

30 6.8 130 29.6 218 49.7 61 13.9 

21 6.4 97 2~.8 180 55.2 28 8.6 

154 10.1 452 29.6 745 48.9 174 11.4 

x2 = 28. 09 df = 9' IJ < • 001 

FEMAI.E 

Under 13 13 - 14 15 - 16 Over 16 

1 
, 

N l!: N !!: N % N % 0 0 
,,'. 
'.-, 

~~ . 9.1 310 35.3 429 48.8 60 6.8 

9 3.6 95 37.5 ." 
11 

139 54.9 10 4.0 

1ft 
~C2i 8.6 55 39.6 65 46.8 7 5.0 

'\9 4.4 73 35.6 115 56.1 8 3.9 

110 7.5 533 36.1 
c· 748 I 50.7 .~5 .. 5.8 

.. 2 
. X . = 19.64 df = 9 P < 02 

-"~""'''''''''''IffI~~':-·~~~~'"'':'-:-~':::t:;:~;:.~~;':P::::;-':':~~''"'':7.:?:':::T~;''::'':;:-:-':~'-~--:.'~:~::;;"~'~~--:-::'~7.::~-r-::,-;-,~-:_-r."."-.:::~ .. .:..",, ........ ~ .. ~.......,'.r" .. -.-; .... "'~'-............ ":'"'~- ... ~':--,~=rl'r.~~-"-,~\*"_. ;';1~_ .. ~ ___ '-;:-!:_:::;;:-:-=-'" 7,-'~~~_":-:""_-::'...:.';r.-._,,_' ,._,-r'_~:'-_-' ::-~.: •. ~ ..... ;:-__ . _.,.....,_._'_. ----"'~...:-_)~) ....:::~_' .. ,,,.~_",,,.,...,,._.~_,,.",,,,_=,,,~~",~.:;-~~,.-,~~~~~~::~,~~,~C7~~~'~:~~~_ :-:~~'::-~-:..:.~:-~:~~' ~-'::·--:-7'~--:""":"~7~,~~~~~·r:--:-".;:;-:::---::~n-:"7~:'::".;:'.;-:;;~;::::~.~·"",,.-.,· ........ ~.~.... • . ~ ---~-. .~ e~.~ ,~.,. '" --.-, 

Offense 
Total TYPe 

N !!: 0 % 

677 100.0 44.4 

83 100.0 5.4 

439 100.0 28.8 . 
326 100.0 21.4 

~, 

1,525 100.0 100.0' 

' Offense 
Total Type 

\ N % % 

879 100.0 59.6 

253 100.0 17.1 . 

139 100.0 9.4 , 

205 100.0 13.9 

1,479 100.0 .100.0 
" 
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entire span of juvenile age may be found in the no offense-status of

fense only prior offense category, while the proportion of males in 

this category declines from about two-thirds in the youngest group to 

somewhat less than one-half in the older groups. 

Ethnic Characteristics 

The etlmic breakdownpf the pre-program population indicates that 
! 

in all patterns of prior offense white youth had the highest ratios, fol-

lowed by Blacks, Hispanics, and a residual "other" group, respectively 

(Table 7). Since .no data were obtamed on the distribution of white and 

rninori~ populations in the program .. jurisdictions, it cannot be determined 

which of these groups were disproportionately represented in the pre

program status offender sample. The Hispanic group in the sample included 

principally Mexican-American youth i:~ program jurisdictions located in the 
~ , 

west and southwest regions of the United States; and Puerto Rican youth 

in the midwest and eastern r~w;ions. The residual "other" category was 

drawn from Native American and Asian groups at all sites. 
o 

Wi th the exception of the last group, whose numbers were too small 

to yield a stable measure, the two major minority groups show relatively 

:' smaller proportions than white youth in the no offense and status offense 

only categories, and larger proportions in the delinquent o~~y and mixed 
b( 
. 0J 
'c categories. 
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Total 

No Offense 
and StatuS 

Only 

Delinquent 
and Mixed 

Total 

TABLE 6 

~OR TYPE OF PRIOR OFFENSE 
PA'ITERN BY AGE AND GENDER 

MALE 

5i 33.1: 

Over 16 

N % 

85 48.9 

, .. ', 

760 49.8: 

8~ .,,51.~ I.;,' 765 50.1: 

l5~ 100' • .0:,.; 45~ 100.0: . 74$ 100.0: 174' 100 0' 1 525,'99 . 
,.; .. .; ' .• 9, 

: .. if 

x2 = 21.17 df = 3 p < .001 

FEMALE 

Under 13 13-14, 15-16 Over 16 1'\:· Total 
N % N !!: N % ,N, 0 .. % '" .. N % 

89 80.9 405 ··76.0' 568 75.9' 70 82.4 1,132 76.7 . , , , , 

\.' 
21 19.1 128 24.0 180, 24.1, . .15. , .17.6. 344 .23.3 , 

110 100.0 533 100.0 748 100.0 85 100.0 " 1,476 100.0 

x2 = 3.00 df = 3 n.s. 

'\" 
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TABLE 7 

PRIOR OFFENSE PATTERN O~ , 
-~ 

PRE-PROGRAM l?OpTJLATION BY ETHNICl;TY 

Offense White Black Hispanic Other 
Type N % NT-% N % N '% 

No Offenses 1,115 71.4 326 20.9 79 5.1 41 2.6 

Status Only 213 63.4 95 28.3 21 6.3 7 2.1 

Delinquent 
Only '333 57.6 169 29.2 61 10.6 IS, 2.6 

Mixed 300 56.4 164 30.8 61 11.5 7· 1.3 
-

Total 1,961 65.2 754 25.1. 222 7.4 70 2.3 

x2 = 79.28 df = 9 P < .001 

.. 

O£fense 

I 
Tot~1.l '. 'Type " :-T-

N~ % 9< 0 

,1,561 100.0 51.9 

336 100.0 11.2 
po-

578 , 100.0 19.2 

532 100.0 17.7 
I 

3,007 100.0 100.0 
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The relationship of etlmicity to prior offense pattern is more 

clearly seen in Table 8, particularly with respect to the comparative 

distribution of the prior offense pattern for the Black and Hispanic 

groups. The former showed a higher proportion in the no offenses

status offenses only category, the latter in the delinquent only-mixed 

category. 

Main and Interaction Effects of Age, Gender, and 'Etfuiicity 

The differential effects of age, gender, and etlmicity on the prob

ability of a prior pattern of delinquent offenses in a population of 

status offenders requires further assessment. A regression model was 

d.eveloped to measure·the main and interaction effects on the likelihood 

of a pattern of crtffiinal offenses (delin~aent only'plus criminal/$tatus) 

prior to the "instant" status offense. 

The three variables were operationa11zed in the following maruner: 

1) Site was treated as a set of Seven effect coded dichotomous 
r 

variables, and ~iitered into the equation priot to age, g(~nder, 
~. 

'" ,;;;<' and etlmici ty . 

" 1 

2) Age from 7 through 18 was used as a straightforward interval 

level variable~ 

3) Gender was treated as a dummy variable, coded 1 for males 

for females. 

4) Ethnicity vIiis operationalized as a set of three dummy variables, 

reflecting a four-category classification, as follows: His

panic = 1 if. client was Hispanic, 0 otherwise; Black = 1 if 
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TABLE 8 

MAJOR TYPE OF PRIOR OFFENSE 
PATTERN BY E'IHN1C1TY 

White Black Hispanic 

N % N % N % 

1,328 67.7. .421 55.8 100 4.5.0. 

633 32.3 .333. . 44.2 122,·. 55.0. 

1,961 . 100.0. . 754 . 100.0 . 222 . 100.0 

Other 
';1'1 .• I % 

,.48, .68.6 
.. 

.. 22. .. 31.4 

.. 70 . .100.0, 

x2 = 67.13 df =3 P < • 001 . 

C: 

I"- Total. 
~:. 

N !I: 0 

1,897 63 .• 1 

1,110 36.9 

.3,p07 100.0 

I" ., 

". 
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client was Black, 0 Qtherwise; Other Ethnic = 1 if client was. 
\I 

neither Black, White; or Hispanic, -0 otherwise; and White clients 

constituted the omitted category implied by the set of three dum

my variables. 7 

Variables were entered iIltq the regression fu four stages as follows; 

1. Seven site effect codes. 

2. Aaditive versions of the client variables, namely, age, gender, 

and ethnicity. 

3. Interaction terms, successively added to the base model estab-

'lished at stage 2'.These included (a) multiplicative terms re

flecting interaction"between age and ethnic categories; (b) 

interaction of age and gender; and (c) interaction of gender and 

ethnic categories. 

4. Based on the results of stage 3, a final regression equation was 

developed which included stage 2 variables plus the age .... gender 

interactiontenn'andth~ gender-ethnicity interaction tenns. 

Site location proved' to be a substantial determn(ant" of delinquent 

priors. 'The additive effects of site on the likelihood of a delinquent 

offense pattern prior to the "instant" status offense wasfotma ii to explain 
. 1~. . ',:" approximately half of the variation in delinquent priors accotmted for . 

jQi~~lY by client characteristics ·and site. 8(( This "s~ggests that independ

ently of age, gender, and etlmicity, the probab~litY that, the status of~.i.u·,:" 

fender will fall into the delinquent prior offe~se category is subs't.:m~ ~'. ' 

tiaily affected by the,jurisdictions in which he/she ·~esides. 9 When the 

effects of age, gender, and ethnicity.on the likelihood of a'pattem of 
o 

, prior delinquent· offenses were included: explained var±ancewas increased 

to 19.5 percent (Table 9). 

~. 
\ \ 
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T.ABLE 9 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF PRIOR DELINQUENf PATTERNSa 
ON AGE, GENDER, ETHNICITY, AND 'IWO WAY INI'ERAGrIONS 

Vari'ables "",:...-' ~.::===-~-+---t--+----r---"1 
Male 

Age 

Black 

Hispanic 

~,:' .6therEtlmic 
o Ii 

Age i Gender 

Other Etlmic x Gender 

Hispanic x Gender 

f:-;' Black x . G,ender 

1 ' (Constant) 

aSite .effect codes entered as controis, b~t not PJes'ehtc:d. 
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More' detailed, infonnationregardi,ng the detenninants of prior,)of

fense pattern is provided by an examination of interaction effects. 

The interaction of age and gender by itself has a significant effect 

on the probability of a pattern of prior delinquency. The age-ethnici ty 
.::;;;;;: _:0 

interaction was not found to be significant when added to the basic 

equation for additive effects alone. However, when the gender -ethnic

ity interaction is included in the basic equation, the explained varia

tion for prior delinquent offense is significantly increased. These sta

tistical tests indicated that while the age-etlmicity interaction has no 

significant effec~ in relation to prior delinquent offense pattern, both 

the age-gender and the gender-etimicity interactions do. 

,While the effects of age, gender, and ethnici ty on the likelihood of 

(~ prior delinquent pattern are significant in an additive model, their 

effects were founu.'to fall below an acceptable level of significance 

(p < • 05) when the interactions among these variables were included in the 

equation. On the other hand, interaction between age and ge~der is i,a sig

nificant detenninant, as is the set of tenns capturing gender-ethnicity 

interaction. Of the latter set, only the variable reflecting whether or 

not the youth is an Hispanic male is individually significant, indicat

ing that they are .more likely to show a pattern of prior delinquency than 

would be predicted by gender or etlmici ty as separate varJ~ables. The age

gender interactionccoefficient suggests that the like~ihood of a pattern 

of ~rior delinquent ~ffens~s, increases at a higher rate for male than for 

females with an increase in age. Further, among the set of genqer

ethnicity interaction coefficient~, the only one thatis i~ldividuallY sig-
i' 

!lificant is that for Hispanic males:, ' indicating that" the)r are more likely 
\' 

Ii I) 
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to show a pattern of prior delinquency than would be predicted by either 

gender or ethnicity alone. 

Thus, as seen in the additive model displayed in :rable 9, the v~,ria

bles of age, gender, and ethnici ty were post tively and signif~cantly re-
-.,'"'-... 

lated to the probability that a status offender in the pre-program"'sample 

would have a record of prior delinquent offenses. The main effects of 

. the variables, along with information as to jurisdiction, accotmted for 

19. 5 percep:t of the variation in the incidence of a prior delin~ent of

fense pattenl. While quite modest,. the.4 percent increment in explained 

variation due to the addition of age-gender and ethnicity-gender inter

action tenns is. statistically significant, o\\ring to the large sample size. 

Individually significant interaction terms suggest that being an older 

male or ·'an Hispanic male raises the probability of a delinqqfirnt prior 

career beyond what might be predicted on the basis of age, gender, and 

ethnicity considered separately. 

Progression from Status' to 'Delinquent 'Offenses 
~.. '( 

While the data revealed an identifiable population of juvenile offend-

ers whose only recorded offenses prior'to their identification were of the 
'_, it 

., U 
status variety, the question remains whether they tend over tirne to commit 

with ?increasing .frequency the "delinquentn offenses, Le., misdemeanors "" \3 . . 

andfelonie;;. 

To assess this question, the officially recorded offenses of the pre-, ,! .. 
>.'.-; ~l -' 

'program group in the national status offender progr9l1l were examined subse-

quent' as weJ:'l· as prior to the "instant" status offense. As stated earlier, 
l., 

the "instant" 'Offense ~;= defined as the first "occurrence of a "recorded 

,status offense during the pre-program year. The, pre-program sample was" 

no offenses, status offenses 
j"'''{ "'" 
~" '0 

classified by four types of prior offense: 

(,1 
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only, delinquent, (misdemeanor and felony) offenses only, and mixed status 

and delinquent offenses. The sample was then cross-classified by the 

same offense categories subsequent to the "instant" offense, utilizing a 

six-month and a l2-month follow-up period. Since the "instant" offense 
--:~, 

could occur at any point during the pre-program year, it was necessary to 

eliminate from the follow-·up 'cohorts those members of the saDq)le who, by 

virtue of the date of their "instant, I! were not at risk for six months in 

one' case, and for 12 months in the other. Consequently, each of the follow

up cohorts represents a redUced subset of the pre-program sample, larger 

for the six-month cohort, smaller for those having a l2-month risk period. 

As seen in Table In, six months after their -first rec9Fded status of-
(/ 

fense, most 9f the group in this follow-up cohort (68.7 percent) had no 

record of a subsequent offense. Of those with no prior offenses, a sub

stantial 83.1 percent remained free of subsequent offenses of any kind. 

Very small proportions of those with no prior offenses turned up as having 

committed status offenses,,; (8.3 percent), and even fewer in the delinquency 

only (6.1 percent), and the mixed (2.6 percent) categories. The "no prior 

offense" subset in the l2-month follow-up cohort exhibited substantially 

the same absence of subsequent offenses, with 75.9 percent remaining free 

of recorded offenses of any kind (Table 1]). It may thus be not~J at the 
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TABLE 10 

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSE PATTERN OF 
PRE-PROGRAM SAMPLE AT SIX-IDNTH FOLLOW-UP 

Prior Offenses 

No Status Delinquent 
Offenses Only Only MiXed 

N % N % N :0 N % 

1,302 83.1 191 56.7 335 57.8 - 245 46.0 

130 8.3 80 23.7 66 11.4 89 16.7 

95 6.1 29 8.6 126 21. 7 117 22.0 

40 2.6 37 11.0 53 9.1 82 15.4 

1,567 100.1 337 100.0 580 100.0 533 100.1 

X2 = 416.4 - df = 9 P = < .001 

Total 
N !!: 0 

2,073 68.7 

365 12.1 

367 12.2 

212 7.0 

3,017 100.0 
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T.ABLE 11 
c, 

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSE PATTERN OF 
PRE-PROGRAM SAMPLE AT-12-IDNTII FOLLOW-UP 

Prior Offenses 

' .. No Status Delinquent 
Offenses Only Only Mixed 

.; 

N % N % N :0 N % 
, 

555 75.9 85 45.2 130 46.1 99 35.6 

76 10.4 53 28.2 30 10.6 57 20.5 

j I 
63 8.6 18 9.6 75 26.6 63 22.7 

37 5.1 ~2 17.0 47 16.7 59 21.2 

731 100.0 i 188 100.0 282 100-.0 278 100.0 

2 ' 
X = 237.2 df = 9 P = < .001 

II,. 

/",{' "" ",',>-

Total 
N !!: 0 

869 58.8 

216 14.6 

219 14.8 

175 11.8 

;1.,479 100.0 
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outset that there exists a very large group of youth of which, on a 

first citation for a status offense, from three-quarters to four-fifths 

are unlikely to commit further offenses of any kind during the following 

year. This finding raises the question whether the official. interven

tion in a status offense case is warranted for the protection of either 

the person or the community, and supports the contention of those urging 

a "do nothing" approach in dealing with status offenders. At the same 

time, however, it cannot be determined from these data whether .non-appear

ance for a recorded subsequent offense may be attributed to the deterrent 

effect of official intervention, to increased knowledge of how to avoid 

arrest, or to intensified informal pressures from family members for con

forming behavior, among other possibilities. 

The issue of progression from status to delinquent offenses is best 

examined by excluding the large group for which no offenses were recorded 

either prior or subsequent to the "instant" offense. This procedure 

yields a 2 x 2 table in which the prior status only and delinquent/ 

mixed categories are cross-classified by the same categories at six- and 

l2-month follow-up. The sample may now be regarded as ''purified'' by the 
,. 

exclusion not only of .those who had no prior offenses, but of those as 

well who had. no subsequent offenses. The "status offel1se only" priors 

are now constituted by individuals for whom two or more status offenses 

were recorded (at least one of which occurred prior to the "instantr'h 

and they may be viewed more appropriately as a "pure" status offender 

group. Further, since those in the mixed category are known to have com

mitted both delinquent and status offenses, their merging with those re

corded as "delinquent only" creates a category of youth known to have 

commi tted delinquent offens,es. 
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TABLE 12 

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSE PATTERN OF PRE-PROGRAM SAMPLE AT SIX MONTH 
FOLLOW-UP, WIlli "NO OFFENSE PRIORS AND SUBSEQUENTS" EXCLUDED 

Prior Offenses 

Subsequent Status Delinquent Only Total Offenses Only and Mixed 
N !!: 0 N % N !!: 0 

Status Only 80 54.8 155 29.1 235 34.7 

Delinquent Only 
and Mixed 66 45.2 377 70.9 443 65.3 

Total 146 100.0 532 100.0 678 100.0 

x2 = 33. 3 df == 1 P < •. 001 

., 

580 

f 



", 

'~--~~--~~------------------------------------------~ 

-40-

Almost half of those with "status only" prior offenses at both the 

six- and l2-month follow-up had records of delinquent' offenses (45.2 

and 48.5 percent), respectively, (Tables 12 'ruld 13 ) . But notable in the 

same data is the distinction that persistently emerges between two 

groups in the pre-program sample: those whose offenses tend to remain 

predominantly in the status offense category, and those given princi

pally to delinquent offenses. Approximately 70 percent of those with 

delinquent priors had only delinquent subsequent offenses, and approx

imately 50 percent of those with only status offense priors had only 

status offense subsequents. These seem to represent two discernably 

different groups with respect to offense pattern. A third group emerges, 

clearly apparent only when the "no offense" individuals in either their 

prior or subsequent offenses are excluded from the follow-up cohorts, 

constituted by a subset of status offenders of whom a substantial propor

tion show subsequent records of delinquency. In the six-month cohort, 

of the 146 juveniles with prior status offenses only, 45.2 percent had 

subsequent records of delinquent acts. The corresponding percentage 

among the 103 juveniles with prior status offenses only in the l2-month 

". follow-up cohort was 48.5 percent. 

These find~gs offer some support for the progression thesis, if 

only with resp~ct to a limited segment of a status offender population. 

However, the evidence is subject to an important qualification. In the 

light of the prob9:ble differential treatment of female st%tus offenders, 
',''':;' 
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TABLE 13 

SUBSEQUENT OFFENSE PATTERN OF PRE-PROGRAM SAMPLE AT l2-IDNfH 
FOLLOW-UP, WIm "NO OFFENSE PRIORS AND SUBSEQUENTS" E?CCLlJDED 

Prii.or Offenses 

Status Delinquent Only Subsequent Only and Mixed' ,Total 
Offenses 

N ~ 0 N % N % 

Status Only 53 51.5 87 26.3 140 32.3 
Delinquent Only 
and Mixed 50 48.5 244 73.7 294 67.7 

Total 103 100.0 331 100.0 434 100.0 

x
2 = 34.3 df = 1 P < .001 

<,1 
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namely, their higher vulnerability to recording as delinquent offenders 

on the basis of probation violation, it is entirely possible that a 

very high proportion of the recorded subsequent delinquent offenses of 
. . . 1 t 10 prior status offenders may be aSlcribed to female probatlon Vl.O a ors. 

Hence, the impression of progression from status to delinquent offenses 

suggested by the data of this study may be misleading. In addition, 

there is "evidence '~dr regression from delinquent to status offenses as 

we~{'~s for "progression" from status to delinquent of~enses. The data 

of Tables 10 and 11 indicate that at six-month follow-up 19.6 percent 

of those with "status only" prior~ were recorded as having subsequent 

records of delinquency ("del inquency only" plus "mix~d"). The corres

ponding percentage at l2-month follow-up was 2Q.6. However, of those 

with "delinquent only" priors, 11.4 and 10.6 percent had "status only" 

subsequents at six- and l2-month follow,-up, respectively. This suggests, 

of course, th~ substantial degr~e of offen:e versatility exhibited by 

most juvenile offenders, repeatedly noted in prior research (Thomas, 

1976; Klein, 1971; Wqlfganget a1., 1973; Erickson, 1979; Institute for 

Juvenile Research, 1~J'{z) .11 

Discussion 

Two major assumptions in:FOn,ll the current movement to deinstitu

tionalize status offenders by reducing and ultimately elintinating the 

power of police an courts d to deal with them as they do with youth who 
" 

conunit criminal offenses. Supporters of the movement contE~nd'i first, 
jl 

that staO.lS offenders constitute a distinctive and identif~\able cate-
1\ •• 1 go~ of juvenile offenders, largely free of involvement :in crmma 

~", .' . : :.; iii . • 

acts. ' It follows .from this that the use of secure detentio:~ and comml.t-

.. ~ 
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ment to correctional 'institutions has neither legal nor ethical jtc5ti

fication. A second assumption hOl~s that, by virtue of being accorded 

standard police and court treatment, status offenders tend increasingly 

to commit the more serious criminal offenses. Hence, the removal of 

status offenders from the jurisdiction of the, juvenile justice system 

is expected over tim~._~o prevent delinquency. 

Data obtained in conjunction with an evaluation study of a fed

erally funded status offendercdeinstitutionalization program presented 

an opportunity to test the Support for the empirically more accessible 

of these assurnptions. Singled out for scrutiny was, first, the ques

tion whether there may be found a subset of infractious youth who con

fine their misbehavior to the status offenses and, if identified, its 

proportion among a status offending population, together with its age, 

gender, ethnic/racial characteristics and patterns of offense over time. 

The second question assessed was the extent,\ to which progression from 

status to criminal offenses occurred in an identified population of 

status offenders. 

Data analysis yielded, first, the tmanticipated finding that, in 

any population identified by a citation for a status offense, by far 

the largest proportion is likely to be youngsters for whom there exists 

no official record of a prior offense of any kind. They fall princi

pa,lly between the ages of 13 and 16, with approximately equal propor-

"tions '. of males and :females. • With reference to ethnici ty, the Black and 

Hispanic minority groups were fOLmd to have higher proportions of th~;ir 
prior offenses in the delinquent category than were whites. The group 

free of official records of offense prior to an arrest or citation £or 
"\ ' 
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a status offense tend not to reappear either as status" or del,inquent 

offenders subsequently. It is likely that on the whole this group 

undergoes minimal penetration into the juvenile justice system and 

represents those customarily diverted by the police. 

A second finding, less tmexpected, was that of those with offense 

records prior to a status offense arrest, about one in 10 c0~~isteof 
.:",' 

youth who have committed only status offenses. O:f.this·'~oup, abo\1t 
. .• ,.' 'J "-, 

one-quarter- continue to confine their :i,nfr~ctions to the status offenses, 
, ~, 

another quarter show a subsequent 1;'ecord of del:j:nque~to££erfses, and 
c' 

approximately half remain free of recorded offenses. 

In general, it appears that a papulation identified by an arrest 

or appearance 'befqre the juvenile court fora status offense contains 

two quite distinguishable groups. About two-thirds consistOo{a major-
" ,".' • l' 

i ty of y,outh virtually free of 'recorded prior offenses, . and a mino-ri ty 

showing records of prior status offenses only. The prior records of 

t'le remaining one-third of this population designate either solely de-
"~-I 

linquent offenses or- mixed delinquent and status of£ens,es-. That the 

distinction between the no offense/statuS offense only gro\1p and the de-
. ,,~;. 

linquent only/mixed group remains relatively stable is" ~ttested to by 

the subsequent offenses of the two groups . The latter group. remains dis~. 
. , '. II .... 
proportionately in the delinquency/mixed categories; the for met in tho~e 

of no offense/status offenses only. 
,. 

Findings on gender differences indicate that .~males'at every age 

level are very much more likely than females' to acquire records of 
. c , 

non-stanus offenses. Fully half of the male 'Inembe~,s of the sample 
J). 
"". 

had delinquent (i.lfe:, -non-status) ,.reco,d offerises,. s:ompared ,to less 

than one ... fourth of the females. ~ 
J" ~ 
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Examination of ,the relative predictive utilit~ of jU;isdiction, 

age, gender, and ethnicity revealed jurisdiction to be an important 

determinant of the probability that a youth cited for a status of

fense would have a record of a prior delinquent offense. Certain com~ 

bmations of age, gender, and ethnicity were £otmd to increase this 

probability. Thus, the likelihood of a prior record of delinquent 

offenses increased with increasing age at a higher rate ,for males than 

for females . When this intera~tion is combined further with ethnici ty , 

it was fOtmd that older Hisp,anic males had the highest probability of 
;. . f~l ' 

recorded prior delinquency. HI! 

On the basis of the data available for this analysis, the evidence 

for progression from status to delinquent offenses remains debatable. 
h 0 

If the population under consideration are all youth cited for a status 

offense within a given time period, irrespective of the number of prior 

status offenses, the overwhelming majority withiIJ. a 12-m.onth follow-up 

are found either to have no subsequent offenses or to confine their sub~ 
1/ 

, sequents to the status offenses. On the other'hand, if thepopulatipn 

of concern are youth with two or ~Ort~ prior status offenses~ there is 

virtual equal probability that; their subsequent offenses will be either 
,;)) ., 

of the delinquent or of the'status variety. In other words, youth mar-

ginally involved in status offense i~e1iavior are in little danger of mov~g 

into the more seri()us fonns of delinquency. However, those for whom sta ... 

tus offense behavior has become chronic appear to be as likely subsequent

ly to commit misdemeanor and criminal,>offenses as they are to confine 
. ,,\~\t::>; 

themselves to the status offenses. . 

But there remains strong and consistent evidence for the existence 
" 

of three relatively separable groups, each of substantial sizef', and each 

':'~·"~~"'~~~J;':;"SP~.~~~...,~..e~~~$~~~""'~~_' 
Q 
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d,;istinguishab1e on the basis of the predominant character of their 

offenses. The first consists of status offenders with little tendency 

to COIllIlit the more serious delinquent offenses; the second includes 

juveniles whose" records show a predominance of delinquent offenses. 

Finally, as a finding of some importance, the data reve~led the third 
\~. 

and largest group to consist of juveniles wi thoutrecords of either a 

status or a delinquent offense both prior and subsequent to the sfrig1e 

incident that defined their membership in a status offender population. 

Thus, only one of the basic assumptions' of fact OIl. which the status 
.' Ii 

offender deinstitutionalization movement rests is provisionally supported' 

by the evidence, of the present study. While its botmdaries cannot be 
o 

sharply drawn, there does appear to be a distinguishable population of 
;/.h 

misbehaving youth whose infractions are confined principally to the sta-

tus offenses. Nor does it ap~ear that they tend to commit the more ser

ious delinquent offenses 'in increasing numbers and with increasing fre

quency. They thus constitute an identifiable group whose problem be-
D (I • 

hayiol' may besufficicently differentiated frOIll that represented by acts 

in violation of the criminal law to warrant distinctive f()lms of response 

and 'treatment. ' There'is little support for the no,tion that they tend in 

subst,antial proportions to become serious delinql,lents. What" evidence . 
there is in support of that assumption~has referense only to thcit relative .. 

'lY's~ll segment of a statUs offending populat\~on consisting,}of chronic 
~ \ ' , 

status offenders. They are as likely in time t\? engage in serious delin-
1\ U 

'I quent offenses as they are tq remain status off\rnders. .. 

Fmally, nothing in the data of this~tUdY ~can throw light on the 
I . 

,third basic assumptiono£ the status&~£fender demstitutionalization move

ment ass~rting that traditional juvenile court processing ~creases ,the 
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likelihood of progression from status to delinquent offenses IT , • nowever, 
the eVidence does indicate that containedw1"th· (' " " . m any popu1at1on of 

juve,hi1e offenders defined by a citation fora status offense are sub-

stantia1 numbers of delinquent offenders. Whether the use of secure 

confinement in the treatment' of this gr d oup re uces their recidivism or 
increase " " s connnuruty protection is a separate issue. But with respect 

to, the group of status offenders which shows 11" tt1e ~Flination to engage 
in the mor~ serious fonDS of de1inqUency'~ no fonn of secure confinement 

to be warranted on either preventive or ethical grotmds. would appear 

" I ' 
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FOOTNOTES 
\~ 

Surveys conducted during the decade, 1965-1974, lp'i..\ a variety of 

jurisdictions have found that half of all juveniles arrested for 

a status offense were placed in secure detention for periods rang

ing from several days to several months CLEM, 1975: 1-3). One

third of all juveniles in correctional ~titutio~~ (train~g 
~0\ 

schools, group homes, half-way h6uses) were committed as adjudi-

cated status offenders (LEAA, 1974). 

2. The status offenses were nmaway', ungovernability; truancy, curfew 

violation, and minor-in-possession of al<:ohol. A residual "other" 

category was" used to include types of bz:;mV'ior defined as J:7
tatus 

offenses in soole but not other jurisdictions. 

3.. The two-year life of both. the program and the e\Taluation study meant 

r) that the later during this period that juv~rti!eswere re£ened to 

the progr~., the less their availab:t1i ty. for a l2.:.'month foliow--up. 
",~. 'I. c.. " 

4. The dl'ta o~ prior of~ense' and gender are presented by age as a sum-

mary ifuldication';that age distribution does not . differ materially as 
:: ,0:. 1: 

between those Whose ptior offenses do and do not include a substan-

tial proportion of de~~quent offenses. 
. l: . 

c· 5. Attention is. directid·h:o the fact that the' records were entered m 
~!-' 

a search for i.n!?tant s~atus offenses. The numper of those Who ,were. 
" 

primarily sta~? . offenders in tenns of tp.eir, prior records consti-· 

tutes 63 perceltt of the total as defined by' our entry criteria. 

The same number ()f status offenders WOuld constitute a far smaller 

proportion of ·tiLC~ ~otal arrested and adjudicated juvenile popula-
i . J Q 

tion. A project on delinquent or mixed' offenders, using an ana-· 

Ogo~ record entrt procedure, would have yielded' la~ge numbers of 

predominantly 'delinquent or predominantly mixed offenders. A not 

" , 

o. ' 
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unreasonable alternative in estimating the proportion of status 

offenders in the pre-prograrrt population is to exclude the 1 560 . , 
individuals with no, recorded offenses prior to the "instant" on 

grotmds that they are essentially non-offenders. ·dk their ex

clu£:~on, the N=1,446, of Which 336, or 23.2 percent, have sub-
i 

struitial prior records of status offenses only (see Table 2). As 

will be seen, however, this proportion is further reduced when of

fenses subsequent to the "instanttt at six and 12 month follow-up 

are taken into account. 

6. The exclusion of the "no prior offense" category is warranted for 

present purposes since a large proportion in the category is like

ly to be one-time offenders. Thus, 43.2 and 37.5 percent, respect

ively, had no record of a subsequent offense of any kind at six

and l2-month follow-up. 

7. The dependent/variable of "delinquent priors" was operationalized 

as. a dummy variable, with l=recordof a delinquency prior to the 

Il'instant" offense, O=no such record. Anticipating the objection 

that tqe use of dummy variables in regression equations violates 

the necessary assumption of homoscedasticity, it should be stated 

that in this instance the dichotomy is not badly skewed. In the 

2 ,993 cas~s in the regression, the proportion in 1 was 37 percent., 

in 0, 63 percent .. 

8. This was ascertained in a special analysis of the independent effects 

of site locatj.§m.. Site terms were entered after the client variables, 

permitting assessment of their contribution to explained variance due 

solely to their addition • 
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9. With the data available to this study, it was not possible to deter

mine the relative importance of various features of jurisdictions in 

the relationship. These include cornnnmity tolerance for juvenile mis

behavior, police and court policies with respect to the uSe of diver

sion practices, the statutory definition of "status offenses," the 

adequacy of record keeping, accessibility of the records, and the 

diligence with which a search of the records may have beJen conducted. 

10. Most jurisdictions treat violation of probation as a delinquent of

fens~~ Females were fotmd to constitute approximately half of the 

pre-program sample. Since female status offenders are more likely 

than males on a first offense to receive probation because of concern 

over alleged sexual misconduct, ,they may be more 1~.ke1y to acquire a 

higher risk of probation violation, and therefore to being recorded 
-

for a delinquent offense. 

11. ' Similar findings w~re reported by one l3:rge scal~' study of youth be

haviorbased on self-report data. However, theil~data did not identi

fy a population similar to that fotmd in the present study (Illinois 

Institute for Juvenile Research, 1972). 
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EVALUATION OF THE DEINSTI'I1ITIONALlZATION 

OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROJECT THROUGH THE 

SYSTEM RATES ME'IHOOOLOGY 

Introduction: Some Comments on the Justice;$ystem 

Some years ago, researchers at the University of Southern California 

observed that a perspective of the criminal justice system as a system is a 

view which contains elements of reality and fantasy. They observed: 

The reality is that the community, the police, the courts and 
the correctional agencies do combine to attack the problem of 
crime and process the criminal offender. The fantasy lies in 
the speculation that the various agencies approach these 
processes in a coordinated and rational fashion O<1ein, etal .. , 1971). 

Although there is considerable discussion and writing by academicians, 

a.dministrators, practitioners and researchers about the,"system". of criminal 

and/or juvenile justice, the United States does not have a single system of 

justice. Each level of government, indeed each jurisdiction, has its own 

tmique way of doing things. These many "systems" -- all established to enforce 

the standards of conduct believed necessary for the protection of individuals 

and preservation of the conummi ty - - are a collectivity of thousands of law 

enforcement agencies and a multiplicity of courts, prosecution and defense 

agencies, probation and parole departments, correctional institutions and 

related c6nmnmity-based organizations. It is clear that the "system" of criminal 

and juvenile justice sacrifices much in the way of efficiency and effectiveness 
" 

in order to protect the individual and to preserve local autonomy. 

The many systems' of justice now in existence in the United States are 

not the same as those which emerged following the American Revolution. Al though 
'.' 

.Arneri{;an legal arrangements have traditionally tried to insure justice for all 
" 

citizens, the systems ha{~e not developed or evolved tUlifonnly or consistently 
,;, 

or, for t~at matter, always in the same direction. Parts of our system, such as 
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trial by jury and the principle of bail, are relatively old and date back to 

our European heritage in general and the English Cammon Law in particular. 

Proba.tion and parole began in the nineteenth century and the juvenile court is 

a twentieth century innovation. Some of the innovations and changes in our 

systems have been generated by judicial decisions and legislative enactments. 

Many have evolved more by chance than by design. 

Coupled with the munerous criminal and juvenile justice systems in the 

United States and their uneven development is the separation of functions within 

the systems. There are similar components in all systems starting with police 

at input, through prosecution and courts, and finally, to corrections. Although 

these major components ~d subcompo~ents are interwoven and interdependent one 

with the other, they typically function independently and autonomously. This 

separateness of function, which on one hand prevents the possibility of a 

"police state," on the other hand leads to some extra-ordinarily complex problems. 

Not the least of these is that the systems of justice are not really systems -~ 

integrated, coordinated, and effective entities -- but rather are collections of 

agencies tied together by the processing of an increasing number of adult and 

juvenile offenders. They are marked by an unequal quality of justice, inadequate 

funding, and lack of relevant research and evaluation to provide some measure of 

effectiveness. And, until recently, they were regarded with a general indifference 

and apathy on the part of the public which they were designed to serve. 

That set of institutional arrangements, activities{t~d processes known 

as the criminal justice system is, also referred to as the "nolJ.~:system" of (/ 

criminal justice., But the trnon'~'aspect nmst be related to s~ch~notions as 

efficiency', agreement as to goals and objectives, and the like~ The justice 

"system" does exis,t, even if all of its activities are not systematic~ orderly 

-::; . 

and smooth-flowing. The dictionary" definition ofa system --a set ,or arrangement 
<r 

of things so related or connected ,as to form a unitY" or organic whole .,.~ is an 
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appropriate target, ~ut that definition is not strictly applicable to the 

'current criminal and juvenile justice systems': 

::.--i.1 \~":", 

.- ~ 

Introduction: The System' Rates, Meth()d61ogy CKlein et al., 1971) 

,j 

Perhaps the best known model! of the criminal justice system is that which 

was prepared by the Institute fO:r'~JtenSe.AnalYSiS, ,for the President's 
. .'. ' 

Commission on Law Enforcement ,and the Administration of Justice (l'resident~'s 

Conunission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967). That 'model 

or flow chart pprtrayedgenerally th~; movement of cases -,- felonY', 'lIti:sdemeanor 1 

'~, 

petty and juvenile --through the justice system. The flow'chart genericallY' 

is a basic tool 9f the ,system rate metholl.ology and is involved in its first three 

steps. These steps include: 

1) Construction of an explicit justice sys'tem flow' cha~t 
portraying the decision points in the system 

2) Insertion of, justice system data ""'7 the "mlmoel'S of ~, ..,'" 
into,the flow' chart 

3) Calculation of input and decision-point system'rates oJ' 
percentages 

Th~/following pages provide a brief commenta.ry' on each of these three s·tep~·'-

.~~nstruction of flow' charts, insertion of data and computation of system rates. 

Construction '.of . Flow 'Charts. The criminal Justice Training Center at 
,il 

the University of Southern California expHlins the "system l'ates'lIlethodology' in 

a training module on criminal juStice planning. For illustrative and explana

tory purposes~ the following materials are extracted ~rom that pl~ing module 
'I' 

(Criminal Justice Training Center, 1977). Fi~re 1 is a flow clial't representing 

the crimi.nal justice system. in a greatly abbrevateJ and sllnplified fonn. 
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FIGURE 1: A mDEL OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE '.SYSTEM 
r'~ 

,f 

;~ . 

Note that the model presents "crime" in an irregular s~pe - - an amoeba of sorts 
, IJ 

to ~~~ify ,~{~ absence 0; precise data on the amount of crime, as well' as to 

'sugge~~C-t~t its nature and definition change over time .. and by political 
. ;\ ,- " ::;. 

\ 

juriStu.ction.,The amoeba also serves to remind us of the imprecision generated 
Ci 

(\ by the ~eercise' of d§~15,)cretion by law enforcement agencies,) and their perspnnel. 
~ ~I 

Alsp amoeqf1-shaped are crimes "n()t observed-not reportedft and ,','observed-not . 
, ' 0 A' ~ . 

reported;" again, the amoeba i'SSuggests the tmcertaintyof the leye1 of crime 

which falls ill'to either of these t-wo' categories. , At this" point in the system., .. 

flow chart, th~';:aiOOeha is repl£!,ced 1;>y a rectangle, suggesting some cert'ainty as 
:;. !, ~ ',I ' ": 

~ c 

to both flow'of cases and offenders thropgh the system as well as" their numJlers.·· 
",' 0 (; lj, ",,' '''-

But even here, there is less cert::linty thari might be suggested. For example, 
c.; (? ~ '; ,,'" ::: - '; .r} a 

the rect&"'1g:fe marked "arrest" suggests that'.;;defillj,tilJIlS o:f arrest are cornn1only c~" 
,,~. ",;,;' '{Ie, 

,::; shared; such is not the case operatio~ally, particUlarly in the 9uvenile jus'tice "-
~ 0 , '" " \'> 0 '.' ,', It'" 

Ii 

system. Tllentoo;, there are significant gaps in data about some of, these. 
.>;:: a, r; ~ e :!: f .1' 0. .-:; Q 

;~,rectangles. For example'~ we may 'know the tQtal number of arrests fo:r: various 
'" @ () :) "'. ,." " 

srimeS,b~tnot the numb&"r of di~ferent :individualsC'arrested fOT~ thes:e'crimeSo 
o 

o 
" 
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over a given time frame, even though the,:,use of a rectangle rathe"r than an 

amoeba suggests same certajnty about the data. Ten arrests may re~resent ten 

separate individuals or one individual arrested five times and five individuals 

each arrested once. 

We must also mention tll~ fact. that flow charts may be misleading in that 

they suggest that offenders move th;ough the justice system in an o';:rlY ,,' 

'fashion. It is tQ be emphasized that disruptions frequently occur, ~at 
blockages are not lmconmon, and that cases .and of£enders are occasionally 

" processed as though part of a tide -- with a significant ebb and flow. Same 

offenders leav: the justice system for reasons suc:.n as ins ani ty or certification 

as to a~ict status, others enter the system at a midpoint such as the juvenile 

o:t;fe~der certified to adult 'court, while ~thers, after winning an. appeal, may 

leav~ the system total~y or ''backtrack'" in the system to a new trial or " 

resentencing. 
'. ,~, 9· , 
A fina! ob~ervation aho?t flow charts as used in the system rates 

T~" ., methodology: the charts, tmless clearly identified otherwise, represent system 

\j\'~ '. pr~ess~s, ani only indirect 1)" refle~t the activities of specific agencies. 

In Figure' I, for example, "ar;est" represent-s .the process of arrest, not the ,. \) 
agency or ~gencies which do the arresting. . As will be shown la.ter, it is 

to portray both process an.d agency con-

'i Vertical lines in fl' cha . !) a. ow rt re?_'3sent decision, points in the justice 

system a~ which some individua;l-, gro~ of individqals or agency makes a decision, 

J;:{"g., cho~ses from am~:>ng the alterna~ives .avai~able. ThuS~ the vertical lipe' 

'/:l.l~g conviction in4i~ates ,.a d~cision point.; here, th~ court must select a 

'~~'lClng alte-x:native fro!ll those avail~b17 "'-- probatiCYn., jailor prison in the 

~~i1ust~ation. TIle vertical line following arrest suggests that the prosecuting 
".,- ~ 

attorney must choose from the alternatives ava·l."lable to ',··hlIll
i

' -~ ~, , to prosecute or 
o 

(:j {; 0, 
o 

(\ 

" .... - .... ~~. ----.0 ....-..,.-<~r"'1\-- ~(,., 
,I 

\ 

o 

, 



• 0'" 

.. 

! 
\ 
1 
i I, 
i , 

l 
OJ '-, 

, ,·,1 
. ,j 

: ""':' ... t 

- 6 -

fi 

not. The observation that vertical lines represent decisions does not suggest 

that th~ decisions are simple - - they frequently ar~ not ..... but rather that 

decision-makers and the choices available to them may be portrayed. with some 

prec:Lsion. A caution nrust issue: there are many informal proc~sses in the 

justice system which are not reflected or revealed by vertical .lines on.system 

flow charts." 'J 

o 
Insertion of Data. We have noted earlier that the step which follows ---

construc~ion of a system flow chart is the insertiort of justice system data 
\1 '. 

onto the charts and that these data represent the "numbers of ___ If being 

processed by or moving through the system. As relates to "numbers of ___ ," 

it is impbrt~t to observe that the agencies which comprise the justice system 
p .. 

keep data on both "casesf7 and "offenders," but that cases (i arid offenders are 

\ \ 

indeed different. Thus, one case may involve two or more crime-partner offenders, 

or one offender may be the subj ect of two or more cases. But even apart from 

that issue; the numerical data used by the system rates methodology are of two 

types. One tYPe of numbers is of the "cohort;~lj vari~ty; the second is of an 

"inventory" nature. A cohort follows the same offende!s, or ~cases through the . 

system; the inventory. records the number of offenders or cases appearing at 

points in the justice system over a given time frame. 

Figtire,2 is a cohort portrait shoWing the flow ~f offenders'over time 
(t~~t ,-. 

through the criminal justice system . It indicates that of the 20,000 arrests 

'" reported, there were 15,000 prosecutions and 5 , 000 ~hon;..prosecutions. Of the 

15,090 prose9Utions, 10,000 resulted in conviction, 5,000 in non-conviction. 

And of t1i~ 10,000 convictions, th~rewere 6,000 probation dispositions, 3,000 

commitments to jail and 1,000 to prison. 

,through tile sy~tem. over tilfe. " 

() 
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FIGURE 2: A CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW mART WITH COHORT DATA 

I 

,I! 

.. \ 

1 ARR~~~-l 
20.000 

StOOD 

Note that in the cohort flow chart, there is balance -- the parts all 
)1 '" i 

equal the whole suggesting that every caseloffender is accounted for. Thus , 

in Figure 2, the 15,000 prosecutions and 5,000 non-prosecutions equal the 20,000 

arrests reported; the 6,000 cases to probation, 3,000 to jail and 1,000 to prison 

equal the 10,000 convictions. A simple rule may be constructed for the cohort 

data: the numbers to the right of any vertical, deCision-point line should 

equal the ntullber ~p the l6:(it of that line. Where there is not a balance bebl~~m 

the two sides: 'of !e vertical line, the number to the left of the, line will '::\ 

almost inevitably be larger suggesting that there is an option available to the 

decision~maker .,.- perhaps an informal, partially hidden option -- which is not 
\", I;':, ./ :. 

p()rtrayed to' the right of the vertical line and which accounts for the missing 

cases/offende1t'!5~""':,~ search to discover the missing decision alternative(s) is 
*. . 

important. 

Figure·3. f~~a reproduction. oft..~e sanle basic flow chart with inventory 

data appended I~hereto~,') The inventory data are., gathered over some precise point .. 
. , ,; . 0 

in time as, !fo:r eXaiPple, "a specific day (July 14), or for a' certain month 

(June 1975), Or perhaps for an entire year (1977). l1~ere is no tratkingof 
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individuals as in the cohort approach, but rather a counting of cases/offenders 

in. the various parts of the system. Indeed, numbers to the right of a vertical 

decisi~n-pOint line may be &reater or lesser than the number to the left; balance 
~l ~ 

is not required. The inven,tory ap'proach provid~s a portrait which may be c~mpared 
1 ~ 

with other po'~traits, ,e.g. ,June with July, 1976 with 1977, and so on. 

FIGURE 3: A CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW 
CHART WIlli INVENTORY DATA 

~ 

,Computing System Rates. System rates mathe~ticallY are percentages 

nothin~ more, nothing less. But in the complex world of criminal justice, 

these // simple mathematical expressions take on special mean~ng. Klein, ,Kobrin, 

McEachern and Sigurdson described system r~;tes in the folrb~rlng way: ,', 

System rates aire statements, in" simple ~thematidal fom~ . ' 
expressing the efficiency ~d/or effect1venes~ o~ t.~e crIm~al 
justice system at its various levels of func~tQl1:mg. They 
differ from traditional crime statisti~s, wh1Ch, at best, 
measure limited ,outcomes of unknown or tihmeasured processes. ., '" 

q, 

-
·::7~1~\ '.' 

o 
""1 

! "J] 

\ 

, System rates tell us not only what has happen~d but ho~ we~l 
we have done . The,; clearance r~te ,us~d bX,cp<?11s~ag~n~J.e~,1~ 

,c6ilekiricf6f system rate,stati1ig'a. ratio of crJ.IDes solved to 

I 
O! 

, ~'~=~~""'~,-~,e=~ , 

~rimes known to tl::.e police - - . a ftmction: "of the le~e~ ,?f 
criminal activity, the reportmg system" ,and the",e .... f1c1ency 

, of Dolice investigative practices." (J 
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, , 

Similarly, a pl,ea-bargaining rate,.if availa1?le, would ' 
represent a useful statement on interagency accommoc1atiQIl to 
the ~xigencit;s of both legal statutes and,admu1:i?,tr§ltive 
pressures. "To a lesserl,extent, this ,would, be 'true of 
juvenile de:tention rates and delinquency reporting rates 
from such cqmmunity agencies as the schools and halfway ho~ses 
for juveniles and narcotic addicts. "'" " 

I,' In brief~" the examina:~iofr,;.of th~ criminal justice system i.ll tenns 
of such Tates offers an cfpportiiIlity to raise:;detailed~d,searching 
questions respecting the system r S accomplishments and failures;.,,' ',: 
Most :immediately, these rates can provide answers to the more ' 
nnmdane questions of the degree ,;to which fonnal and official 
organizations, iIi the system perfonn their routine ftmctions. But 
perhaps more imp<?,rtant, rate assessment' may also be u,)ed to " 
measure the extel'it to which the system as a whole fulfills its 
ftmdamentai tasks (Klein, et al., 1971). " 

, ...... ', .• ' (t 

Klein and collel:igues see system rates as providing data about criminal justice 
'", " 

syst~m (, ,>: accomplishmen:ts and£aiiures and argue for' a setiesof SUc.ll, ~clices 
,\ 

or systeml!rates portraying the major deci§ion points irttbe ju!?:tice;system. 
,'/. . {Jil 

'. ,," .,0 

But even apart from the broad criminal justice perspective which speaks 
J 

for the use of system rates, there are some practical reasons for conversion 
,,'" , 0 'c., " ", 

of data to percentages, i. e. ,system rates. Percentages pernti. t comparison between 

similar types of organiz'ati~ns and activities such as the clearance rates of 

" various police departments.' Then too, criminal justice agency persomel are 

familiar with the rate statistic; they have utilized a variety of rates -

clearance rates, success rates, conviction rates ,:,\and $0 on. The use of 
\J' 

percentages, of course, also minimizes some of the difficulties in interpreting 

the magnitude of a number. Thus, whil~ it is difficult to determine whether 83,199 

is a small or large number (it obvi<?usly depends on the magnitude relative:to a 

Dbase), there can be morerllPid conse:nsus, that .96 percent is large, 11 percent , 

small. 

There at'e two types of system rates: input rates and decision-prJint 
J, • " 

rates.';::, Input rates/percentages are calculated using as a denominator some 
" ~;,~ '~,-;-, t' r; (~l (, ". '. !':. 

, mJmhe~trepresentif(ginptit mto.( \~~ j~tice system. Figure 4, for example, 
. ~\ ,rr'? '. " 

provides input system rates (for cohort data) based upop. an input number of' 
. II" " G~I: 

t" 

, 
11) , 

'I 
II 

f 
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100,000 cr:imes reported. The 20,000 arrests measured against the 100,000 

crimes ,;reported yields a system rate of 20 percent. The 15,000 prosecutions 

against the 100, OOQ(l.crim~s reported is a 15 percent prosecution system rate; 
: ~ I"; , 

the 10,000 convictions against the'100,000 cr:imes reported is a 10. per~ent 
c' 

conviction system rate. In thi~ eX~le, the number of cr:imes reported served,' 

as the input number, but the 20.,000 ,aTrests could have been used in. the same way. 

(, Had that beeI~")i,one, the system rate for pros~icution would h~ve b~en 75 percent 

1/(15,000. ~ro~eCutioJ1s for the 20,0.00 arrest~), the cc5nviction rate would have 

";'beett so pe;~~I?!t (10,800 convictions for th,e20,000 arrests), and so on. 

o 

FIGlJRE 

" -' 't ..... 

4: A CRIMINAL JUSTIcE\ SYSTEM FLOW CI-JAAT 
7.-," _. . 

WIlli CrnORT INPUT {?ySTEM RATES 

rl sueCESS 

, 5000 

;, .1°. 

I NO, PAROLE I 
100 

)) 
~/ 

".-;,./ 
0? DeciSion-point system rates/percentages are calculated using ~{~ a 
II 
I' 

denominator the total number o~ cases/offenders availableDat any decision 
" 

point in the system. Figure 5 is an illustration of decision~point system rates 

Ii ' • " for cohort data. The data' at the judicial de(;ision·point of sentencmg reveals 
ff 

10.,000. convictions disposed of with 6,000 ca~:es to probation (60 percent), 

3,0.0.0. to jail (3d percent) and 1,0.00 to pris6n (10 percent). Similarly, using 
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the 6,000 cases/offenders to probation as the denominator, note that probation 

has a success system rate of 83 percent,s, 000 of the 6, 000 cas~~s, a failure 

system rate of 17 percent, 1,000 of the 6,000 cases. 

FIGuRE 5: A, CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW CHART 
WITH 'COHORT DECISION-POINT SYSTEM RATES 

Additional Data 'fot 'FlowCharts. , An examination of justice system,fltn~ " 

charts will quickly reveal that some of "the ''boxes'" represent specific events 
,',. 

such as arrest"or conViction, while others represent status or location of cases/ 

offenders such as m jailor on pr9bation. Accordjngly, other data may be 

appended to these charts to better portray justice system behavior: these other 
\. () 

"?ata maY'hinclude,.the average (or other statistic) length of stay in a ''box'' or 

between "boxes," the numbers of cases/offenders moving into, through and out 

of different boxes for given periods of time, and the like. Figure 6 illustrates 

the portrayal J)f additional data for a given time fr~e, e.g., for the year 

ending December 31, 1977 (this latter date being jJl~ort;mt because of "current 
1 population" data on the chal\';t). 
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FIGURE 6: USING THE FLOWCHART TO HIGHLIGHr OTHER INFORMATION 

" 
INPUT %; 3% Of 100,000 

DECISlqJ·"·,POINT %: 30% OF 10.000 
NUMBER NUMBER 

,.. CONVICTION 
I-~I-__ 'N __ ., OUT 

3,000 r JAIL 2,870 .. 

PROSECUTION ~ 
10,000 

... .- .. '''' 2.7 MONTHS 

~VERAGE TIME EJETWEEN ~ 
PROSECUTION AND CONVICTION 

.. 5,000 It 
CUR~ENT POPULATION 

• 4.7 MONTHS. 

AVERAGE TIME SERVED 

Itn has been noted above that justice system flow charts nonnally rep~esent 
, "" , 

process, rather than agenc:y data. It is true that if only one agency does the 

process (the parole board, for example), the process and agency"'data are' the 

same. .Thus, when it~is observ-edin Figure 2 representing cohort data that of 

1,'000 offenders in 'prison, 900 were paroled and ioo were not, we have both 

, parole process and the paroling authority data; they are one and the same. 

';); , 

Ho~ever, whe:re 1JU.lltip+e,~~'agencies are involved, as for example in the process of 

(. arrest, there may be a requirement to separate the behavior of o~e agency from 

tha-Y0f another. Using the 20,000 arrests from,~igure 2, as an example, it - ~ 

is ,clear that a part~)cu1ar process box may be exp10decl to port~ay individual 

agency performance as in Figure 7. 
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FIGURE 7: PORTRAYAL OF INDIVIDUAL AGENCY PERFORMANCE 
ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW'CHARTS 

, 
~, 

Pro$ecutton 
«, 

ARRESTS 20,000 
Agency 1 12,000 
Agency 2 4,000 
Agency: 3 2,000 
Agency 4 1,000 
Agency 5 750 
Agency 6 250 

No Prosecution 

'. 

Thepd5ting of individual agency perfonnance on justice system flow charts 

,_ -T'~--" 7 -.1 ,,_~, ______ P,,~!:_t:lJe- portrait to be both specific as to agency and general as to process. 

.- =lL-,~'~ __ .,.~, --J . """,,,'j 
fj /"?~_J 

.j.," 

Summary on System Rates 

As a methodology, system rates provides mathematical statements about 

justice sy?tem'~behavior;" indeed, the met.llOdology calls for a series of indices 

constructed at decision points in the justice system. Basically, syst~~ rates 

are portraits and although the simplified illustrations provid~d in text have 

been for the system as a whole,ll the process has application for detailed examin

ation of specific parts of the overall system such as corrections or law enforcement 

or even anindividtial agency. The method may be crime specific, e.g., tracking, 

the robber or rapist through the system., Cl-the approach may track specific 
1 1/ " 

tiJe~,,_ of ~ff~ders. through the system: 1the old, tJJ ;;ung, the black, the white . 

And by USIng 1dent1cal system formats)t is possibte to contrast this year 

with last, or March with July for specific kinds of offenders such ,as a~uto thieves 

or forgers. Then too, as programs are added or modified or deleted to, within 

'" 
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and from t.~e~ystem, the basic portrait will change. Thus, the introduction 

of one or more diversion prograT!ls to a system chart should pennit comparison of 

the "new" system with the old one. 

The National Evaluation Design: DSO and System Rates 

The instructions provided site evaluators of Deinstitutionalization of 

Status Offender (DSO) Programs as relates to the system rates assessment were 

at once both s:imple and complex: we requested that a flow chart portraying the 

juvenile justice system be prepared and that inventory data be obtained on both 

delinquent youth and status offenders for two distinct time frames, before and 

at least' six months after programmatic DSO activities were initiated. These 

four charts -- a before and after on delinquents and a before and after on status 

offenders -- would serve as the basis for our analysis. 

A series of general communications and site-specific follow-l~ 

correspondence and telephone calls also requested that th~ evaluators be as 

comprehensive as possible and exhaustive of all processes and agencies which 

comprise the juvenile justice system. Finally, recognizing that changes in system 

rates might be :impacted as much by system capacity Ghanges (such as the opening 

or closing of institutions or the addition or deletion of probation officers and 

juvenile court judges) as by philosophical or process changes, we asked that 

,there be monitoring and recording of events which would effect justice system 

\i capacity. 

To facilitate this total process, a sample juvenile justice system flow 
n 

charti/was developed and given each site. That chart appears as Figur~ 8. Note 
::-:-. 

particularly the level of detail desired at the front end of the system -- that 

';idealing with system 'entry by police, parents:; school, self, and "oth.er." 

There emerged,' almost immediately, a COIIUllon set of problems at the 

evaluation sites. The first difficulty focused upon the system portrait itself; 

!I 
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the second, closely but not totally interwoven with the first, centered upon data 

collection. As relates to the charts, the most common question was the degree 

of resolution or detail desired or required. Indeed, the range of processes/ 

agencies identified by the site evaluators was from 15 to about 150. The 

second problem, data collection, had two subsets. First, detailed data were hot 

available for the many processes/agencies which were identified in the more 

detailed system charts. Aggregate data 'for major processes were a1,most always 

available, but as the level of detail of the charts increased, there was a 

parallel decrease in specific data availability. Also surfacing with the initial 

data collection effort was the absence or poor quality of data maintained by the 

juvenile justice agencies. Some agencies had historical and current data 

available; others had no historical (before) data whatsoever. In some juris

dictions i.t was possible to track a juvenile through the system from one process 

or agency to another; in other jurisdictions, there was no such capa1?ili ty. 

Even the most fundamental types of data such as age, gender, race, or offense 

d 'd "I bl The range of data availability and often Yi,.;rre unrecorde an una val a e. 

retrieval varied from computer tape to search-of-individual-files and "stubby 

pencils. HAnd in no juris(}:,iction was there justice system entry data at the 

level of detail desired. 

These two basic challeng~s to flow chart construction and data col17ction 

drove a series of compromises and trade-offs, including sampling of cases at 

one or more sites. Clearly, less detailed flow cha~ts than could have been 

constructed were drawn and aggregated dl'J,ta were appended to them. But, also 

contributing significantly to the system chart and data dilemma was the fact 

that the portrayal, in most instances, is of c~es, not in~i viduals. Thus , 

site evaluators reporting four juveniles detained usual~y did not (indeed, 

could not) distinguish betWeen one
l 
individual detained f~\'l'f times, four 

individuals each detained on one occasion, or the other possible combinations 
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of cases and individuals that four detentions could represent. In fact, the 

numbers describe system workload and, without some type of offender behavior 

transaction system or file (OBTS/OBTF as they have become known), individual 

juvenile tracking at these evaluation sites is at best difficult, and at worst:, 

impossible. 

One other significant data problem must be addressed, although it is 

.connnon in this type of temporal analysis. The data represent an "inventory,t of 

cases in the juvenile system rather than the tracking of a cohort through the 

system. Thus, the number of cases. at various points in the justice system 

during a given time frame (say April, May and June) inchides cases :which 

started Erior to the time frame (perhaps in March), or exit the system after 

the time frame (July, for eXclIDple), as well as those which enter and exit the 

system during the time frame (such as' enter in April, exit in J:7ime). The 

system charts, accordingly, do not always "balance." Thus, OIl occasion, the 

number of cases which emerge from a decision point in the system may exceed (as 

illustrated in Figure 9) or be less than (as in Figure 10) the number of cases 

at the decision point. 

FIGURE 9 FIGURE 10 

When these patterns were found within site data, the deCiSion-point system rate 

charts were calculated with the "80 plus 30" (110) or "60 plus 30" (90) as the 

denominator r~ther than the input mimberof 100. 
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A final pr'oblem - - gaps in the data. On some occaSions, there were data 

gaps of the variety which appear in Figures 11, and 12. 

FIGURE 11 FIGURE 12 

Although sensitive to the potential error of: filling in these "?s" by simple 

ari thm~tic, ije did so. Thus ,'the "?" in Figllre 11 was assumed to be 30, in 

Figure 12 to be 100. 

n.p • d 
System E,nPact at DSO Sites: An vvervl.ew 

These difficulties no 00 thstanding, we tum' now,to the DSa system rates 

dat~. Inasmuch~' the read~r is pi~pvj,aecl with full system charts as part of this 
_ ~t 

t
1
jXt, as, weil as the 'deci~ion-point' system ra~e calculations, the commentary 

.he';re is bas~dupon changes in the juvenilesY$tems "before" omd "after" 

jlintroducti~n of Dsa act;ivities p.t the evaluation sites. We are inte:r:ested 
'" ' ' ,- <' ',\ 

'c~llec~iveIY w" the overail numb~r of cases at intake,as weil as law enforcement 

Q " ;~fettal~ to, the juvenile 'justice sy~tem~ detention following court appearance, 

and cases placed, on probation and institutionalized. Five basic tables for the 

14', sites and s1Jb-si tes s~l'iz~ the overall pOT'trai ts . Note that there are 

data on 14' si~es.as weJ.;,1 as C\llIUll~tive da~a for the states of Connecticut 

and Delaware ~ The before and after are always the months of April-May-June" 

but the~~are different years ,involved at the various sites -- this is a product 

The years are: 
>:"", 

of varying pl'ogram,start'-up dates at 'the sites. 
n, '~ . 
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Arizona 

. California 

Connecticut (all sites) 

Delaware (all sites) 

•• Illinois (both sites) 

South Carolina (both sites) 

Washington (both sites) 

1975 and 1977 

1976 and 1977 

g}976 and 1977 
',11 

1975 and 1977 

1976 and 1977 

1976 and 1977 

1975 and 1977 

,; Except for the portrayal of intake data, the "cumulative" charts reflect 

the number and percent of delinquent and status offenders before and at least 

six months after the initiation of DSO activities. The data reflect the number 

of offenders who entered the juvenile justice system by law enforcement action, 

were detained after court hearing, and were placed on probation or institution-

, ali zed by the juvenile court. We would caution the reader against assuming 

that the before and after data represent trends; these data are only sta.tements 

as to direction and intensity of change and mayor may not be indicative of 

long range trends at either a specific site or nationwide. The reader should 

note that the small numbers at some sites may produce distorted percentage 

change~· in thecbe£ore and after portraits . 

. A more fundamental caution should be raised at this point. At best 

these data are only suggestive of the possible short-run impact made by the 

introduction of a DSO program on case floW in its jurisdiction. However, such 

short-run changes are indistinguishable from longer and more durable trends. 

Consequently, the system rates data presented here are useful only as a 

description of the flow of cases during tile period bracketing the introduction 

of the DSO programs. ~e extent to which changes in system rates may be 

attributed to the advent of efforts to deinstitutionalize status offenders or ~ , 
any other policy change, nrust await the development of comprehensive, unifoll\l, ' 

. and economically retrievable juvenile justice data. The system rate changes 
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presented he~e are best seen primarily as exemplifying a model approach to 

the task of tr<;\cking the consequences of one kind of change in jweni1e 

justice policy. 

Court Intake. 

Table 1 provides data on the numbers of cases at intake , the juvenile 

court, before and after the initiation of DSO activities. 

Even with the caution about changes in small numbers possibly generating " . 

large peicentagechanges, the percentage data collectively reveal the follow

ing balanced pattern: 

Sites with a percentage increase in delinquent and status 
offende:rs 

Sites with a percentage increase in delinquent, and decrease 
in status offenders r,.;, 'I ~~.' 

~. \ 

Sites with a percentage decrease in delinquent, and increase 
in status offQnders 0' 

(, .... ) 

Sites li.Lth a decrea~e in delinquent and status offe~ders 
I 

JI 

Data not available ii 
il 

l! 
/.' 

i/ 

';r.: 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

14 

i\ 
With the four poss:ib1e outcomes evenly divided among the 12 sites 

" 
Ii 

providing data,' we are ~~rd pressed to interpret the findings although we 
.r'!~ 

note some consistency within ~tates. Thus, Connecticut's three sites ex-

perienced decreases in delinquent and increases in stanIS offenders,' the 
" jl -

two sites i..."'l·Washington had the pattern of increases in the Iiumbers of· 

delinquents and reductions in status offenders, and Delaware had two of its 

three sites report increases in both delinquent and status offenders with 

the third site reporting an increase in delinquent and decline in status 

offenders. At best, the data suggest some consistency within <-states with 

two or more sites and diversity between states as to patterns of intake of 
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NUMBER OF DELINQUENT TABLE 1 AND STATUS OFFENDERS AT COURT INTAKE 
BEFORE AND AFTER THE DSO PROJECT 

-SITE 

ARIZONA - Pima Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

CALIFORNIA - Alameda Co. 
Delinquent 
Status. 

CONNECTicUT - Statewide 
Delinquent 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - District I 
Delinquent 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - District II 
Delinquen t· 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - District III 
Delinquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - Statewide 
Delinquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - Kent Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - N'eJ'l' Castl.e Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - Sussex Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

ILLINOIS - Cook Co. 
Delinquent 
Status. 

ILLINOIS - Macon Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Greenville Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Spartanburg Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

WASHINGTON - Clark Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

WASHINGTON - Spokane 
Delinquent 

. Status 
* DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

NUMBER OF OFFENDERS 

BEFORE 

1650 
775 

3061 
736 

3452 
585 

1078 
135 

1268 
240 

1106 
210 

782 
140 

163 
36 

443 
33 

176 
71 

5170 
1054 

393 
118 

N/AfI 

NIA 

589 
259 

851 
183 

AFTER 

1453 
471 

2968 
582 

3127 
629 

1000 
142 

1117 
269 

1010 
218 

934 
255 

172 
55 

545 
143 

217 
57 

5651 
1225 

377 
79 

'N/A 

NIA 

750 
240 

1025 
U8 

DIRECTION 
AND 

PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE\ 

- 3.0 
- 20.9 

... 9.4 
+ 7,5 

- 7.2 
.~ 5.2 

- 11.9 
+ 12.1 

- 8.7 
+ 3.8 

+ 19.4 
+ 82.1 

+ 5.5 
-II 52.8 

+ 23.0 
-11333.0 

-II 23.3 
~ 19.7 

+ 9.3 
+ 16.2 

- 4.1 
- 33.1 

+ 27.3 
- 7.3 

+ 20.4 
.• 35.5 

f 
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delinquent and status .offenders. 
\-There may be a more ,important observation 

the system data analysis should examine individual DSO sites and their justice 

systems. 

Referral to the Juvenile Justice System. 

The reader will recall from Figure 8 that 'the data collection. plan 

included the collection of data not only at entry into the juvenile justice 

system by major categories including law enforcement, schools, parents and 

others, but also requested det~-iJ,.ed information on the soUrces of referral to V ' . -
law enforcement ~parents, schools~ and others, as well as bylaw enforcement 

action itself. The general data on sources of referrals were available;,. the 

specific source of referral to law enforcement g~erally was not. 

As would be expected and as portrayed in Table 2, law. enforcement, 

including both local police agencies and sheriff's departments, is ~he source 

of en-try into the juvenile justice system for the majority of delinquents. 
. ,j 

The range for this phenomenon was from a high of 98.2 percent in Pima Cot.mty, 

Arizona to a loW' of 52.8 percent in New Cas1:1e, Delaware before DSO to a 

range of 98.5 in. Pima County to 60.5 in Kent County, Delaware afi:er DSO. 

The agencies of law enforcement were responsible for a lesser number 

and. ,proportion of status offender referrals to the justice system than was 

the case with delinquent offenders. The range for the eight sitys where such 

data were available was from a high of 83.0 percent in Pima County to a low 

of 27.8 percent in Kent County, Delaware before DSO and from 91. 2 percent 

in Pima County to 33 .• 5 percent in District ITT, Connecticut after DSO. 

As was the case in the summary of intake data nationwide by direction 

and percentage of change, clear patterns in the percentage of law enforce

ment referrals to the juvenile justice system before and after DSO are 
.; . 
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I TABLE 2 ---
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NUMBER AND PER~ENT OF DELINQUENT AND STATUS 
OFFENDERS REFERRED TO JUVENILE SYSTEM BY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT BEFORE AND AFTER THE DSO PROJECT 

BEFORE ~ 
S~TE NUMBE R PERCENT NUMBE R PERCENT 

ARIZONA - Pima Co. 
Delinquent 1621 98.2 1430 98.5 
Status 643 83.0 429 91. 2 

CALIFORNIA - Alameda Co. 
Delinquent 2553 83.4 2516 84.8 
Status 546 74.2 423 72.7 

CONNECTICUT - Statewide 
Delinquent 3326 96.3 2958 94.6 
Status 2'95 50.4 333 52.9. 

CONNECTICUT - District I 
Ddinquent 1028 95.4 955 95.5 
Status 70 51.9 93 65.5 

I 

CONNECTICUT - District n 
Delinquent 1231 97.1 1053 94.3 
Status 147 61.3 167 62.1 

CONNECTICUT - District III 
Delinquent " 1067 96.5 950 94.1 
Status " 78 37.1 73 33.5 

DELAWARE - Statewide 
Delinquent 477 61. 0 588 63.0 
Status 

'" 
12 50.0 125 49.0 

DELAWARE - Kent Co. . 
Delinquent ,. 135 82.8 104 60.5 
Status 10 27.8 23 41.8 

DELAWARE - New Castle Co. 
Delinquent. 234 52.8 345 63.3 
Status 12 36.4 66 46.1 . 

DELAWARE - Sussex Co. 
Delinquent 108 61. 4 139 64.1 
$.tatus 48 67.6 36 63.2 

ILLINOIS - Cook Co. 
Delinquent N/A*- N/A N/A N/A Status 

I,tLINOIS - Macon Co. 
Delinquent N/A N/A N/A N/A Status 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Greenville Co. 
Delinquent N/A N/A N/A N/A Status 

SOUTH CAROLINA - ~partanburg Co. 
Delinquent N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Status 

WASHINGTON - Clark Co. 
Delinquent 503 85.4 609 81.2 
Status 125 48.3 N/A N/A 

WASHINGTON - Spokane 
Delinquent N/A N/A N/A N/A Status 

DIRECTION 
AND 

PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE IN 
NUMBERS * 

- 11.8 
- 33.3 

- 1.4 
- 22.5 

- 11.1 
+ 12.9' 

- 7.1 
":", + 32.9 

- 14.5 
+ 13.6 

- 11. 0 - 6.4 

+ 23.3 
.- ---

- 23.0 
-----

+ 47.4 
--- --

+ 28.7 
- 25.0 

-----

-----

-----

-----

+ 21.1 -----

--- --

I\< ~irection and p~rcentage of change calculated by dividing the difference 
~n the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After,1 by the 
number of c~ses "Before." The direction and percentage of change is not 
calculated ~f the number of cases IIBe£ore" is less tha.n 15. 

I\<IIt NA = Data not available at the time this report was developed. These data 
were subsequently availab:J.e and were incorporated in a number of instances 
in the publications of site evaluators. 

I~ , ~ .-n. ... -. ~'r ' -::':':'~ .:::: -::::::::"- :.-.':"".-:-...... :-' ... ';'.7:''"2.h-:;:-.,~'_.~:-.-; -'-.,:", ... ,-;-:'.-';""-:"-'-'--"-~""""" -...,.--'" 

.. ~-----~~--~~-~~~~~~ 
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absent. At one of the eight sites on which data are available, there. was 

an increase in the percentages of law enforcement referrals of both status 

and delinquent offenders, at three sites there were decreases in the per-

centages.of law ~nforcement referrals, while at the remaining four sites, 

three reported adecrDase' in the proportion of delinquent ?nd an increase 

in status offend~r referrals, and one site, reported the reverse. Contrary 
.:... .. , 

to the intake findings, there were not even consistencies within states on 

these referral data. 

Detention. 

Table 3 presents detention data following entry into the juvenile 

justice system for 12 of the 14 DSO s1.1:e5. Using percentage of change in 

detention of delinquent and status offenders before and after,pSO pro

gramning, the overall patterns are again diverse. At three sites, the per

centages of delinquent and'status offenders detained increased; at five 

sites, the percentages for delinquent and status offenders dec.rsiJsed;,' and, 

at the remaining four sites" there were two with increases in the perce~

tages of delinquents and decreases for status offenders and two with the. 

opposite pattern. 

The ranges of percent of delinquent and status offender~:, detained 

before and after DSO programming may be summarized. The high percentage for 
,I 
J' 

delinquent detention before DSO was 64.9 in Alameda County, Sal~fornia 
,/.~ '-' 

followed by the two Washington State sites and the low percentage of deliny 
( 

quent detention was 1.4 percent in District III, Connecti1L1t. After the 
, . j 

D~O projects were initiated, the high percentage of deliflquent detention 
~l 

was still Alameda Cmmty at 55.1 percent, the low was Z!t 5 percent in Macon 
1 

!j 

County, Illinois. 

. . 

TABLE 3 

- L~ -

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DELINQUENT ~~D 
STATUS OFFENDERS DETAINED FOLLOl'lING COURT 

APPEARANCE BEFORE AND AFTER THE DSO PROJECT 

BEFORE AFTER 
DIRECTION 

AND 
SITE NUMBERlpERCENT NUMBER PERCENT PERCENTAGE 

CHANGE IN 
, NUM,BERS* 

ARIZONA - Pima Co. 
Delinquent 266 16.1 265 1 a,· ,,,2 - 0.4 
Status 197 25.4 60 L2.7 - 69.5 

CALIFORNIA - Alameda Co. 
Delinquent 1988 64.9 1635 55.1 - 17.8 
Status 486 66.0 0 0.0 -100.0 

CONNECTICUT - Statewide 
Delinquent 221 6.4 320 10.2 + 44.8 
Status 147 25.1 177 28.1 + 20.4 

(;;CONNECTICUT - District I 
Delinquent 106 9.8 123 12.3 + 16.0 
Status 48 35 .. 6 39 27.5 - 18.8 

CONNECTICUT - District II 
Delinquent 100 7.9 140 12.5 + 40.0 
Status 81

1 
33.8 113 42.0 + 39.5 

CONNECTICUT - District III • 
Delinquent 15 1.4 57 5.6 +280.0 
Status 18 8.6 25 11.5 + 38.9 

DELAWARE - Statewide 0 

Delinquent 61 7.8 46 4.9 - 24.6 
Status 20 14.3 29 11.4 + 45.0 

DELAWARE - Kent Co. 
Delinquent 11 6.7 17 9.9 -- ---
,Status 8 22.2 9 16.4 -- ---

DELAWARE - New Castle Co. 
Delinquent 28 6.3 17 3.1 - 39.3 
Status ·2 6.1 9 6.3 -----

DELAWARE - Sussex Co. 
Delinquent 2Z 12.5 12 5.5 - 45.5 
Status 10 14.1 11 19.3 -----

ILLINOIS - Cook Co. 
Delinquent 

J 

266 25.7 211 21. 2 - 20.7 
Status 63 44.4 45 22.3 - 28.6 

ILLINOIS ''"' 'Macon Co. 
Delinquent 6 13.3 1 2.5 -----
Status 7 l4.9 1 3.2 -- - --

SOUTH CAROLINA - Greenville Co. .. ' 
De 1 inquen, t 
Status ." N/A*l N/A N/A N/A -----

SOUTH CAROLINA - Spartanburg Co. . ',. 
Delinquent N/A N/A N/A N/Ar; -----Status I' 

\1, 
WASHINGTON - Clark Co. l; 

Delinquent 248 47.3 309 49.9 + 24.6 
Status 180 82.9 105 53.3 - 41. 7 

WASHINGTON - Spokane 
Delinquent 324 38.1 320 31. 2 - 1.2. 
Status 113 61. 7 42 35.6 - 62.8 

Direction and percentage of change calculated by dividing the difference 
in the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" by the 
number of cases "Before. It The direction and percentage of change is not 
~alculated if the number of cases "Before" is less than 15. 

** NA = DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
*** Does. not include detention prior to court appearance 

-,,-'"',- ................. ----.... -'-.,..--~-- .. , ------ ~ 

~ 

, 
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.As relates to status offender detention prior to DSO, the high per

centage of status offenders detained was in Clark County, Washington at 

82~ 9 percent, followed by Alameda County and Spokane,~'Washington; the low 

detention percentage was 6.1 in New Castle Coun·ty, Delaware. Following the 

DSO interventions, the high percentage of status offenders detained was 

53.3 at the Clark County, Washington site; the low detention percentage was 

zero in Alameda County, which d,id not detain any status offenders. 

Probation as a Disposition. 

Table 4 presents data on 'the number and per~ent of delinquent and 

status offenders placed on probation before and after DSO programming at the 

14 sites. These collective probation data, as has been'the case with other 

data examined thus far, do not provide a clear pattern. For example, at 

8 of the 14 sites, there was a percentage increase in the use of probation 

for delinguent offenders after DSO and a paral:J,~l decrease in probation 

usage at 6 sites. For the status offenders, there was an increase in the 

percentage of probation usage after DSO at two sites, a decrease at four 

locations, no change at one location and seven sites had changes too small 

to be signific~~t. 

Institutionalization as a Disposition. 

The data in Table 5 on'institutionalization of delinquent and status 

offenders before and after DSO at the 14 sites also do not lend themselves 

to convenient collective analysis. For example, the percentage use of 

institutionalization for delinquent offenders increased at eight sites during 

the before-to-after·time frames and decreased at six sites. For the status 

offender?, institutionalization iRcreased at four sites, decreased at six, 

and was unchanged atl: two sites in this same before-to-after time frame. 
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- 27 -
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DELINQUENT 

AND STATUS OFFENDERS PLACED ON PROBATION 
BEFORE AND AFTER THE DSO PROJECT 

BEFORE ~ 
SITE NUMBE R PERC~NT NUMBE R PERCENT 

1-. 
ARIZONA - Pima Co. 

Delinquent ,53 ''25.4 9 3.1 
Status 35 58.3 3 13.0 

CALIFORNIA - Alameda Co. 
Delinquent 370 68.3 475 69.1 
Status 51 87.9 15 68.2 

CONNECTICUT - Statewide 
Delinquent 720 85.7 716 84.5 
Status 137 84.6 116 78.9 

CONNECTICUT - District I 
, 

Delinquent 151 85.3 147 77 .8 
Status 19 73.1 19 :I3.1 

CONNECTICUT - District II 
Delinquent . 350 86.6 Status .~.' 

290 85.3 
73 94.8 51 76.1 

CONNECTICUT - District III 
Delinquent 219 84.6 
Status 

279 87.7 
45 76.3 46 85.2 

DELAWARE - Statewide 
Deli~quent 204 33.6 211 38.9 
Status 17 16.7 16 17.6 

DELAWARE - Kent Co. 
Delinquent 70 52.2 67 54.9 
Status 7 36.8 7 53.8 

DELAWARE - New Castle Co. 
Delinquent 81 26,.6 66 26.4 
StatU's 2 13.3 6 10.3 

DELAWARE - Sussex Co. 
;j 

Delinquent 53 3:L.5 78 45.9 
Status 8 1,1..8 3 7.5 

ILLINOIS -Cook Co. 
Delinquent 144 flO .4 206 76.9 
Status 7 14.6 26 74.3 

ILLINOIS - Macon Co. 
" 

Delinquent 15 
Status 

33.3 14 35.0 
1 2.1 4 12.9 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Greenville Co. 
Delinqllent 36 11. 0 49 24.3 
Status 0 0.0 0 0.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Spartanburg Co. 
De1inqu~nt 26 8.4 27 8.6 
Status, 17 17.0 10 11.8 

WASHINGTON - Clark Co. 
J)elinquent 49 32.2 73 39.2 
Status 32 46.4 46 58.2 

WASHINGtON - Spokane 
Delirlquent 45 48.4 93 45.1 
Status 5 20.0 3 50.0 

\ 

* 
. 

DIRECTION 
AND 

PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE IN 
NUMBERS * 

- 83.0 
- 91.4 

+ 28.4 
- 70.6 

- 0.5 
- 15.3 

- 2.6 
0.0 

- 17.1 
- 30.1 

+ 27.4 
+ 2.2 

+ 3.4 - 5.9 

- 4.3 ---.'-
- 18.5 
-----

+ 47.2 
-----

+ 43.1 
-----

- 6.7 
---- -

+ 36.1 
-----

+ 3.9 
- 41. 2 

+ 49.0 
+ 43.8 

+106.7 -- ---

, 
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TABLE 5 
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NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DELINQUENT 

AND STATUS OFFENDERS INSTITUTIONALIZED AS 
DISPOSITION BEFORE AND AFTER THE DSO PROJECT 

r 

BEFORE ~ 
SITE 

ARIZONA - Pima Co •. 
Delinquent 
Status 

CALIFORNIA - Alameda Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - Statewide 
Delinquent 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - District I 
Delinquent 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - District II 
Delinquent 
Status 

CONNECTICUT - District III 
Delinquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - Statewide 
Delinquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - Kent Co. 
DeUnquent 
Status 

DELAWARE - New Ca'st1e Co. 
Delinquent 
StatU's 

DELAWARE .. Sussex Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

ILLINOIS - Cook Co. n 

Delinquent 
Status 

ILLINOIS- Macon':~Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Greenville Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

SOUTH CAROLINA - Spartanburg Co. 
Delinquent 
Status. 

WASHINGTON - Clark Co. 
Delinquent 
Status 

WASHINGTON - Spokane 
Delinquent 
'Status 

NUMBER P 

3 
a 

172 
7 

120 
25 

-:-,..;:-:; 

26 
7 

54 
4 

40 
14 

47 
4 

9 
1 

24 
2 

14 
1 

35 
O' 

4 
1 

12 
0 

\; 

9 
2 

14 
2 

9 
1 

ERC~NT 'NUMBER P ERCENT 

··1.4 4 i.4 
0.0 a 0.0 

31. 7 212 " 30.9 
12.1 7 31.8 

14.3 131 15.5 
15.4 31 21.1 

14.7 42 22.2 
26.9 7 26.9 

13.4 SO 14.7 
5.Z 16 23.9 

15.4 39 12.3 
23.7 8 14.8 

7.7 38 7.0 
3.9 a 0.0 . 
6,7 13 10.7 
5.3 a 0.0 

7.9 20 8.0 
13.3 a 0.0 

8.3 5 2.9 
1.5 0 0.0 

19.6 62 23.1 
0.0 a 0.0 

8.9 2 5.0 
2.1 a 0.0 

3.7 18 8.9 
0.0 a 0.0 

" 
2.9 31 9.9 
2.0 3 3.5 

9.2 ZO 10.8 
2.9 5 6.3 

9.7 7 3.4 
4.0 a 0.0 

DIRECTION 
AND 

' PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE IN 
NUMBERS'" . 

-----
--",-0<: ... 

+ 23.3 

+ 9.2 
+ 24.0 

\~t 61.5 
-----

- 8.0 
.. ----

- 2.5 - 42.9 

- 19.1 .. -_ .. -
.. .... --
-- ...... 

- 16.7 
-----

-- ---........ -

+ 17 .1 .......... 

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

-----
-----

.......... 

.... -_ .. 

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

-----
....... --

lcu1ated by, dividing the 2:ifference 
:It Direction and p~rcentag~ o~ ch~n~edc~he number of cases "After" oy.the 

in' the number of"ca~es ~e1:~~: di~ection and percentage of change 1S not 
nUillber of c~ses Be or be . f cases "Before" is less than 15. calculated 1£ the num er 0 

\, 
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Table 5 data also reveal that the institutionalization of 31. 7 

percent of delinquent offenders' in Alameda County represents the high 

end of that range, and Pima. County, Arizona at less than two percent insti

tutionalization, is the low end of the delinquent institutionalization 

range. After DSO, Alameda County {3D.9 percent), the Connecticut sites 

(overall, 15.5 percent), and Cook COtm,ty, Illinois (23.1 percent) are high; 

Pima County remains at the low end for insti~tionalization of delinquent 

offenders (1.4 percent). 

.As relates to status offenders befor~DSO, Connecticut statewide 
',' 

(15.4 percent) institutionalized the highest percentage of its status 

offenders, while :ten sites in.sti tutionaritzed two or less status offenders 

during the time frame. After DSO, Connecticut overall institutionalized 

21.1 percent of its status offenders; eight sites did not institutionalize 

any status offenders as a juvenile court disposition. 
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System Impact at the DSO Sites: A State-Sit~"%~',.riew 

Introduction 

The above commentary on system impact collectively at the 14 DSO 

sites produced neither a COJID1lon thread nor clear nationwide patterns. 

Indeed, there were variations in intensity,.ruid direction of change at the 
I ./~ 

five focal areas -.,. court intak~;ireferra1 t~"the system by law enforce-

ment, detention, and the use of probation and institution~~ization. These 

many variations suggest a state or site"':by-.site portrait which examines 

the same five focal pojnts WitIrl.D. the juveniie justice system for delin

quent and status offenders both before and after the introduction of pro-., 

granunatic DSO activities. These specific DSa program$are not described 

here; they are detailed in the basic descriptive report. The data pro

vided below are not different from thos;~ presented above; they are, however, 

arranged by sites and accompanied by' a brief narrative. The reader is pr0'"' 

vided with a system rate chart, decision point calculations', and a summary

table for each site and most likely'wil1 find data :interpretation facilita.ted 

by review of these documents together. 
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Arizona: Pim~ Cotmty 

Data for Pima COtmty are available for three years, 1975 through 

1977. The before-and-after years, however, are 1975 and 1977: those years 

surrotmdthe:: ;introduction of the Mobile Diversion. program. The stm1ll1ary 

data for Pima Cotmty are provided in Table 6; the system rate data on system 

charts 1 and 2. 

The Pima County data reflect a general decrease at intake over the 

before-and-after time frame of the deinstitutiona1ization project. Further, 

there is a substantial decrease in the detention of status offender cases 

at the time of their first court hearings, a significant increase in the 

number of cases entering the Mobile Diversion system, and reductions in the 

numbers of both delinquent rurrd status cases granted probation after processing 

by the juvenile court. The decline in probation usage as portrayed in the 

system charts appears to be a reflection of a decrease in the number of stauJS 

offender cases entering the formal adjudication phase and, despite an 

increase in the number of delinquent cases, a reduction in probation usage as' 

a large number were pending in a "continued!! status. 

A caution is warranted regarding these data, particularly- as relate$ 

fto detention. Over time, there has been a continuing trend of less detention 
'\ 

for status offenders -- this, in 1arge!!measure a product of a juvenile court 

decision to reduce such detention. As a result, the decline in status 

off~nder detention may reflect that judicial deCIsion as much as or more than 

the impact of DSO activities. Note also that decreases in percentages re-
i! 

1ating to law enforcement referral, court intake, detention and grants of 

probation are consistently greater for status rather than delinquent offende~s • 
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TABLE 6 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ClIANGES BEFORE AND AFfER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT AND STATUS OFFENDERS 

ARIZONA: PIMA COUNTY 

DIRECTION 
BEFORE DSO .AFTER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1975 1977 rnANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW -
ENFORCEMENT 
Delinquents 1621 1430 - 11.8 

Status Offenders 643 429 - 33.3 

COURT INTAKE 
Delinquents 1650 1453 - 11.9 

Status Offenders 775 471 - 39.2 

DETAINED 
Delinquents 266 265 - 0.4 

Status Offenders 197 60 - 69.5 

GRANTED PROBATION 
Delinquents 53 9 - 83.0 

Status Offenders 35 3 - 91.4 

INSTITIITIONALIZEJ;> 
Delinquents 3 4 --.- --
Status Offenders 0 0 T>-,-"" -. 

* Direction and Percentage of Change calculated by diyidulg the 'difference 
in the m.unber of cases "Befm .~" and the number of cases "After" by' the 
number of cases "Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated if the ntunber of cases "Before" is less than 15. 
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California: Alameda COtmty 

Sunnnary data for Alameda COlmty for 1976 and 1977 are 'presented :in 
if 

Table 7; system rate data are on system charts 3 and 4. 

The Alameda data and system charts reflect a decline in both the 

number of delinquent and status offender cases entering the juvenile justice 

system. Concurrently, there is a decrease in the number of delinquent cases 

closed at intake and an increase in delinquent cases becoming wards of the 

court, a marked declined in the detention patterns of both delinquent and 

status cases and an increase in ,the use of probation and institutionalization 

for delinquent offenders. 

The significant drop in detention seems worthy of note. As relates to 

delinquent cases, the decline of some 350 detentions represents an almost 

18 percent reduction over the before-and-after time frame; as for the status 

cases, r"t.."':ta:'d1~tention numbers drop from 486 to o. This reduction to ze:ro is 

a reflection of California;;, legislation known as .AB 3121, enacted in January, 
':~\ 

1977 ,which prohibits th~ detention of status offenders. This significant ,I 

legislation may inv;Ildate any syste~ rate analysis ofDSO data ~bce i~ 
became law' at the same time. Indeed, the reductions in status offende-r 

referrals by law enforcement, court :intake, detention and grants of probat:i:on 

may be a "spin-off" of AB 3121 instead of the influence of the DSO activities-. 

,The increase in probation usage and :ins·tit;:Jltional cOllIl\itment for delin<l,uent 
t· ~ ~';> 

cases, despite a slight decrease in the llUIlihtbr of cases, appears to be a 
V.~I 

fUIlction of system penetration. That is, while fewer delinq,uent. ca,ses' are 

entering the juvenile system, a lesser num.berpf these are being closed at 

intake and more are entering a more formal adjudication process-which. 

generates decisions about "wards of the court." The :increased number and 

percentage of juveniles declared wards, for Whom the disposition is basically 
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TABLE 7 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTFM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT AND STAIDS OFFENDERS 

CALIFORNIA: ALAMEDA COUNTY,' 

DIRECI'ION 
BEFORE DSO AFTER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1976 1977 QiANGE* 

P.EFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCfMENT 
Delinquents 2553 2516 - 1.4 . 
Status Offenders 546 423 - 22.5 

COURT INTAKE 
Delinquents 3061 2968 - 3.0 
Status Offenders 736 582 - 20.9 

DETAINED 
Delinquents 1988 1635 - 17.8 
Status Offenders 486 0 -100.0 

GRANTED PROBATION 
" 

Delinquents 370 475 + 28.4 
Status Offenders 51 15 - 70.6 

.', 

INSTIWfIONALIZED 
Delinquents 172 £12 + 23.3 

Status Offenders 7 7 ~<----

* Direction and Percentage of Change calctuated by dividing the 'difference 
in the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" hy' the 
number of cases "Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated if the number of cases "Before" is 1e:ss than 15. 
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CALIFORNIA - ALAMEDACOUNTY:,DECISJD~_POINT SYSTEM RATES 
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COIll1ecticut: Statewide and Districts I, II, and III 

Data for the State of Connecticut and the three Districts which com-
~; 

prise the State are provided in Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11. 
I[ 

" Th~S'e data are 

for before-and-after years 1976 and 1977; system rate data appear on system 

charts 5 through 12. 

The overall data for Connecticut -- an aggregate of its three indivi

dual Districts -- reflect peculiar patterns. It.is important to understand 

that there were separate programs in each district and that data must be 

reviewed on a District-by-District basis. For example, there is an approxi

mate ten percent reduction in the number of delinquent cases at intake and 

an increase of seven-plus percent in status offender cases. The percentages 

of delinquent cases entered into the system with law enforcement agencies as 

the source diminished, while the percentage of status cases referred by law 

enforcement increased. The detention of both status and delinquent cases 

increased in absolute numbers and percentages C4elinquents about 100 cases 

and 45 percent; status offenders 30 cases and 20 percent). The number and 

percent of delinquent cases which were disposed of by grants of probation 

remained constant; the number and percent decreased for status offenders. 

When the institutional data are examined, the number and percentage of status 

and delinquent offender cases increased. 

There are variations within the three Districts, but the statewide 

pattern is generally consistent for the status offender: the juvenile justice 

system absorbed t;L greater number of status offender cases after'DSO than 

before. This pa,ttern was most likely a resp0nse to the judicial philosophy 

of the presiding state judge who desired to retain jurisdiction over status 

offenders. Law enforcement contributed significantly 'to that pattern, and 
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an increasing percentage and number of status offenders were detained, a 

somewhat lesser number and percentage o£ status cases were placed on pro

bation and a slightly greater number and percentage were institutionalized 

after the introduction of DSO programmatic activities.* 

*A caution is issued concerning the completeness and reliability of data. 
D~ta collected by the University of Connecticut and these data are from 
d1fferent sources and seemingly utilize different definitions of status 
offenders. 
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TABLE 8 

JUVENILE .nJSTICE SYSTIM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFI'ER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT AND STATUS OFFENDERS . 

CONNECI'IClIT: STATEWIDE 

DlRECI'ION 
BEFORE DSO ')\FTER DSO AND 

SECOND ~UARTER SECGND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
197 1977 CHANGE* 

REFERRAL BY ~ 
ENFORCCMENT 
Delinquents 3,326 2958 - 11.1 
Status Offenders 295 333 + 12.9 

COURT INrAKE 

Delinquents 3452 3127 - 9.4 
" 

Status Offenders 585 629 + 7.5 

DETAINED 
Delinquents 221 320 + 44.8 ,. 

Status Offenders 147 177 + 20.4 
. 

GRANTED PROBATION 
Delinquents 720 716 - 0.5 
Status Offenders 137 116 - 15.3 

INSTI'IUI'IONALI'ZED 
Delinquents 120 131 + 9.2 
Status Offenders 25 31 + 24.0 

* Direction and Percentage of Change calculated by dividing the 'difference 
in the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "~t~r" by'. the .' 
number of cases "Before."The Direction and Percentage 0 .... Change J.S not 
calculated if the number of cases "Beforeit is less than 15. 

. " . ' 
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TABLE 9 

JUVENILE .nJSTlCE SYSTEM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFI'ER DSO 
BY DELINQUENr AND STATUS OFFENDERS 

CONNECI'IClIT: DISTRICI' I -
DlRECI'ION 

BEFORE DSO AFTER DSO AND 
SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 

1976 1977 CHANGE * 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCI:MENT 
Delinquents 1028 955 - 7.1 
Status Offenders '70 93 + 32~9 

COURT WAKE 

Deljnquents 1078 1000 - 7.2 
Status Offenders 135 142 + 5.2 

. DETAINED 

Delinquents 106 123 + 16.0 
Status Offenders 48 39 - 18.,8 

; 

GRANrED PROBATION 
Delinquents 151 147 - 2.6 
Status Offenders 19 19 0.0 

INSTI'IUI'rONALIZED 
Delinquents 26 42 + 61.5 
Status Offenders 7' 7 -.,..,~-:-.~. 

. '* Direction and Percentage of Change calculated by'dividing the 'difference 
in .the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" by' the 
number of cases "Before." The ,Direction .and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated if the mnnbeT of cases "Before" is less than 15. 
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TABLE 10 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM Q~NGES BEFORE AND .AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUEN'l:' AND STAIDS OFFENDERS 

CONNECI'ICUf: DISTRICT II 

I 
DIRECTION 

BEFORE DSO AFI'ER DSO AND 
SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUAlITER PERCENTAGE 

1976 1977 CF.ANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCfMENT 
Delinquents 1231 1053 - 14.5 
Status Offenders 147 167 + 13.6 

COURT INTAKE 

Delinquents 1268 1117 - 11.9 

Status Offenders 240 26!;} + 12 .. 1 

DETAINED 
Delinquents 100 140 + 40.0 

Status Offenders 81 ,1,13 + 39.5 

~ PROBATION . 
Delinquents 350. 290 - 17.1 

Status Offenders 73 51 - 30.1 

INSTITIJrIONALIZED 
Delinquents 54 50 - 8.0 
Status Offenders 4 16 -,----

, I" 

* Directi.on and Percentage of Change calculated by· divid:iJ1g the' difference 
in the mmtber of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" by· the 
number of cc:'-ses "Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated 1.f the number of cases "Before" is less than 15. 
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TABLE 11 

JUVENILE .nJSTICE SYSTEM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQ~ AND STAWS OFFENDERS 

CONNECI'ICUT: DISTRICT ITI 

BEFORE DSO 
DIRECI'ION 

AFI'ER DSO AND 
SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 

1976 1977 CHANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 
Delinquents 1067 950 - 11.0 
Status Offenders 78 ·73 6.4 -

COURT INTAKE 
Delinquents 1106 1010 - 8.7 
Status Offenders 210 218 + 3 .. 8 

DETAINED 
Delinquents 15 57 +.28.0.0 
Status Offenders 18 25 + 38.9 

GRANrP....D PROBATION 
Delinquents 219 -279 + 27.4 
Status Offenders 45 46. + 2.2 

INSTITUTIONALIZED 
Delinquents 40 39 - 2.,5. 
Status Offenders 14 8 - 42 •. 9 

* ~irection amd Percentage of Change calculated by divid:iJ1g the 'difference 
l.n the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" by' the 
number of c:~ses "Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change is· not 
calclLlated If the number of cases "Before" is less than IS. 
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CONNECTICUT DISTRICT II: NUMBER OF CAS[/INDIVIDUALS 
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Delaware: Statewide and Kent, New Castle, and ,sussex Counties 

Data for Delaware and Kent, New Castle, and SussexCotulties are con-

tained in Tables 12, 13, 14, and IS. The before-and-after years are 1975 

and 1977. Syst~m rate data appear on charts 13 through 20. 

The system data for Delaware statewide reveal an overall increase in 

both the ntunber and percent of delinquent and status offender cases. .An 

increase of ISO delinquent cases over the before-and-after time frame repre

sented a 20 percent jump; an increase of 115 status offender cases signified 

an 80 percent rise. The pattern was not consistent within the separate 

counties: for example, as relates to status offenders, New Castle reported 

an increase from 33.to 143, Sussex a decline from 71 cases to 57, Kent 

County an increase from 36 to 55. Overall, law enforcement agencies entered 

an ,increased nurnher and percent of both delinquent and status offenders into 

the system after DSO than before. The number of delinquent cases resulting 

in detention dropped statewide from 61 to 46, but status offender cases 

deta.ined increased from 20 to 29. This increase in status offender. detention 

may 'be part of a long-range, slowly-rising trend for such detention. Indeed, '.' 

it appears from other data that the courts maintained or increased the use of; 

detention, but red'dced the amount of time:in detention. Again, there are 
.'1, .' 

variations in this pattern by cotmty. Statewide, the utilization or proba .. 

tion as a court disposition for both status· and delinquent o~fenders rerna:ined 

constant: the ntunber of delinquents :institutionalized declined from 47 to 

38, status offenders from 4 to O. These system, fluctuations notwithstanding, 

the system rate charts for Delaware overall portrays clearly' the role of DSO., 

Note that th~ ntunber of status offender cases at intake increased from, 140 
~ I 

, . ~ , . , . .1, ." : . l1' 
to 255, but that 195 of the 255 wer:e handled bY' DSO and that there W~jS a 

, 1~li 
,.1) 

concurrent reduction from 102 to 38 cases which went to a formal hearing. 
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The reader will also note from the system charts that the increase in 

the number of delinquent cases at intake from 782 to 934 was in some ways 

of "arbitration" which handled 180 delinquent and offset by the process 

9 status cases. 
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TABLE 12 

JUV~ -'!..E JUSTICE SYSTfM mANGES BEFORE AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT AND STATUS OFFENDERS 

DELAWARE: STATEWIDE 

DI'REcrroN 
BEFORE DSO .AFrER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND ~UARTER PERCENTAGE 
1975 19 7 'CHANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCFMENT , 
Delinquents 477- 588 + 23.3 

Status Offenders 70 125 + 78.6 

COURT INrAKE 

Delinquents 782 934 + 19.4 
Status Offenders 140 255 + 82.1 , 

\" 

DEI'AINED 

Delinquents 61 46 - 24.6 

Status Offenders 20 29 + 45.0 
, 

(" 

\,; 

GRANTED,PROBATION 

Delinquents '204 211 " + 3.4 

Status Offenders 17 ] 16 - 5.9 
" 

INSTITUTIONALIZED . . 
" Delinquents c, 47 

~ 
38 - 19.1 

StatUs Offenders 4 0 ---.--

I 

* Direction andPereentage of Change calcula,ted bY' diyid:ing the' difference 
in the m:nnber of cases "Before" and the number or eases "After" by' the 
m:nnber of cases "Before." The Direction and Pe,rcentage of Change is not 
calculated if the number of case,s "Before" is less than 15. 
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TABLE 13 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENr .AND STATUS OFFENDERS 

DELAWARE: KENT COUNTY' 

BEFORE DSO 
DIREcrION 

AFI'ER'DSO .AND 
SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 

1975 1977 CHANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORcrMENT 

De1:inquents 135 104 - 23.0 
Status Offenders 10 2~ ~'''''-'':"''.~. 

COURT WAKE 

Delinquents 163 172 + 5.5 
Status Offenders 36 55 + 52.8 

DEI'AINED 

Delinquents 11 17 +. 54.5 
: 

Status G~fenders 8 9 '!"'t..,...,.... __ "" 

. 
GRANTED PROBATION 

Delinquents 70 67 - 4.3 
Status Offenders 7 7 -----.. 

t 

INSlTIUI'IONALIZED' " f; 

Ii,' . 
Delinquents Iii 9 'j 13 ----.-. 
Status Offenders 1 0 ---.--

. c, . 

* ~irection and Percentage lof Change calcula,ted by'diyid:ing the 'difference 
m the ntmtber of cases "Before" and the number o£ cases "After" by' the 
number of ec;ses "Before.,~' ,The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 

, calculated J.f the number of cases "Before" is less than 15. 
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TABLE 14 
"", 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFI'ER DSO 

. 
BY LAW REFERRAL 

ENF ORCPMENT 

D 

S 

e1inquents 

tatus Offenders 

T INI'AKE 

1inquents 

tatus Offenders 

COUR 

De 

S 

iUNED DET 

De 

S 

1inquents 

t~tus Offenders 

PROBATION GRANI'ED 

De 1inquents 

S tatus Offenders 

TITI1I'IONALTZED INS 

De 

S 

linq~ents 

tatus Offenders 

BY DELINQUENT AND STAWS OFFENDERS· 

DELAWARE: NEW' CASTLE " COUNIY' 
, 

() 

DI'RECI'rON ' 
BEFORE DSO AFTER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1975 1977 ClIANGE* 

234 345 +. 47.4 
12 66 .... "r\'!i\-.;.. f 

443 545 "" 23.0 
33 143 +.333.0 

'I' 28 17 '1'\ 39.3 
2 9 ,..,~~':'"'~~ 

81 66 .. , 18.5 
2 6 ~-""-'''r'. 

24 20 ... 16.7 
« 

2 0 T'''''~'~'~ 

* Direction and Pereentage of Change calculated by diyidmgt1'le"diffet.eIice 
in the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" bY' the
number of cases "Before:!. "The Direction and Percentage of Change is not, 
calculated i~'1 the number of cases "Before" is less than 15. 
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o " C TABLE 15 

JUVENILE JUSTICE 'SYSTfM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFI'ER DSO 
BY DELINQ~ AND STAWS OFFENDERS 

DELAWARE: SUSSEX COUNrY 

, 

BEFORE DSO AFI'ER DSO 
DIRECTION 

SECOND QUARTER AND 
SECOND QUARTER PERCENtAGE 19.75 1977 CHANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

Delinquents 108 
Status Off~nders 

139 + 28.7 
48 36 ... 25.0 

COURT INTAKE 

Delinquents 176 
Status Offenders 

217 + 23.3 
71 ,57 ... 19.7 

DETAINED 

Delinquents 22 12 
Status Offenders -. 45.5 

10 11 -'-.-'--. 

GRANTED PROBATION 
,. 

Delinquents 53 78 
Status Offenders + 47.2 

8 3 ---.'T",-

INSTITUTIONALIZED 

Delinquents " // 14 _r~~/ 

Status Offenders 
.. I -----

'1 0 -----

* ~irection and' Percentage of Chan e calcula~ .", ;'" , '" " 
J.n the number of cases "Before" :nd th U:d by dI'V'J.dmg the dIffet.eIice 
number o"f case,s "Becore" The D" t" e n er of C~tses "After" by' the 

\l " "', ' J.I. J.rec J.on and P t ' f 
r:alqulated. ,if the number of cases "BeDore" " , lercenth:age 0 Change is not 

'. '. i J.S ess an 15. ' 
;/ 
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DELAWARE - KENT COUNTY: DECISION POINT SYSTEM RATES 
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DELAWARE l NEW CASTLE COUNTY: NUMBER OF CASES/INDIVIDUALS 
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DELAWARE - NEW CASTLE COUNTY: DECISION POlhT SYSTEM RATES 
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DELAWARE - SUSSEX COUNTY~ NUMBER OF CASES/INDIVIDUALS 
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DElAWRRE - SUSSEX COUNTY: DECISIOH0POIN, SYSTEHRATES 
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Illinois: Cook COtmty 

The data for Cook Cotmty, Illinois appear in Table 16 and are for 

before-and-after years 1976 and 1977; system rate data appear on system 

charts 21 and 22. 

Data developed by sampling court records reflect that Cook Cotmty 

experienced an increase in the number and percent of bo:th delinquent aild 

status offender cases over the before-and-after time frame of the DSO 

project. The increase in delinquent offenders was almost ten percent, for 

status offenders, 16 percent. Detentions for both status and delinquent 

cases were reduced, 21 percent for delinquents and 29 percent for status 

offenders. 

The system data for Cook COtmty appear to be tmstab1e because of the 

large numbers of cases which entered the system prioT to the Apri1-May-Jtme 

time frame but were disposed of during those lnonths, as well as cases which 

entered the system during April-May-Jtme, but were not disposed of during 

that period. Thus, there is considerable "imbala"ce" in the data. Addition-
.. 

. ally, diffel'ent data sources may have been used fo1' the D80 analyses and 

there may have been some definitional variations. we note in ,the system 

charts that the 1808 project absorbed some 171 status offenders who other~ 

wise would have entered the jr,wenile ju~tice system during that thre~month 

time frame. Overall, there may have been a "net~widening" phenomenon, 

although Illinois law does not allow for the institutionalization of status 

offenders. 
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TABLE 16 

JUVENILE .ruSTICE SYSTEM. OIANGES BEFORE AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT AND STATIJS OFFENDERS 

ILLINOIS: COOK C~ 
_''1-. 

DIREcrION 
BEFORE DSO AFI'ER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1976 1977 Q-JANGE* 

\-i 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCfMENT 

Delinquents N/A** N/A --.---

Status Offenders N/A N/A --.---

COURT INTAKE 
Delinquents 5170 5651 +. 9.3 
Status Offenders 1054 1225 +. 16.2 

DETAINED 
Delinquents 266 21t -, 20.7 
Status Offenders 63 45 .... 28.6 

GRANTED PROBATION . 
Delinquents 144 206 + 43.1 
Status Offendl~rs 

, 
7 26 -----

r 
INSTITUI'IONALIZIID 

, , 
Delinquents 35 62 + 77.1 
Status Offenders 0 0 -----

. 
" . -

* Direction: and Percentage of Change calculated by dividing tlie'difference 
in the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" hy· the 
m.nnber of cases "Before." The Directipn and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated if the m.unber of cases "Before" is less than 15. . . 

'** NA = Data not <:1vailable at the time this report;. was developed. They were 
subsequently included in reports issued hy the' Illinois site evaluat,or. ' 
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ILLINOIS - COOK COUNTY: 
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lLLINOIS - COOK COUNTY: DECISION POINT SYSTEM RATES • 
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Illinois: Macon County 

The data for ~~con co~ty, Illinois appear in Table 17 and are for 
I 

before-and-after years 1976 and 1977; system rate data appear on system 

charts 23 and 24. 

Macon County data revea;\l a decrease at intake 'of both delinquent and 

status offender cases. As relates to status offenders, the decline from :, 
I{ 
I 

118 cases to 79 is a reductio:n. of 'one-third." The number of detentions for 

delinquent and status offenders combined prior to DSO was 13; after DSO, one 

of each lvas detained. The number of delinquent cases on whom petitions 

were filed declined from 45 to 40 from before-to-after;the status offender 

filings diminished from 47 to 31. The dispositions of probation and insti

tutionalization had numbers too small for interpretation. 

Note, however, from.the system rate chart that the JSOS projegt 

absorbed 19 ;status offender cases which otherwise would have entered the 

jUV'enile justice system. Jhat reduction translates to a decline of cases 

entering the juvenile court from 60 to 41, about one-third .. '., 
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TABLE 17 

JUVENILE .nJSTIC.E SYSTEM CHANGES BEFORE AND AFfER DSO 
BY DELINQ~ AND STATUS 'OFFENDERS 

ILLINOIS: MACON COlJ.NTY' 

DIRECTION 
BEFORE DSO AFTER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1976 1977 CHANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCfMENT 

Delinquents N/A** N/A -.---- . 

Status Offenders N/A N/A -
"'I"',-,-.-~-

COURT INTAKE 

Delinquents 
i; 

393 377 - 4.1 

Status Offenders 118 79 I' -, 33.1 

DETAINED 

Delinquents 6 1 -,-.,...-.-

Status Offenders 7 1 -,-- ... -

GRANTED PROBATION ',I 

II 

Delinquents 15 14 - 6.7 

, Status Offenders 1 \\ 4 -----

" \~ 
INSTI'IUI'IONALI'ZED \ 

Delinquents 4 
Ii 

2 -----

Status Offenders 1 0 -----

'.' 

, 

* ~irection .pnd Percentage of Change calculated by dividmg the-difference 
m the number of cases "Before" and the number of cases "After" by, the 
number of c':lses;}'Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated ~f the number of cases "Before" is less than 15. 

** ~;e~atanot.availabl: at the t~e this report was developed. They were 
quently Included I,n reports lssued by the Illinois site evaluator. 

*** Does not include detention prior to court appearance. 670 
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IlLINOIS - MACON COUNTY: NUMBER OF CASES/INDII/JDUAlS 
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South Carolina: Greenville and Spartanburg Cotmties 

Limited data for the two of the five South Carolina DSO sites are . ::....~ .. 

contained in Tables 18 and 19 and represent before-and-after years 1976 

and 1977: 
" 

The~~e data and the system rate charts begm at the "petition filed" 
o 

stage of :'Ilvenile justice procee9.ings, inaS!Jl!lch as the local evaluator did , , -
I 

, ' 

not retrieve data necessary for the system rates analysis up to that point 

shown on the system charts. 
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TABLE 18 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM OIANGES BEFORE .AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT .AND STAWS OFFENDERS 
scum CAROLINA: GREENVILLE COUNTY' 

: 
--' 

DIRECTION 
BEFORE DSO AFl'ER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1976 1977 CHANGE* 

"REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORcrMENr 

Delinque:ri~s N/A** N/A "!'", ... "P',-,,.,.. 

Status Offenders N/A N/A ~.""'-.;~.,... 

--

c..::.' 

COURT INI'AKE 

Delinq1.lents " 

N/A N/A ~"".-,",,",.',,", 

Status Offende:!"s N/A N/A -----

DETAINED 
~ 

[, 

Delinquents N/A i . ", N/A ~---- .... 
u 

Status Offenders 
~:/\~~: 

N/A N/A -,-_ .... -
". 

GRANTED PROBATION 

Delinquents 36 49 + 36.1 
Status Offenders 

, 
0 0 -----

(.:: 
--, 

INSTITurIONALIZED 
f'(! 

12 ' 18 Delinqpents -----
r"',c 

Status Offenders 0 '. U-~" -----
" 

* Diiect:%1~?l'l and Percentage of Change calculated t>r- dividing the" difference 
:in the~ riUmber of cases "Before" and the ntitnber of cases "After" bY' the 
number of cases "Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated if the) number of cases "Before" is l.~ss than 15. 

**N/A = l)at~not ~vailable 
'c' '0,,:'>'-

~ ;;; 0 i/ 
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TABLE 19 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM CHANGES BEFORE AND .AFfER DSO 
BY DELINQ~ .AND STATIJS OFFENDERS 
soum CAROLINA: \: SPARTANBURG COUN'IY . . I . 

,,0,",1 

\ ' 

DIRECTION 
BEFORE DSO .AFI'ER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
r 1976 1977 OfANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

Delinquents N/A** N/A -.-.~.~.-, 

Status Offenders N/A N/A -;"!,,,.-.-.~ 

COURT INTAKE 
Delinquents N/A N/A . -.-"!"",,...-

Status Offenders N/A N/A .,.. • .,...."!"' . .,..,.,..., 

DETAINED 
Delinquents N/A N/A -----
Status Offenders N/A N/A ---"--

GRANfED PROBATION 
Delinquents 26 27 -----

/;' Status Offenders 17 10 -----

INSTITIITIONALI'ZED 
Delinquents 9 31 -----

Status Offenders 2 3 -----

* Direction and Percentage of Change calculated by·diyid:ing the 'difference 
in the number of cases "Before" cJ:~d the number of cases "After" by' the 
tiumber of cases "Befor~." The Direction and Percentage of Change is not 
calculated if the number of caSes "Before" is less than 15. 

~\ 

**N/A = Data not available 
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SOUTH CAROLINA - GREENVILLE COUNTY:, 

-1-
lAW 

ENFORCHIENT 

---i--
PARENT 

:c' 

'-l-
SGIIOOl 

-1-' I OTUEA 

r-----' 

DELINQUENT 

ST ATUS OFFEN~E 
., 

c/ 

[I 

./' 

197jr> 1977 

326 202 

20 12 

INTAKE 

,", 
" 

NUt-IOER OF"CASES/ltflHVIOUAlS 

~,(. \. 

c-' _,,-r 

NUMBER OF 

" 

,,, 
h 

" .! 

-' 

'I). 

.':; ,'i ' ~, 

(J 

.~ 
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CASES/INDIVIDUALS 

, 
DEfERRED 

PROSECUTION 

DISMISSED 

CONSENT 
PROBATION 

) 

DEPJl.RTMENT 
OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES 

VOCATIONAL 
RE!fAD I LIT 1\ TI ON 

YOUTII 
BUREAU 

'\ 

h 

OTIIER 
, SOCIAL 

AGENCY 

~ 

'j I 

. 
II 

, 

I~ 

3261202 
201 12 

" 

PETITION 
FILED 

(I 

,-

~ 

" • .:j<,;, 

" 

" 

~ 

" . 
,-

/) 

.Q, 

--

, 
----_::" ,-,«-, 'C" 

'" 

_Zt+ :L~H-
1 0 " . 

43p5 . '~1_5_ TRANSfERRED ---q '11 MEtiTAl TO OTIIER o 0 
. COURT "[AlTII 

" 

'---- FINED .-~~ - WllliDRAWt' 
" n 0 

. .::, 

2~1 2§ 
2 ' OEPARmENT 

OF SOCIAL 
REFERRED SERVICES 
to SOCIAL '~_3_ 

0 AGENCY 10 
-

;~~-
VOCATIONAL 

I'" 

RE!fABILITATION 
\) 0 0 . 

2~1 
_71_9_ 2 " 3 1 

0 ., 
PROBATION It.r 

d' , YOUTII DEfERRED , 
BUREAU PROSECUTION ~ 

10
1 

19 " 

~I 9 
0 1 0' 

" 

\ 'SUSPENDED ~': OTifER 
, Ca.""f'TMEtfT SOCIAL 

0",1 " 

J 
AGENCY 

;, 
" 

" , ., 
", CONTINUED 

~\It (;'\ 

-llf+ ~J+-o 0 " o 0 
(f 

:! 
" 

DIAGNOSTIC " 
CENTER PHOnATION 

o 121~ ,,, , 21 i 
;)1 01 0·' -010-
~~ J .' 1 " -J1.{-1L " COOHHEO '1 10· 0 . "0 0' 

if 0 " " ' TO, 
;1 

" TRAINIIIG OTIIER ",1 

:ceil 
--I I SCIlOOt: 01 $"O~ IT ION 

'I , OTIIEn ii-- DISMISSED .. ",: ff "-J~'~' ' '-- D I SPOS IT ION cj 

i), c 0 

ii/ " , '), I.y) 

6l:6 . 
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,:,sounl CAROllN,' - GREENVILLE COUtfi'l.: DECISION POINT SYSTEM RATES 

LAII " 
WFOnCEr-IENT 

-1-' 
cI __ p_A,~_E_'N_T _:-~ 

-+-
~~"OOL 

'I . ----

DELlNQUENr 
,0 

STATUS OFFENSE 

INTAKE 

DEFERRED 
PROSECUTION 

IHSMISSEO 

CONSENT 
" PROBATION 

~ __ (~"~ VOCATIONAL 
REI/AD I L IT A TI ON 

voum 
" BUREAU ',' 

,--..,.--SO_Ol_'l_~R-,-L _J"',""',' 'AGENCY 

o 

i I 

(', 

100~01100.0 
100.01 100.0 

PETITION 
fILED 

" 

I 

~IJJ! 
~-5.Ol 0.0 

TRANSFERnED 
TO OTllER ' 

COURr, 

8.31 11.9 
20.0 16.7 

REFERRED 
TO SOCIIIl 

AGENCV 

11'01 24,.3 " 
0.0 0.0 

f'lWBATlON 
'/ 

1/ 
/1 

;! 
I' 

SUSPENDED 
CIMUTMENT 

DIAGNOSTIC 
" 'CENTER 

34.41 19.3 
50.00.0 

tHSMISSEO 

\i. 

, ' 

" 

,) 

'/ 

4.61 2~5 
0.0 0.0 

FINED L.-

---L.il 1.0 
o.oro.o 

DEfERRED 
PROS~CUTION 

l' 
\1 

--Ut~,o 5.0 0.0 

CONTINUED 

",\\1 

3.71 8',9 
~O:Olr.O 

.-,---~----. 

, 

C(lIMI TED 
TO 

~nAINJNG 
SCIIOOL 

() 

N's= 27 I 24 

(J 

II I Z 

otllER 
DISPOSITION 

(; ~112.5 
o.oro:G 

MENTAL 
"EALlII 

,.:"1--_____ --1 

o 

55.61 12.5 
25:010.0 

VOCATIONAL 
REIIAIHLITATION 

Ji 

_).2.1 0.0 
O.O~ 

OEPARTNENT 
OF SOCIAL " 
SERVICES 

~~I~~ 
75.0 50.0 

I--~--.-,---·-,~--~I ___ :_~_~_~_u __ ~~ 
_14.81 37.5 

'0 --o.ot 50.0 

OTIIER 
SOCIAL 
AGENCY 

-,~ 

PROBATIO~ 

\1" 

--l-,~ 

-f~~~\~I~ 
Numbers m,,}, not 'equal 100% due to rounding 
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SOUTII CAROLINA - SPARTANBURG COUNTY: 'lUMBER OF CASES/INDIVIDUALS 

-1-
LAW 

ENFORCHIENT 

.-;:-

-,,1·-
-.;. 

PARENT 

:' . 

~ 'S', ., 

... 5C~~ [~~ 
;.-~ 

OTIIER 
r-

191~' /i 

I 
DELINqUENT :' 311 314' , .. II 

" // 

STATlIS OFFENSE 1'00 
./ 

c '05 

/ 

NU~IIJER OF CAS[S/lNf)I~iDUAt.,S 
// 

- ) 

g 

't 
: 

< DEFERRED 
PROSECUTION 

DISMISSED 

CONSENT 
PROBATION 

" 

" ,. 

DEPARTMENT 
OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES 

I,. 

"" 
I,'" 

, VOCATIONAL 
REIIABlllT ATJ ON 

'. 
, " 

VOUTl''J 
,;j -~I 

BUREAU 
h 

(jr,i 

~\ 

~ " 
'\ 
'I, " 

OTIIER 
SOCIAL '. :'" " AGENCY " 

:,,;,', ,,,,;~.;::'··l 
..-- .-~ 

! 

, ... 
.r, I? '/ if .. 

" t 

-' ,"221J.L 
12 8 

TRANSFERRED 
'TO OHlER 

COURT 

, .,,',2233,,1 --L 
~ I, 

OIAGNOSTlC 
CENTER 

'" " ",:'<"""-

~f' 

_,8118 oro 
FINED 

_61_4 
3 2 

CONTINUED 

...-L, 2,t~, 12 8 

WlTIlDRAWrr 

161 18 ' '2or-r-
,OntER 

DISPOSIlION 

\~ . 

i~, 

_0H-o 0 

MEtITAl 
IIEAlTII 

-,,1,1-,0-
30· 

VOCATIONAL 
RHIABIUTATlON 

,;. 

~_1_ 
, 9 0 

OIliER 
SOCIAL 
AGENCY 

-iJ-,2-
, I' 0 

PROBATION 

_11_0_, 
, 0 0 " 

'--,"""-' -_ ..... , -.~-~~~'~:.:~~~~~~".~ '-,-t) I) 

(~, 

~'''''''''''-. 

I) 

(; 

,~,~ 

~I·+ 
DEPARTtlENT 
OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES 

--21-1_1_ 
6 20 

YOUTII 
8UREAU 

.jl 

~ ':.::' il 

't" 
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DECISION POINT SYSTEM RATES 

DEFERRED 
PROSECUTION 

" 

'~. 

c' 

DISMISSED 
" 

" 

'.~<;"'; 

" CONSENT 
PROBATION 

" 

--
,DEPARTMENT 

OF SOCIAL 
SEIWICES 

,-

'/ 
Jr 

VOCATIONAL 
RE"ABJUTATION 

" 
" 

,,'1 

';'-

;; 
.\tii: 
0 

" " YOUTH " , 

. BUREAU 

" 

OTHER Q 

SOCII\L 
AGENCY 

\) 
10 ')\ 

',' " . 

~}, 

.~ ., 
.. 

" 

-LJli-'H ~.O ·1.2 , 
\: 

j~,' 

TRAI~SFERREO 
' .. TO OlIlER 

COURT 
,". 'I 

" 
3.5hH 

18.0 '24.7 

REFERRED 
TO SOCIA.L 

AGENCY 

100.01 100 •. 0 
100.0 i.liil.O 

8.4hH 
17.0 11.8 

" " 

PROBATION ),1-

PETUION 
FILED 

f/ 
if 

0.01L6 -
1.0 4.7 

" SUSPENDED 
'\ COffl ITMEtIT 

H .. 
" ,'-,;r 

.. .. ',' . \\, 
~\ 7.4 1.9 

~\ 'S.O 1.2 \' .. , ,+ 

0 .s:...... . 
OJ I\O(,OST 1 C -~.,,--

CEHTER· ~:::'. ... 
~~'. 

.' 

, ,12 .91':"8. 0 
,. 

14·9,,11.8 ,~ , 
" 

U' , 

,. DISmSSED 
" " ,. , ,; 

II 

,. 

. " 

-
,;; 

'~~~ 
0.0 0.0 

c' . 
~ElITALJ ---Lil 5:7 7.1Hi-

12.0 . 9.4 0.0 0.0 IIEALTII 

)~ 
" 

-HJ~ F1NW ... r--'"" WlTIID,RAWtl '--- 0.0 4.8 
,', 

" '. 

D[PARHlENT 
, OF SOCIAL .. SERVICES . ' 

11113 N's = ·9.~ 0.0 
() 181 21 '16.7 0.0 

-' 

" VOCATIONAL 
REIlABIlI TAT ION 

J.!!:£I 84. 6 
.. 

1.9i-H 33.3 95.2 

,.'--,:0 .' c ,-;..~ 

YOUTH 
BUREAU DEFERRED ,'I' 

PROSECUTION 
72.81 7.7 .', 

0.0 5Q.O [) 

OTIIER 
-gL .. J.HZ.Jl SOCIAL 

5.0'24.7 AGENCY 
, /: .• ~. ',i, 

'~ 
,'~ , 

CONTINUED " 

I . 
- ~ 

",:~t, 

t ,,~ 
, t~~ 
i·~j 
'"<'f~ 

1 
:; . '" " 

G 
" 

PROnATION 

" 

'5.11 5.7 
\1 

2.9H·9 20.'04":7 , ~.O ~ 

~-'.' r-' " ,~, 

C(}1MIT.ED 
OTIIER Il TO r:--r--- 1RI\INII1(1 I,DISPOS}TION .:-:' 

OTllER ,. 

SCIIOOL 'J , 
DISPOSITION '" " 

Ii \, I i ' 
\. 

'< 

I;"',' 

f) 1,1\ 
I 

l 
1 

r 
I, 

"~'Q 

'" ' 0 

•. 0 "if,; c :;' 

... :.:-:\ ";:~: 0 
(i 

I'~ , 
" Numbers may not equal 100% due to roundIng 
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Washington State: , Clark County 
Clark~punty' data are found in Table 20 and represent before-and-after 

years 1975 and 1976; system rates data appear on system charts 25 and 26. 

The Clark COlmty intake data reflect a 27 percent increase in delin

quent and a 7 percent decrease in status offender cases durmg the before

and-after time frame of the DSO project. The detention of delinquent cases 

also increased by 25 percent concurrently with a 42 percent reduction in 

detention of status cases; the system cJlart reflects that thenurnbers of 

detentions overall did not change markedly fr01n before (428) to after (414).; 

Probation usage overall increased in the forty-plus percentage range for 

both delinquent and status offenders, but the system' rate charts indicate 
, 

that the total mnnbel's receiving "intensive" probation did not change sig-

nificantly during this before to after time frame. 
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TABLE 20 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMOiANGES BEFORE AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENT AND STA'IUS OFFENDERS· '" 

WASHINGTON' CLARK COUNTY' . 

DIRECI'ION 
BEFORE DSO AFfER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENrAGE 
1975 1976 QiANGE* 

" 

i)REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCfMENT 

Delinquents 503 609 + 21.1 
Status Offenders 125 N/A** -----

" 

" 

COtJ""RT INTAKE 
Delinquents 589 750 + 27.3 ! 
Status Offenders 259 240 - 7.3 f 

r 
I 
f 

DETAINED I 

I 
I 

Delinquents 248 309 + 24.6 
l-

Rtatus Offenders 180 105 - 41. 7 I 
!, , 

- I 
GRANTEJ) 'PROBATION I 

I~ 

Delinquents I' 49 73 + 49.0 
I 
1 
I 

f 
Status Offenders 32 46 + 43.8 I 

I 
I 
I 

INSTITlITIONALIZED 
" 

j 

I 
Delinquents 14 20 ----- I 

[ 

Status Offenders 2 5 ----.- I 
, 
L 

" 

I 
~ 
I 
~ 

f 
I' 

* ~irection and Percentage of Chan e cal 1 . .. ..' ~n the number of cases "Before" ~d th cu :d by' dl.Yl.dmg the dIfference 
number of cases "Before" TIl . .e n er of cases "After" by' the 
calcula,.ted if the m.unbe~ of c:S~~r~Bctefl.°onre~~ Pelrcentthage of Change is not 

**" ' l.S ess an 15 
N/A = Data not available • 

f ~ 
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!j U WASHINGTON - CLARK COUNTY: NUHBER OF INDIVIDUALS/CASES 

,ij 
n 
'i 

\1, 

I 

I 

j 
~ , 
1/ 

II 
:1 

:1 
II 
I 

lo 

i~5r;-

tAW 
EHFORWiE/n 

_71-f-
78 • 

SELF/ 
PIIRE/ITS 

~_4_ 
3 • 

SCIIOOL 

--lll.m..... 
53 • 

OTIIER 

I---

: 

~': 

I--
5891Z~1I 
259 240 

JUVENILE 
COURT 

I--
!, 

I-- . 
Ij 

1975 1976 

I DElII/QUENT I 589 I 750 I 
STATUS OFfElISE 259 240 

NutiBER OF INDIVIOUALS/CASES 

'( 

r--

" 

'-;-

" 

,.-~ .. --.-,-» ..... " - ..... ' "~,-.-, " ..... ~, .. 

'\'1 

':::~,' 

!l' 

~HPH-
1901215 

IIIFORHAI. r-

110 
ADJUSTMENT . 

r-- IlEARING 

-jiGi 

IIOT 521 29 
DETAINED I-- 4 7 

II/FORtIAL 
'--- ADJUSTHENT 

FOlLOW-UP 

" ZZI ZZ 
12 311 

iI 

'-- IIEARINIl ~: 

, 921136 
161 35 

142/158 I> 
921 41 

,..-- INfOru'lAl 

NO ADJUSTHENT 
r- HEARING 

--t2f-zt-. 
41~ 

: 
INfORl-IAL 

'"- ADJUSnlENT 

OETAI!IED t--
FOLLCII-UP 

IIItll09 
,5/1 4 ! 

.-;: 

'--- IIEARING 

.:.-

'" 

\ ~:~> 

.,; ... 
:,~, 

161 3 

211 35 
DISmSSED 

/.:: 
REGULAR 

PROBATJOO 

121,8 
2 10 1, -iH-

INTENSE ~11 23 !-- PROBATION 01 I: .--- DISIIISSEO 

(, lIARD OF 
COURT 

11 4 
~H~ III U 

OA/IGER 
" 

'--
• OF 11 3 IIITEI/S£ INSTJ TUTlOH- !--

AlIZATlOII 
Ii If PR08ATlO/f 

AOULT 
COURT 

01 1 
II iJ 

" 21 6 . 
-:-T'-r-

DAI/GER 
INSTITUTlON- OF 

All ZATI OH mSTITUrror/-
AlIZAJlOH 

. 
14

1
19 

~-S 

L-- INSTITUTlON-
AlIZATlOIl 

• Data not aVllflable 

). 

-~---~-----~-

o 

~14-
REGULAR 

PROOATlOfl 

--4!!1:J_2 _ 
23 10 
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COURT 

J 
~ 

,_5\4-
. 2 0 

ADULT 
COURT 
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HASHlhGTOH -'CLARK COUNTY: DEClstO" 'O."T SYSTEM RATES 
\, 

(;:::. .. :; .. .' MmL 22.21 3,9 . 
..B,.Jj1fUi 

\ -, 8.3 , 

72.:5173.6 
I, 

fjl11 51 ,3 " 
INFORtlAL 29.d45~ " 

r- r--- OISmSSED " 
i! AOJUSntENT, to,!]' ilH, IJ . 

'" tlO ,; I,' 

G r-- IfEARItIG " : 
\ 

, 

52.7150•1 . . , REGULAR . 85.4r 81.2 
, rR08ATlOff 

~-r- . 17 ~ I'~I;, 7 j'.. .., " , • .),*, 

21.4113.5 LAH .'" 

NOT 16.1110.4 
3.811.8 

" 

16,71U.,1 
EUFORCEMENT ~ , r--- DETAINED I-- ~ .16.1I'2b.r :I.S 0.0 .' INFORl1Al 

", 

I 

Lt 
Ie , 

\ 
'~ 
{ 
; 

, ! 
I 
I 0 
~ 

I 
~ 

ADJUSTtlEffT, ~ INTENSE ' ,29:21 29.9 " 
,10.(dI6.5 PR08ATlON r--FOLLOII-UP ~1lr.r DfSfIISSEO 1O.5rilJ.6 

, , ., 
21.51 26•4 ~~ 

,'. ~IARD OF 
I 

~. 

REGULAR 
30.1 ", 33.3! 42.7 

:-, COURT PROIJATlOIt 
Ii 

" 

" SELF/ 
" -----. ' tlEARINI; . I' " ' 
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Washington State: Spokane 

Spokane data are found in Table 21 and represent before-and-after 

years 1975 and 1977; system rates data 'appear on charts 27 and 28. 

The Spokane data reflect an increase (20 percent) in delinquent and 

decrease (36 percent) in status offender cases. The decrease in status 

cases from 183 to 118 is partially explained on the system rate charts by 

the DSO Youth ~~ternatives activity which absorbed 45 status cases. Deten

tions for delinquent cases diminished minimally during this period but status 

offender detention dropped almost two~thirds (63 percent) from 113 to 42 
(-.. 

ca~js. Overall, the m.nnb~rs 'of cases detained was reduced from 437 to 362. 
,I 

I! 

This seemingly is part of la long tenn trend and mayor may no·t be directly 
!I 

attributable to DSO activ~ities. 
C) I: 

Probation usage for i!delinquent offenders doubled during this time 
, 

frame with the ''minimum pfohation" and "probation" categor:i.~s increasing 
'I . ' 

'i 
about equally. A marked/increase in delinquent offend~rs becoming wards 

of the court is portrayed on the system charts -- fr~d 14 to 49 cases. 
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TABLE 21 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYS'I'rM! CHANGES BEFORE .AND AFTER DSO 
BY DELINQUENr .AND STATUS O:FFENDERS 

WASHINGl'ON: SPOKANE 

DI'RECTI'ON 
BEFORE DSO AFI'ER DSO AND 

SECOND QUARTER SECOND QUARTER PERCENTAGE 
1975 1977 CBANGE* 

REFERRAL BY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

Delinquents N/A** N/A "r'."I"","I"".~.-, 

Status Offenders N/A N/A .,... • ..,..~,'r'."l""'": 

COURT INTAKE 

Delinquents 851 1025 +. 20.4 
Status Offenders 183 118 -. 35.5 

DETAINED - - - -

Delinquents 324 320 - 1.2 
42 '. 62.8 Status Offenders 113 -

i, 
" 

GRANTED PROBATION , 

Delinquents 45 93 +106.7 

StatUs Offenders 5 'i 3 ~I""-~.-

INSTI'IUI'IONALI'ZED 
" 

Delinquents 9 7 -----

Status Offenders 1 0 -----

I 

-

* Direction and Percentage of Change calculated by dividing the-difference 
in the ntnnber of cases "Before" and theinumber of cases "After" by'. the 
number of cases "Before." The Direction and Percentage of Change ~s not 
calculated if the nUY1iper of cases "Before" is less than 15. 

** N/A = Data not available 
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Stnmnary~ 

A brief interlocking commentary on both the system rate methodol.o~t 

and the specific findings from the utilization of that methodology- in the 

current DSO assessment is appropriate. The value of system rates for exam,-
- " 

ination of the justice system and/or its component parts is limited almost 

uniquely by the availability of data. The methodology- is data.,...del?endent: 

it should have cohort or inventory (and preferably Doth) data.. Even without 
~-. 

data~'-'system rates provide use:fu\, and informative p01:"traits which may serve 

to illuminate the findings .obtained from other 'methodologies. With data, 

system rates are a panorama with corroborative capaoility-~ able to assist in 

the validation of other findirigs, as well as having a potential for identifying 

additional aJi~eas worthy of special inquiry'. The utilitt of system rates also 

is influenced significantly by the interface of the degree of resoluti.on of 

the system charts and data availability. It should ,be clear to the reader 

that signifjicant gaps exist in jUV'enile justice system data at the DSO sites. 

Some limited data are computerized and readily available;'the bulk, however, 

are retrievable only by manual efforts. Often, there are no historical data --

only current cases. 

The system rates DSO data wel.'e exam,in,ed both collectively and oy indj-vid-

ual sites without across-site cons:istencie$ befug tnlcovered'. It ts clear that 
~ 'l" 

.:' " J 
system rates are responsive to and portraJ{ system changes: an obvious' example 

is the portrayal of the dramatic reducti,Sn of status offender detentions in 

Alameda County, California from 486 to o. But the methodology cannot detennine 

whether system changes are the product of DSO activities or simply occurred 

during the DSO t:ime frame. As relates to Alameda County' and the 0 status 

offender detention phenomenon, it is certain that the' O:is~a. product of 

California legislation (AB 3121) and not DSO. Similarly" change~' (91:'la,ck of 
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changes) which occur during the DSO t:ime frame may result from th , e impact of a 
general policy decision as in Pima County, Arizona where a non-detention of 

~tatus offender policy already was generating a reduction in status off~nder 

detentions prior to the introduction of DSO activities designed to produ.ce 

such a reduction. Or th 0 nf -, e 1 lljence of a key decison maker' in the j~tice 

system, as in Connecticut where an ilIDp'crtant JO,,,~ '01 " ' u.ven1 e court Judge influenced 

, the system by her personal preference to retain jurisdiction over status offen--

del'S may ha' ," h , . ve as rnuc or more impact as legislation or official policy-, 

Again, although changes may be obvious in system portraits, eXPlanatio~ of 

these changes oftc~ are not obvious and may' be'due t'o" influences external to 

specific DSO ~rogr~tic activities. Cl 
II early, changes in the justice system 

may be coincidental with DSO progranuning, not the l.'esult of it. 
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1 • INTRODUCTION 

This repo~t covers the organizational evaluation of the LEAA-funded 

programs for the deinstitution;alization of status offenders (DSO) in s~ven 

localities: Clark County, Wa~hington; Spokane, Washington; Alameda County; 

California; Pima County, Arizona; Illinois; Delaware; and South Carolina. The 

compl ete questionnaire upon which the survey was based appears in Appendix A. 

,Although the seven programs were charged with similar responsibilities, 

they differed in the ways they defined their tasks and problems and in tenns 
Ii 

of their structural 'Outl ine~;: For purposes of preparing this report, however, 

the analysis was guided bytw() key,assumptions concerning the mandate under 
., i}:, 

which the national DSO effort t'toceeded: .first, that all the pro-grcms were 

expected to pull a variety of agencies and treatment resources into a coordi

nated network or system of youth service delivery; and' second, that the organi

zational success of the programs was to be defined in large part in tenns of 

their community-basedness. Cons'1 stent wi th the fi rst assumption, close atten

tion has been given to the location of practitioners in the system of inter

agency ties in each locality that bound the separate components of the program 

together. In keepi ng wi t.h the second assumption, s'cal es were developed to. 

measure the volume of interaction between the participant.s in each program and 

a variety of institutions and ag~rl~ies in the surrounding community, as well 

as the frequency 0tactive attemp~s by program participants to influence the 
~;<!., ' : 

community in ways likely to benefit status offenders. 

These three variables, then, the positions of practitioners in the net

works of professional exchange and the measures of community contact and 

il 
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community activism, fonn the outsta~~ing core of this report, although a great 

deal of other descriptive infonnation on the programs and the attitudes of 

their participants is also provided. Take note that no mention has been made 

of perfonnance measures based on DSO client outcomes. This report deals only 

with the, characteristics of prQctitioners, the organizational settings in 

which they perfornled their duties, and their relationships to the surrounding 

community. 

ORGANIZJHION OF THE REPORT 

Section I of the report, by far the longest, will be largely descriptive, 

concentrati-ng on comparisons of the programs wi th respect to each of the fol

lowing sets of characteristics: 

1. ~mographic and occupational composition, including break-downs 

by race, gender, education and experience, and occupation; 

2. Treatment philosophies and strategies, based on opinions about 

the, roles of psychogenic and sociogenic factors in the problems of 
il 

juveniles and the utility of punishment in solving these problems; 

3. Decision making arrangements, specifically, styles of super

vision and quality of the contacts between supervisors and their 

subordi nates; 

4. Internal networks of interaction and communication, based on a 

sociometric analysis of \~rk contacts and patterns of conSUltation 

and mutual 'support among co-workers. 

5. Elements of work strain, including expressions of concern over 

professional autonomy, the work load, the. availability of informcl'

tion and other aspects of the overall work setting. 
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After these background canpari sons among the programs have be~n made, 

Section II will concentrate on the documentation and explanation of three 

sets of perfonnance variables: 

1. Interorganizational contacts by DSO partici pants wi th other agenci es 

and institutions in the canmunity, including the police, schools,re

ligious organizations, courts and both public and private so~ial service 

agencies not directly involved in the DSO program; 

2. Community activism, based on participants' reports of the amount of 

effort they have given to increasing the 1 evel of canmunity support and 

improving the communi~y resource base for programs that deal with the 

problems ofyo~th; and 

3. Subjective estimates by participants of the effectiveness of their 

own efforts and of the program as a whole. 

The descriptive material in Section I is essentially preliminary to the 

analysi s of these ,outcanes~ wh ich wi 11 concentrate; on questions such as these: 

What variable or combination of organizational variables shows the most direct 

relationship to members' canmunity involvement or interorganizational contact? 

Are patterns of decision making more or less important than the patterns of 

interaction, consultation and mutual support that have deve10ped among the 
:A'~, 

program members? Are the variables that account for subJective estimates of 

effectiveness the same ones that are related to objective measures of com

munity basedness? The greatest payoff in useful infonnation for future youth 

service del ivery efforts is n,kely to cane' from the attempts to answer these 

questions. 
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Thi s eval uation was intended to be a quasi-l ongitudi nal (two-phase) 

surv.ey of all the participants in all of the programs involved in the national 

DSO effort.: The first wave of questionnaires was to have been sent to pro

gram participants in June, 1976, followed after a one-year interval by a 

second wave during the Summer of 1977. This two-step design was expected to 

register changes over' the life of each program and thus en~ble the evaluators 

to canment on the organizational strategies best suited for both ini~ial and 

rel ativelyl ong-tenn success. The final h d " 
researc eSlgn that was actually 

employed was cons'iderably less ambitious than this and in some areas was only 

a pal's reflection of the original. This final working plan was the result of 

decisions, redefinitions and canpromises at several levels 'Th " ",' 
• e maJor sGeps 

in the evolution (devolution) of the final design will be briefly reco~nted 
because many of them reflect chr~nic problems in the evaluation of large 

scale, federally funded programs that should be, documented. The intention in 

recounting these problems is to signal important pOints of caution both for 

futUre researchers and for future program organizers. 

Changes in the Scope of the Evaluation. 

A series of decisions reduced the comprehensiveness of the evaluation. 

First, the DSO program in Arkansas was dropped entirely on the grounds 

that it Was sufficiently different from the other programs that it could 

not meaningfully be evaluated in the same tenns. It does not appear in 

thi s report. 

Second, the national evaluation staff a'greed that 1 
on Y parts of the pro-

grams in South Carolina and Illinois would be included l"n the 
evaluation and, 

o 
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as a consequence, the organizational evaluation of each of these programs was 

drastically truncated. The interpretation of the findings for these two pro

grams was much more difficult as a result. In South Carolina federal funds 

were added to state and local financing to support the processing of DSO clients 

through the existing youth service delivery machinery. It was not possible to 

speci fy wi th any confidence which agenci es, treatment modal ities or practi

tioners were DSO-funded and which w~re not and the opinion expressed by the 

South Carolina director and supported by the evaluation team was that ag analysis 

encompassing the entire state-wide service delivery system was inappropriate. 

Accordi ngly, personnel rosters were provided for the organizationalanalysi s 

that included only certain personnel from sel ected, and no doubt unrepresentative, 

parts of the system. In short, since large parts of the program were exempted 

from the evaluation, and since it was not possible to separate DSO effort from 

non-DSO effort, the data presented here should be taken as a tentative examina-
.' ,": 

tion of the organizational effectiveness of a part of South Carolina's youth 

service delivery systen, (through which DSO clients were processed) and not as 

an evaluation of a program put together for the national DSO program, per see 

A similar but more complicated problem was encountered in Iilinois. Here 

again the program drew upon funding from a variety of sources, and activities 

rel evant to the DSO program wera di ffused "throughout a 1 arge number of agen-

cies spread over a wide area. More critically, multiple evaluations were 
1"'\ 

bei ng conduct?~'.!, s imul taneousl y by di fferent fundi ng agenci es and the satura-

tion point in the respondents' tolerance was quickly reached. Again, the 

decci sion \'las made to confi ne the organizati onal survey to a reduced and un

representative number of sites and there is no way to determine to what extent 

the results from this truncated survey would be tYPical\\ of the Illinois DSO 

effort overall. In the final accounting the research design in Illinois 

698 

.. ' ,-

'\ .. 

- 6 -

became quite distorted and the response 
rate was very low (43%), in part be-

cause a 1 arge number of foster parents were 1 i sted on the 
organizational ros-

ter and most of them, even after several f 
ollow-up requests, declined to par-

ticipate in the evaluation. 

Finally, the start-up of the DSO progr~n l'n 
Connecticut was delayed 

until well after this organizational 1 
eva uation began and a personnel Nst was 

not available until September, 1977. Th 
c e survey coul d not be initi ated until 

that time, several m th ft 
J: on s a er the codi ng and process; ng of the data from the 

other programs had b t 
een s arted. The data from Connecticut will be ancllyzed 

separately and presented in a suppl emental 

time. 
report to be compl eted at a: 1 ater 

c' 

Personnel Rosters. 

Next to the shrinking of th~ 
popul ation of organizations to be studied, 

securing accurate and comprehensive personnel 

the most serious problem encount d Th 
rosters for the DSO programs was 

ere. ough the research was scheduled to 

begin in June of 19~:6, the first reasonably'lcomplete r'oster was not available 

until July and the last one not until December of that year. As a conse

quence, the entire ~valuation had to be delayed by six months in order to 

attempt to handle all the programs within the same time frame. 

\' Part of the del ay was a simpl e function of postponements 
in the staffing 

and starting of the different programs and could not be avoided. Much more 

troublesome difficulties were caused by a lack of clarity in ttle . th . . 
way e organl-

zational: features of the programs were defined 
, a lack of understanding by 

program personnel of what th lEAA d 
e an national evaluation requirements were , 

and a lack of willingness' . 
ln some lnstances to see the organizational evalua-

tion take place at all. P bl 
ro ems such as these recur with some regularity 
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in evaluation research but they should be recounted in some detail here because 

they have a direct ,bearing on the evaluability of ambitious, large-scale demon

stration projects such as DSO. 

Defining the organizational boLin~aries of ~he DSO program was a difficult 
)) 

task inmost cases~ There was di sagreanent over whether the tenn "DSO program ll 

referred only to the staff of individual s directly responsible for the adminis

tration of the DSO"grant or whether th~ boundaries should not also include all 

the practitioners involved with status offenders, including subcontracting 

agencies contributing to the program in various waYos, foster parents, consult

ants, and so on. The latter, more comprehensive definition ,was insisted upon 

by the national evalua~ion team, on the assumption that anyone whose involve

ment with status offenders was subject to scrutiny by the coordinating DSO 

staff shoul d be considered a part of the prOgram. Accordi ngly, all program 

di rectors were asked to furni sh personnel rosters that included everyone with

in these boundaries. As it turned out, it was difficult for some projects to 

fulfill this request and the final rosters tha~ were used in the evaluation 

contained some known and undoubtedly some unknown sources of error. For ex

ample, except for Illinois, hardly any foster parents were incluqed on the 

personnel 1 i sts, and consul tants were generally considered to be outside the 

organizational boundaries. 

From these and other pr'obl ems we encountered, it became cl ear that the 

DSO proj ects for the most part had vag,!.!ely defi ned and shi fti ng membershi ps 

and obscure boundaries. Very often the participants, i.e., the actual prac

titioners, had little understanding of their organizational position in the 

DSO~~\effort and still less understanding of why they were being called upon to 

par~icipate in the evaluation of it. Some examples should make this point 

cl ear. In several cases all the members of a cooperati ng agency were 1 i sted 

700 

. , 
.. -

(0, 

t5 

j 
\ 
t • 

\ " 

i . , 

- 8 -

as participants in the program when only one or two individuals were actually 

expected to be involved in DSO-related activities. Just as often, individuals 

appeared on a roster who had del egated thei r DSO dut i es to peopl e not on the 

roster, or who had been reassigned to non-DSO activit!\ies between the time the 

roster was prepared and the questionnaires mail ed out. In a small number of 

ca~~~~ individuals were contacted who had never heard of the DSO program and in 

other cases important individual s were overlooked altogether even though they 

had important DSO functions to perfo.nn. 

Staff turnover on some projects also presented a problem for the analysis. 

In one case about 20% of an agency's members were replaced in the weeks that 

passed between the preparation of the roster and the administration of the 
\\ 

survey, and in one oth:~r inst~nce the members declined to reply to the ques-

tionnaire because they had heard that the funds for their share of the DSO 

effort were being withdrawn. A unique problem arose in one locality when two 

commun i(ty agenciJ!s which were fully i nvol ved in the program were excluded 

entirely from the organizational roster that was provided by the project di

rector. When they learped of the evaluation they asked to be added to the 

mailing list so that thei.r reactions to the program would not b.e overlooked. 

The converse al so occurred, that is, agenci es appeared in the rosters that 

. were never in fac:t involved in the DSO effor.t~ Finally, in one program sev-

eral agencies never responded to the request for rosters or did so only with 

great reluctance because they had been assured that if they agreed to partici

pate in the DSO progrrun, they would not be asked to submit to any LEAA evalua

tion. 

Problems such as these made it difficult to detennine the organizational 

outl ines of the DSO programs with accuracyan?cthe evaluation was made more 

difficult as a result. Usually the difficUlt~\~s arose b 1 ) ,we e i eve, because no 
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allowances were made for an extensive organizational eval uation such as thi s 

one and consequently there had been little concern given to d~fining the pre

ci se organizational features of the programs as they were bei~g assembled. In 

most cases the rosters had to be extended and amended several times and in 

their final fOrMS Inost of them provided at least a workable framework upon 

wh ich to base the i nvestigati on. However, the del ays caused by the attempts 

to c.ompl ete the roster~ stretched from weeks into months, consumed an inordi

nate amount of the staff time and research funds of the national eval uation 

team, and were a substantial factor, in the.aecision to shelve.the longitudinal 

dimension of the evaluation for all but those two programs, Spokane and Del a

ware, which had provided cOOlprehens;ve rosters ami high response rates much 

earlier than the other programs. 

At this point we are primarily conc~~ned with the problems \'1hic~ this 

delay caused for the evalu~tion of the DSO programs and not with the diffi

culties it might have caused for the actual implementation of the prograt1Js. 

It is clear that if the organizational features of. such pr'o~rams are to be 
~';<, 

properly eval uated in the future a cl ear statement mus't be made at the outset 

(preferably at the RFP stage) describing the nature of the evaluation and the 

extent of the detail about their projects that program directors are to be 

asked to provide. Th~ resulting savings in time, effort and money and the 

improvement in the qual ity of the evaluation frOOl having these expectations up 

front \Iii 11 mor~ than offset the added effort requi red of t\he program directors 

at the time when they are involved in establishing the organizational struc

tures of their programs. 
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Response Rates. 

Questionnaires were mailed to program partiCipants during December, 1976 

and Jflnuary, 1977. The i niti al returns were for the most part very slow and 

two mailed follow-ups'and a series of telephone contacts with project direc

tors and agency hea~~ were used over a five month period to improve the re-

sponse rates .. As the list shows, the fi nal returns ware quite variable: 

Alameda County, California 66% (96/145) 

Clark County, Washington 80% (20/25 ) 

Del aware 79% (37/47) 

Illinois 43% (60/139) 

Pima County, Arizona 56% (78/139) 

South Carol ina ~ 2.) 65% (37/57) 

Spoka ne ;=-~~a sh i ngtop 9i% (39/43 ) 

In ,general the returns were best for the personnel di rectly employed by the 

DSO grants and those directly charged with program administration, and worst 

for the paticipants who were involved at the periphery of the programs, sllch 

as foster parents and consultants. The overall response rate of 62% (367/595) 

would appear quite good cOOlpared to most mailed surveys but is lower than 

expected given that there was a strong mandate for the study and most of the 
i(l, 

subjects were aware, at, least in general -tenns, of the necessity for the evalua-

tion. 

As we pointed out above, personnel turnover was a problem in some sites 
y';'--

and could account for some of the failures to respond. Whenever we wer'e aware 

that respondents had left the program the response rates for their programs 

were adjusted upward because the non-responses were not actually refusals to 

respond. However, in all likelihood there was more turnover that we were 
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jJ 

not aware of but we were unable to document this in any detail at the time of 

the survey. 
.J_~ 

'.-:) 

A different problem affected the response rate for the program in Alameda 

County, Cal ifornia. Project participants reacted negatively to Section V of 

the questionnaire, which contained sociometric items designed to provide an 

index of the program's structure, specifica'lly, its patterns of inter-agency 

communication, influence and mutual support. It was not possible to convince 

the respondents that LEAA would respect the confidentiality of these items 

and the result was an extremely low response rate from the community based 

agencies in th~ program. A compromise was reac~ed by replacing the offending 

items with an alternative series of questions (see Appendix B) and the response 

rate improved considerably. However, because the sociometric items were 

dropped, the measurement of the internal 'connectedness of this progrCllll \'rill 

not be directly comparable with that of the other programs in the study. 

The length of the evaluation instrument (8 pages) and the fact that it 

came on the heels of many other DSO-related paperwork,obligations also.caused 

~iome rel uctance to respond. We wi 11 report 1 ater that paperwork was the 

most frequent source of work strain in many of the programs. In one program, 

in fact, several respondents campl ai ned that DSO paperwork had expanded to 

the point where it required more time than was spent actually dealing with 

the problems of clients. 

Fi nally, a small but vocal handful of program partici pants in almost 

every program objected in principl e to having their professional activities 

evaluated by a distant research team that had no first-hand experience with 

the circumstances that they, the practitioners, had to face. 
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Changes in the Longitudinal Design~ 

In order to conduct a Time l-Time 2 comparison we needed to have a high 

response rate for each program so that the two waves of the analysis would be 

based on the repl i es of essent i ally the same personnel. Because of the short 

1 ife of the programs, it was al so necessary to have a quick response to the 

first wave so that an appropriate interval could elapse between the two waves. 

As we have already pointed out there was approximately a six-months delay in 

the administration of the first wave of questionnaires, and only the programs 

in Spokane, Washington and Delaware responded quickly enough and with a high 

enough response rate that the second wave of the analysis remained feasible. 

In the ot'her programs the process of collecting the questionnaires took al

most six months before it was decided that the response rate was acceptable 

(or as high as it would ever be), and because of this it was not possible to 

allow an appropriate interval to elapse before the second wave would have had 

to be administered. The second wave was sent to the Spokane and Delaware 

programs in September, 1977 and the analysis comparing the two waves for 

these sites will be presented in a separate report. 
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3. SUMMARY 

The overall research design for thi s eval uation was altered in some major 

and minor ways and as a consequence is less comprehensive than originally 

intended. With a few exceptions the representatives of the different programs 

cooperated as much as coul d be expected given the uncertai nty of the situa

tions they faced. Many of the problems that were encountered can be traced to 

the fact that most of the programs were funded and implemented with only indis

tinctly drawn organizational features. New projects were combined with or 

superimposed upon ongoing ones and formerly independent agencies were tied 

into networks of service delivery with other agencies, both public and private. 

Methods of coordination, spheres of responsibility and the division of labor 

among the parts of these complicated systems were not always apparent. An 

argument coul d certainly be made that a fl exibly structured approach to the 

delivery of human services is preferable to one that requires precisely defined 

organizational features, on the grounds that such flexibility will have a 

payoff in performance that a more bureaucratic approach would sacrifice. 

However, indistinctly defined boundaries and responsibilities are not synony

mous with the flexibility this argument has in mind. The lack of clarity 

encountered in the DSO programs meant that their activity often took place in 

an atmosphere of .turbulence and uncertainty, a fact that should definitely 

influence the way the findings are read. The idea of conducting an organiza-
,,; 

tional evaluation was sometimes conceptually out of phase with the somewhat 

unorganized state of the programs. 
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1. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES 

The backgroun1 characteristics of the seven programs are given in Tables 

1A to lE. They sho\'tconsiderable variation, both wi'thin and between programs, 

in terms of occupational composition, gender ratios, age, race, education and 

experi ence. 

Occupationally, not all respondents provided ~asily recognizable or clear

ly defined labels for themselves (Table 1.4.). Counselors and social workers 

were the most numerous, followed by the category "supervisor/coordinator/ 

administrator," and. then probation officers. Together these groups accounted 

for over two thirds of all participants. The ranainder were spread over a 

wide range of skills, including psychologist, recreation specialist, consul

tant and support staff, such as secretary, accountant,and so forth. 

Looking at the individual programs, Arizona, Alameda County and Clark 

County had rel ative1y high proportions of counselors and of probatio,n officers, 

whereas in the ranaining four programs far greater reliance was placed on 

social workers and, interestingly', on admi.ntstrators. 

Most of the participants had academic credentials, about evenly divided 

between bache10r1s and master1s degrees (Table lB). By this criterion, the 

Illinois program relied least on degree holders (35% had no degree) and Spokane 

represented the other end of the range (55% had master l s q.egrees or better) • 
. \ 

Arizona ranked lowest in average number of years of professional experience 

(4.2 years) and Cl ark County r.anked higHest (7.2 years). When the three sets 

of information in Table 1B are taken together, the seven programs fall into two 

fairly distinct categories. Arizona, Illinois, and South Carolina practitioners 

were somewhat less educated (in terms of years of schooling and degrees held) 
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and 1 ess experienced than the members of the programs in Al ameda,. Cl ark County, 

Delaware, and Spokane. Though the variations were not great, Arizona, Illinois, 

and South Carolina also anployed proportionally fewer whites (Table 1C) and 

substanti any 1 arger numbers of practitioners 30 years of age or 1 ess (Tabl e 
lD). 

Different strategi~s concerning professionalism seen to be indicated by 

this, with Arizona, Illinois, and South Carolina representing a less tradi

tional (younger, less educated, more likely to be non-white) alternative than 

the other programs. It is outside the range of this organizational evaluation, 

but other parts of the investigation should examine whether these distinctions' 

bear any rel ationshi p to cl i ent char:acteri stics and cl i ent outcomes. 

Finally, g~nder breakdowns are given in Table lE. Women outnumbered men 

in all the programs except Alameda County, with the greatest disproportion 

(70%) appearing in Del aware. Overall, the ratio of women to men was roughly 
6:4. 
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TABLE lAo 

OCCUPATIONAL COMPOSITION (% ) OF SEVEN DSO ?ROGRA.'>1S 

CLARK SOUTH ALL 
ALA."IEDA ARIZmlA COUNTY DELAWARE ILLINOIS CAROLINA 'SPOKANE PROGRAMS 

TREAT11ENT 

Counselor 

Houseparent 

Social Worker 

Volunteer 

Psychologist 

Therapist 

Recreation 

COURT-RELATED 

Unspeci fi ed 

Probation Officer 

Court Liaison Officer 

" ADlHNISTRATION 

Administrator· 

Corrmuni ty l~orkerl 
Program Development 

TECHNICAL STAFF 

Consul tant 

Researcher 

Planner 

Attorney 

?UPPORT STAFF 

Accountant 

Busi neSS :·Ianager 

Statistician 

Secretary 

Other Clerical 

Public Re1atidns 

30.3 

11.2 

2.2 

11.2 

12.4 

12.4 

6.7 

1.0 

1 .1 

1.1 

3.4 

4.5 

26.3 

3.9 

19.7 

3.9 

1.3 

1.3 

11.8 

1.3 

7.9 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

3.9 

1.3 

9.2 

20.0 

15.0 

5.0 

15.0 

15.0 

5.0 

5.0. 

10.0 

1:3.5 

, 51.4 

2.7 

2.7 

18,9 

5.4 

Z.7 

* Includes "Supervisors," ·"Coordinator51! and "Administrators." 
** Teacher, Nurse, Student, "Change Agent" 

l { 

7.0 

. 33.3 

5.3 

3.5 

21.1 

5.3 

1.8 

1.8 

5.3 

8.6 

34.3 

2.9 

31.5 

8.6 

2.9 

14.3 

)i 
t~" 

13.9 

2.8 

42.2 

2.8 

8.3 

2.8 

·16.7 

. 2.8 

2.8 

2.8 
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19.5 

1.1 

27.2 

1.4 

4.9 

4.3 

.3 

.3 

7.2 

.3 

14.5 

1.4 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.9 

.3 

.3 

.3 

3.2 

1.7 

.3 

4.6 
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TABLE lB. 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS OF PARTICIPANTS IN SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 

PROGRAM 

ALAMEDA 

ARIZONA 

. CLARK COUNTY 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PROGRAMS 

MEAN YEARS MEAN YEARS 
EDUCATION EXPERIENCE 

17.3 

16.1 

17.3 

16.9 

16.1 

16.3 

17.3 

16.7 

6.0 

4.2 

7.2 

6.8 

5.5 

5.4 

6.5 

5.7 

ACADEMIC DEGREE HELD 

PROGRAM 

ALAMEDA 

ARIZONA 

CLARK COUNTY 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PROGRAMS 

PERCENT PERCENT 
PERCENT 2-YEAR PERCENT MASTER'S 

NO DEGREE DEGREES BACHELOR'S AND ABOVE 

10.1% 

27.6 

15.0 

8.1 

35.1 

17.1 

8.3 

18.6 

2.2% 

3.9 

0.0 

.. 5.4 

1.8 

2.9 

2.8 

41.6% 

43.4 

45.0 

40.5 

35.1 

45.7 

33.3 

40.7 

46.1% 

24.9 

40.0 

45.9 

28.1 

34.3 

55.5 

37.9 

,. 
\ ,. 
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TABLE 1D. 

AGE BREAKDOWNS FOR THE PARTICIPANTS IN SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 

PERCENT IN AGE CATEGORIES: 
UNDER 

20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 --
ALAMEDA 0.0 18.0 35.9 23.7 5.5 6.7 2.2 

ARIZONA 5.2 31.6 33.0 14.3 9.1 1.3 1.3 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 15.0 15.0 35.0 10.0 5.0 10.0 

DELAWARE 0.0 8.1 29.7 29.7 2.7 13.5 8.1 

ILLINOIS 0.0 31.6 39.9 10.6 12.3 7.1 1.8 

SOUTH CAROLINA 2.9 22.9 48.6 17 .2 2.9 0.0 0.0 

SPOKANE 0.0 11.2 33.5 30.6 2.8 5.6 5.6 

ALL'PROGRAMS 1.5 31.7 33.4 20.6 6.9 5.4 3.1 
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TABLE lEo 

GENDER BREAKDOWNS FOR THE PARTICIPANTS OF SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 

. 0 \ 

J 
.' ;, , 

ALAMEDA 

ARIZONA 

CLARK COUNTY 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PROGKAMS 

I; --C;"'i~'rw->""~yj'-~:-:----r-:-----~ ,-- ---- -'---. --------.'",,- -"" 
j', • 

" \':' j ~ ..... .. ",,'" 

! I 

PERCENT 
MALE 

51.7 

39.5 

40.,.0 

27.0 

42.1 

31.4 

47.2 

41.8 

PERCENT NO 
FEMALE ANSWER 

'48.3 0.0 

60.5 0.0 

,60.0 0.0 

'"70.3 2.7 
\', 

56.1 1.8 

68.6 0.0 

52.8 0.0 

57.6 0.6 
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2. TREATMENT PHILOSOPHIES AND STRATEGIES 

Eight questions (items 3-10 in Section II of the questionnaire) were used 

to' assess the DSO participants' opinions about the problems of juvenile offen

ders. Four of these items dealt with the etiology of juvenile problems and the 

other four dealt with their judgments as to the generally proper strategy to 

use in dealing with those problems. These two sets of opinions will be dis

cussed in turn and then the results of a factor analysis based on all ei~jht 

items will be reported. It was hoped that these items wouldt~eveal any i'mpor

tant philosophical and strategic differences among the programs. As the dis

cussion proceeds, it should be clear that profound differen!;es pf this sort 

were'not in evidence.* 

Etiology. 

Respondents were asked to express, on a scal e of 1-9, their degree of 

endorsement of the following four items dealing with etiology: 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY: 

Use the foll owi ng scal e to indicate the extent to which you thi nk juve
niles in trouble are responsible for their own problems: 

The juvenile is The juvenile is 
usually to bl arne 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 usually not to bl arne 
for his/her problems for his/her problems 

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY: 

On the following scale indicate the effect of social institutions as a 
contributing factor causing juveniles to get into trouble: 

Not usually a Usually a major 
major factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 factor 

* A different set of items might have produced different results. The develop
ment of reliable scales for these orientations sho.uld have high pri'ority in 
evaluation research. 
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PSYCHOLOGICAL ADJUSlr'iENT: 

How important are problems of psychological adjustment as a contributing )) 
factor causing juveniles to get into trouble? ~ 

Not usually a Usually a major 
major factor 1 2 3 4 5" 6 7 8 9 factor 

SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS: 

How important are the j uvenil e l s immedi ate soci al surroundi ngs as a con-' 
tributing factor causing him/her to get into trouble? 
Not usually a 
maj or factor 

Usually a maj or 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 factor 

In each case, the higher the number circ.led, the more supportive or "l iberal II 

the response, in the sense of locating the source of problems outside the vo

lition of the individual offender. It is important to note that, given the way 

the first item was worded, to endorse it was to indicate that juveniles are not 

responsible for their own troubles and not to endorse it impl ied that part of 

the blame does rest with the offendet'. 
i"' 

The consensus from one program to another on these items was quite strong, 

as Table 2A on the following page shows. When the average levels of endorse

ment of the four items are ranked from high to low for all seven programs com

bined, the following order obtains: 

(.j, 
SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS (mean = 7.6) 

PSYCHOLOGICAL ADJUSTMENT (7.0) 

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY (5.9) 

INDIVIDUAL'RESPONSIBILITY (5.5) 
- "-. 

The same order among these items appeared with minor deviations in each of the 

separate programs, suggesting that the participants, on the whole, were in 

basic a'greement that a chil d' s immedi ate soc; al surroundi ngs were most 1 i kely 

to be a source of problems, followed by problems of a psychological nature and 

problems involving the failure of community institutions. Tije r:iesponses to 
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TABLE 2A. 

MEAN SCORES ON FOUR ITEMS DEALING WITH THE 
ETIOLOGY OF JUVENILE PROBLEMS 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESPONSIBILITyb 

5.6 

5.3 

5.6 

5.8 .! 

5.6 

5.7 

5.4 

5.5 

ETIOLOGY ITEMSa 

INSTITUT IONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS FACTORS 
6.0 6.9 

5.8 6.8 

5.0 7.1 

6.1 7.3 

5.6 7.3 

6.0 6.6 

6.1 6.8 

5.9 7.0 

SOCIAL 
SURROUNDINGS 

7.7 

7.5 

7.4 

7.7 

7.6 

7.5 

7.9 

7.6 

a Items 3, 5, 6 and 7 is· . ,;~) .... -------
b n. ectlon II of the questionnaire 

Higher scores refle t d 
responsible ~or his/he~no~~s~~~~ie~: the idea that the individual is not 
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the item assessing personal responsibil ity were something of an anomaly. Given 

the rel atively "l iberal" endorsement of the idea that social conditions and 

adjustment problems figure strongly in juvenile troubles, it is a little sur

prising to encounter the noticeably less supportive pattern of replies to the 

question dealing with personal responsibility. The responses to this item 

serve as a caution against stereotyping DSO practitioners in terms of clear

cut, predefined philosophical dichotomies. To believe that impersonal forces 

and psychological problems are important causal factors is no guarantee that 

the respondent wi 11 a1 so abso1 ve the offender of a measure of personal respon-

sibil ity. 

The detailed response frequency breakdown on this HF:!TJ assessing indivi-

dual responsibi1 ity is instructive. Just about 40% of the respondents were 

neutral (scores of 5) and another 17% leaned decisively toward the idea of 

individual responsibility (adding together those with scores less than 5): 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Relative Cumulative 
Frequency Proportion Proportion 

Juvenile is to blame 1 2 .6% .6'X. 

2 10 2.9% 3.5% II 

3 18 5.2% 8.7% . 
4 28 8.1% 16.9% 

,,' 

5 139 40.4% 57.3% 

6 60 17.4% 74.7% 
.':;.!'" 

7 47 l3.7'fa 88.4% 

8 3,3 9.6% 98.0% 

Juvenile not to blame 9 7 2.0% 100.0% 
344 ]00.0% 
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It is true that the largest single segment (a total of 43%) favored the support-

ive or lenient pole of this scale (scores above 5); nevertheless, a sizeable 

proportion of the participants were apparently unwilling to rule out personal 

responsibility as one of the factors leading to problems for juveniles. 

Treatment Strategies. 

In addition to the questions on etiology, the following four items were 

used to record participants· conceptions of the appropriate strategy for dea1-

ing with the problems of juveniles: 

PUNISHMENT: 

In dealing with juveniles who are in trouble, \~at is the best strategy? 
Ordinarily, juve-
niles in trouble 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
shoul d receive 
puni shment 

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE: 

Ordinarily, juve
niles in trouble 
should not receive 
puni shment 

Hm"i much effort s~oul~ th?se ~ho deal with the problems of juveniles make 
tO,change the soclal lnstltutlons of the surrounding community? 
Should be Should be given 
given very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 a great deal of 
1 ittl e effort effort 

PSYCHOLOGICAL CHANGE: 

How,much effort should those who deal with the problems of juveniles make 
to lmpr:ove a ch i1 d· s psycho 1 09i cal adj ustment? c 

Should be Should be given 
given very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 a great deal of 
little effor.t effort 

CHANGE SURROUNDINGS: 

In your opinion, how much effort should those who deal with the problems 
of juveniles make to change the immediate social surroundings the juve
niles have to live with? 
Should be 
given very 
1 ittl e effort 

1 234 5 6 789 
Should be given 
a great deal Qf 
effort 

719 
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Of these four strategies, attempting to improve the client's psychological 

adj ustment wa s the most favorably rated one (see, Tab 1 e 2B, next page), followed 

by attempts to change institutions and social surroundings. Withholding punish

ment was the least favored strategy. As the following breakdown shows, the 

repl ies on this punishment item were concentrated toward the "should not be 

punished" option; nevertheless, it is significant that fully o~e third of all 

respondents were either neutral or tended ",to favor pun; shrnent to some degree, a 

pattern noticeably less "liberal" than that exhibited by the other three items: 

PUNISHMENT AS A STRATEGY 

Rel ative Cumulative 
Freguenc~ ProEortion ProEortion 

" (I 

Juvenile should be 1 5 1.5% 1~5% 

i,,-: 2 7 2.0% 3.5% 

, I 

", 1 

! 
"f 

7/ ! 
I 

3 7 2.0% 5.5% 

4 16 4.7% '10.2% 

5 77 22.4% 32.6~ 

6 44 12.8% 45.3% 
i) 

7 75 ,~, 21.8% 67.2% 

8 73 20.9% 88.4% 

Juvenile ~hould not 
be pun i shed" 9 40 11.6% 100.0% 

344 100.0% 
,', ':! 

As with the etiology items, the consensus among t~e seven programs on 
'. 

these ,four strategy items was fairly strong. No. one program stood out as dr~Jl1a,'!" 

tically more 1 ikely to endorse or reject any single approach. It is important 
" ' to keep in mind that the strategy itans were not presented to the respondents • ! 

i as mutually exclusfve alternatives. They were asked to give their assessment 
, I \ 
I of each approach separately and it is probable that most. would H\~ve favored ,II 
1 a technique that canbined several r-eactions to clients' problems.\ 

I ' 1 \ 
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TABLE 2B. 

MEAN SCORES ON FOUR ITEMS DEALING WITH 
STRATEGIES FOR DEALING WITH JUVENILE PROBLEMS 

STRATEGY ITEMSa 

PUN ISHMENTb I NST !TUT! ONAl PSYCHOLOGICAL 
CHANGE CHANGE 

'.,~ 

6.9 6.9 7.7 

6.5 7.2 7.6 

6.7 6.6 7.4 

6.6 7.1 7.8 

6.1 7.1 7.7 

5.9 7.1 7.6 

6.1 7.3 6.7 

6.5 7.1 7.6 

a Items 4, 8, 9 and 10 in Section II of the questionnaire 

CHANGE 
SOCIAL 

SURROUNDINGS 

7.0 
" 

7.3 

6.3 

7.2 

7.3 

7.3 

7.0 
, ' 

7.1 
i , 

'b . ' c' c· 

Hlgher scores reflect ~ndo~~ement of the idea that punishment is not appropriate 
as. a strategy for deallng wlth the problems of juveniles -

i 
I 
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It was pointed out in the previous section that the seven DSO programs 

could be tentatively separated into two groups on the issue of professionalism 

(or, more precisely, differences in training and experience, age and race). 

From thi s, it might have been expected that Arizona, III i noi s, and South Caro

lina, which we characterized as the three less "traditional ll programs, would 

exhibit noticeably more liberal aggregate profiles on these eight etiology and 

strategy itans, on the presumption that a conscious attanpt had been made to 

select and recruit practitioners of a more or less common philosophical and 

professional persuasion. This was not the case. As we have seen the varia

tions from program to program were small in general and bore no obvi ous rel a

tionshi p to the demographic canpositions, of the programs. Nor was there a 
. 

clear indication that the demographic and professional characteristics of in-

dividuals bore any direct relationship to their orientations toward etiology 

and strategy. The correlations with education, experience, gender, and race 

were generally unremarkable (Table 2C). 

A Factor Analysis. 

In a final attanpt to discover distinct patterns in these data, a routine' 

factor analys is was perfonned. Origi nally, it was specul ated that the repl i es 

to the set of etiology and strategy items would suggest scales that would di

vide. the practitioners into clear-cut categories based on distinctive phil

osophical/practical positions. Several factors were thought possible. One 

would involve the";emphasis on psychological and individual cause,~ and solutions 
\'., 1\ 

,. 
as opposed to structural, social or institutional causes and scnlJiions and 

another would distinguish between punitive,versus non~pun;)tive approaches. The 
l'-: 

first of these distinctions would correspond to a division of opinion con-
0, I 

cerning psychogenic versus sociogenic causes and the second wOl,Jld roughly 
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TABLE 2C. 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF DSO 
PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR ATTITUDES TOWARD ETIOLOGY AND TREATMENT STRATEGY 

, ETIOLOGY ITEMS STRATEGY ITEMS 

~ 

INDIV
IDUAL 

RACE .04 
GENDER -.04 
EDUCATION .22** 
EXPERIENCE .00 

ARIZONA 
RACE -.14 
GENDER .01 
EDUCATION .03 
EXPERIENCE -.12 

CLARK COUNTY 
RACE __ a 

GENDER .08 
EDUCATIO~ -.24 
EXPERIENCE -.16 

DELAWARE 
RACE -.15 
GENDER .24* 
EDUCATION .01 
EXPERIENCE -.01 

ILLINOIS 
RACE -.16 
GENDfR -.00 
EDUCATION -.10 
EXPERIENCE .06 

SOUTH CAROLIr4A 
RACE .... 30** 
GENDER .2711 

EDUCATION .06 
EXPERIENCE -.20 

SPOKANE 
RACE .15 
GENDER -.01 
EDUCATION -.10 
EXPERIENCE .06 

ALL PROGRAMS 
RACE -.09* 
GENDER .04 
EDUCATrON .03 
EXPERtENCE -.03 

a 
All respondents were white 

INSTITU
TIONAL 

-.13 
-.04 

.11 
-.05 

.09 

.14 

.12 

.16* 

.00 

.28 

.09 

.03 

.06 

.10 
-.11 

.05 

.20* 

.03 

.06 

-.09 
.23* 
.20 
.03 

-.25* 
-.24* 
-.25*. 

.11 

.00 

.06 

.09* 

.04 

PSYCHO
LOGICAL 

-.09 
-.07 
-.15* 
-.09 

.08 

.01 
-.18* 
-.01 

-.24 
.01 
.16 

.04 

.17 
-.08 
.15 

SOCIAL PUNISH-

-.04 
-.05 
-.07 
-.15* 

~ 

.17* 
-.06 

.18** 

.03 

.08 .07 
-.20** .09 
.17* .00 
.04 .04 

-.02 .27 
-.01 -.14 
.01 .45** 

.23* .21 
-.08 .05 
.04 .10 
.19 -.01 

-.24** -.20* .05 
.06 
.24** 

-.10 -.15 
-.10 -.20* 
-.06 -.05 

-.49*** -.07 
.02 .04 
.18 -.14 

-.12 -.00 

-.17 
-.07 
-.17 
.02 

-.18 
-.15 
.24* 

-.23* 

-.10** -;02 
-.04 -.10** 
-.10** -.01 
-.01 -.02 

-.07 

.03 

.44*** 

.44*** 

.04 

.42*** 
-.03 

.45*** 
-.11 

.12*** 

.08* 

.19*** 

.02 

INSTITU
TIONAL 
CHANGE 

-.12 
-.20** 
.10 

-.01 

-.02 
.09 
.14 
.23** 

-.23 
-.33 
-.11 

.17 

.15 
-.06 
-.15 

-.12 
.06 

-.04 
-.05 

-.08 
.43*** 
.10 
.05 

-.22* 
-.13 
.03 
.02 

-.08* 
-.02 
.00 
.01 

One asterisk represents p < :10, two represent p < .05, and three represent p < .01. 

PSYCHO
LQGICAL 
~ 

-.17* 
-.14* 
-.16* 
-.07 

-.08 
.01 

-.15* 
-.04 

-.38** 
.01 
.28 

.22* 
-.Q6 
-.10 
.39*** 

-.37*** 
-.17 
-.20* 
.13 

-.17 
-.25* 
-.16 
-.22 

-.25* 
-.22* 
-.10 
-.07 

-.17*** 
-.14*** 
-.15***, 
.02 

CHANGE 
SURROUNDINGS 

-.05 
-.21** 
.03 

-.20** 

-.10 
-.01 

.01 

.12' 

-.12 
-.17 
.15 

.19 
-.00 
.07 
.11 

-.27** 
-.01 
-.15 
.12 

. -.20 
.17 

-.06 
-.23* 

-.16 
.01 

-.03 
-.28** 

-.10.** 
-.06 
.,05 
-.O~ 
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parallel the conservative-liberal split over whether juvenile misdeeds are acts 

of will or reactions to circumstances largely beyond the control of the indi

vidual. 

When the responses were factor analyzed, a solution was produced which, 

indicated that individual practitioners can ,be arrayed on three dimensions~ one 

comprised largely of attitudes toward blame and punishment, a second based on 
, 

opinions about the role of structural factors, such as social and institutional 

variables, and the third composed of assessments of psychological factors.* :) 
.! 

Given that the rotation was orthogonal, an individual's score on one of the 

three bore little or no relationship to their score on either of the other two. 

Thus, a person could score consistently hlgh, or low, or medium on all three 

dimensions. As an example of what this means, it wouJd be possible to separate 

those prac,titioners who took a punitive view from those who did not, and the 

resulting dichotomy would not permit a prediction of the extent to which the 

two groups stress, or fa.;l to stress, structural factors or psychol ogi cal fac-

tors. 

Factor scores representing individuals' positions on each of these three 

composite dimensions were calculated and the means computed for each of the 
II 

programs ; nthe hope that thi s woul d bring the smal r di fferences that were 

reported in Tables 2A and 2B into a little sharper focus. Factor scores are 
[,1 

constructed in such a way that the grand mean for all the respondents combined 

is zero. Departures from zero wi thin a given DSO program provides an idea of 

how different that program is, in the aggregate, from the others. Scores above 

the grand mean are more "liberal!! and those below the mean are less IIliberal il ' 

than the average. Table 20 below displays the results on this analysis. , u 

* Principal components analysis, varimax rotation. Three factors had eigenvalues 
above 1.0. Analyses performed separately fqr the seven programs produced 
basically similar results. 
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TABLE 20. 

COMPARISONS (MEAN FACTOR SCORES) AMONG 
PROGRAMS ON THREE CO~1POSITE DIMENSIONS REPRESENTING 

THE STRESS ON PSYCHOLOGICAL, STRUCTURAL AND 
PUNITIVE CAUSES AND SOLUTIONS 

PROGRAM AND 
DOMINANT Psychological Structural 

DIVERSION STRATEGY Dimension Dimension 

Alameda (Fami ly 
Counseling) 

Arizona (Advocacy) 

Clark County (Family 
Counseling) 

Delaware (Eclectic) 

Illinois (Advocacy) 

South Carolina 
(Eclectic) 

Spokane (Eclectic) 

.00 

-.08 

.01 

.17 

.18 

-.12 

-.22 

-.04 

.10 

-.58 

.03 

-.03 

.09 

.18 

a Positive scores r~pre\S.~i1t "lUn~,puniti ve responses 

FACTOR LOADINGS 

Punitive 
Dimensiona 

.18 

-.11 

.12 

.16 

-.05 

-.13 

-.24 

QUESTIONNAIRE ~sychological Structural Punitive ITEMS Dimension Dimension 'Dimension 
1. Individual Responsibility .16 .01 .78 2. Punishment as a Strategy -.09 .18 .76 3. Institutional Factors -.23 .60 .30 4. PsyChologi ca 1 Factors .79 -.03 .06 5. Social Surroundings .55 .36 -.01 6. Change Soci a 1 Surroundings .34 .72 7 .'" Psyc:ho 1 og i ca 1 Change .81 

-.11 
.02 .02 8. Institutio~~l Change .08 .79 .15 ; .. -~: 
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Individuals in the Delaware and Illinois programs placed more than the 

average and the participants in South Carolina and Spokane less than the aver

age emphasi s on psycho1 ogi cal factors. The 1 atter two programs were a1 so, on 

the average, a little more punitive in their orientations (that is, less likely 

to endorse the position that juveniles are not to blame and/or not to be pun

ished),1 while Alameda, Clark County, and Delaware were relatively less punitive 

than the average. The sharpest departure from the norm, however, is apparent 

on the structural dimension. Clark County participants were clearly less like

ly than those in other programs to think in terms of these structural and insti

tutional causes and solutions. 

It is interesting to compare these results with what is known about the 

actual approaches to treatment that the different programs adopted. Program 

orga.nizers in C1ar:-k County and Alameda described their programs as emphasizing 

family c'risis counseling, Arizona and Illinois stressed a youth advocacy ap

proach and Spokane,Delaware and South Carolina reported using an eclectic 

approach. These distinctions bear only a very tel,lUouS relationship to the 

three dtimensions in Table 2D. The clearest difference is that the participants 

'in the two family counseling-Ol~iented programs, Clark County and Alameda, tended 

to be a 1 itt1 e less punitive than the average, a di stinction they shared with 

'one "ec1ectic" program, Delaware. The partici.pants in one of the family coun

seling programs, Clark County, ~'lere also noticeably less likely to emphasize 

structural causes and solutions, though they were no more lik.ely than the aver

age to stress psychological problems and solutions. Two of the three eclectic 

.~' programs, South Carol ina and Spokane, were/~ di sti nctive, in two ways. The ear-

tic i pa nts of ea~h on the average 'pI aced )J~s emphasis on psycho 1 ogi cal factors 
,dl 

and were more 1 ikely to adopt a punitive'
< stance toward juvenil es. The advocacy 
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programs resembled the eclectic programs on the punitive dimension but fell 

into no clear pattern on the other two dimensions. 

These untidy comparisons are inconclusive at best and should be regarded 

with caution. Remember that these relative differences exist in a context 

that,overall, was generally 1 iberal (Tables2A and 2B). Note also that while 

those in charge of organizi ng the di fferent DSO efforts generally 1 eaned in 

favor of one service delivery mode or another, the reality in most cases was no 

doubt more mixed than the simple classification into "advocacy," "fami1y coun

seling" and "eclectic" types implies. Additionally, in at least one instance, 

Alameda County, a family counseling diversion strategy was imposed on some 

participating agencies that were themselves committed to an advocacy approach, 

. and there were other examples of philosophical differences between program 

organizers and participating agencies. This would no doubt produce a more 

mixed program and one internally more diverse philosophically than would be 

expected given just the statement of preferred diversion strategy from the 

policy makers in the different programs. 

Summary. 

In short, from this analysis no very profound philosophical differences 

among the programs should be assumed. Rather, what appears to be the case is 

noticeable but for the most part moderate differences in emphasis from one 

program to another ,that seem to bear very little relationship either to the 

programs' demographic and professional profil es or, perhaps more crucially, to 

the stated treatment preferences offered by program organizers. In one sense 

these fi ndi ngs a"re qui te remarkab'l e. The seven programs surveyed were geograph-

ie,ally di spersed, were assembl ed in widely varyi ng Circumstances, expressed 

different objectives and relied differentially on public and private agencies 
-.0, 
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to achieve their goals. Not to discover greater philosophical polarjties is 

something of a surprise, for it implies that such concerns were subsidiary to 

(and perhaps subordinated to) other considerations in the assembling of the 

programs. * 

I, 

.* A multipleregress!on analysis (not shown) a'lso r~vealed that these philos
ophy and strategy lt~I!IS ~o~e no ~ignificant relationship to community basedness 
a,!"ter the effects of lndlvldual s demographic and,organizational characteris-

, tlCS were controlled~"" 
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3. DECISION-MAKING ARRANGEMENTS 

Relationships between the DSO decision makers and their subordinates 

were assessed by a series of questions in Section IV of the questionnaire. 

Note that parallel questions were asked of rank and file participants and 

supervisors so that the view of decision making as seen from above could be 
J;,-; 

'I 

compared with the vt~w from below. 

The major distinction to be drawn involves the comparison of three dif

ferent styles of supervision, participative (decisions are mutual), directive 

(supervisor makes most decisions) and laissez faire (subordinates make most of 

the decisions). It is generally assumed that professional and semi-professional 

practitioners working in organizations (rather than pri'vately) both expect and 

demand to share in the decisions concerning the actual performance of their 

, jobs and to have a fair amount of influence over the determi'nati,on of general 

1 ; policy in the organization that employs them. The prediction, then, was that 

the DSO programs would be str~«:tured along participative li'nes and, as Table 

3A shows, from the point of vi'ew of the rank and ftle, a decisi-on maki'ng style 

that allowed their participati'on was by far the most commonly reported arrange

ment. In every program except the one in Delaware more than three-fourths of 

the responses fell into the two categories specifying p~rti'ci'pation. Delaware 

was an exception because about a third of theparttci'pants there reported a 

laissez faire pattern. In no instance was the di'recti've style reported by.more 

than a very small minority. 1n fact, i'f the "participative" and "l ai'ssez faire-<' 

'responses are combined, the proporti'on of practiti'on~rs, making either some or 

nearly all of the decisions about thei'r work jumps" to 90% overall and ranges 

729 
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PROGRAM 

ALAMEDA 

ARIZONA 

CLARK COUNTY 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PROGRAMS 

, , 

PERCENT 
MUTUAL 

DECISIONS 

52.1% 

73.1 

64.7 

51.7 

50.0 

63.3 

60.0 

59.6 

TABLE 3A. 

STYLES OF DECISION-MAKING AS 
REPORTED BY SUBORDINATES 

DECISION-MAKING PATTERNS 
MUCH DISCUSSION 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S MUTUAL 

DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS 

4.2% 7.0% 23.9% 

1.5 6.0 14.9 

0.0 5.9 11.8 

3,.4 13.8 6.9 

5.3 5.3 28.9 

6.7 3.3 16.7 

4.0 0.0 20.0 
~ :!~ ! 

3.6 6.1 18.8 

.. " 

, Il 

/ . 
I 

LITTLE DISCUSSION 
PERCENT PERCENT 

SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S 
DECISIONS DECISIONS 

9.9% 2.8% 

1.5 3.0 

5.9 11.8 

3.4 20.7 

7.9 2.6 

6.7 3.3 

4.0 12.0 

5.8 6.1 
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from 86.6% in South Carolina to 97% in Arizona. Viewed in this way, profes

sional autonomy was a reality for almost all of the DSO participants. 

Looking at the data in Table 3A another way, a great deal of discussion 

about decisions was a~so frequent~J' reported, ranging from a high of about 

81% in Arizona to lows of 69% in Delaware and 61% in Illinois. Not surpr;.s~ 

ing1y, most people also approved of the style of decision making in their pro

gram, judging from the results in Table 3B. More than 70% in all programs 

i'ndicated that they would not change the arrangement in which they were then 

involved and, of the remainder, far more expressed a preference for more partici

pation than for less. 

Far supervisors, the result was essentially the same (see Table 3C). Mu

'tuality was reportea by from 70% to 100% of the sup~rvisors responding and a 

greata:leal of discussion was indicated by more than 80% in all seven programs. 

,Delaware again stands out as the only program in whtch a laissez faire style 

, was at all conmon. Equany important was the fact that a directive style of 

supervision was in evidence with any frequency in only one program, South 

Carolina (1~.2%). 

like the rank and file, supervisors also seemed comfortable with thei"r 

decision-making styles (Table 3D). Overall, more than three""fourths, of them 

i,ndicated a preference for the status quo i,n their relationships with subordi

nates. There was, however, one signifi'cant excepti'on. I'n South Carolina, a 
I' 

substantial majority (73%) of the supervisors expressed' a preference for greater 

parti~lpation by subordi';!1at~s. Since the supervisors i'n thi's: progr~m also 

reported the greatest frequency of di'r,ective leadership, it is possi'ble that 

supervisor-subordinate relations were somewhat strai'ned, though the numbers are 

far from conc 1 us i ve. Another suggesti've pi ece of evidence from the survey poi'nts 

in the same direction. In Table 3~ data are presented,on the aver~ge frequency 

731 
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J) TABLE 3B. 
:, 

PREFERENCES EXPRESSED BY SUBORDINATES IN 
DECISION-MAKING WITH THEIR SUPERVISORS 

PERCENT WHO PREFER: 
LESS SAME 

PARTICIPATION . PARTICIPATION 
MORE 

PART lC:l~? ATI ON --)' 
ALAMEDA 4.1% 81.1% 14.9% 
ARIZONA 1.5 83.8 14.7 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 82.4 17.6 
DELAWARE 10.3 79.3 10.3 
ILLINOIS 0.0 71.4 28.6 

SOUTH CAROLINA 0.0 83.9 16.1 

SPOKANE 4.0 76.'0 20.0 

ALL, PROGRAMS 2.8 80.1 17.1 
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PROGRAM 

ALAMEDA 

ARIZONA 

CLARK COUNTY 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PROGRAMS 

. \:)' 
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TABLE 3C. 

STYLES OF DECISION-MAKING AS REPORTED BY SUPERVISORS 

DECISION-MAKING PATTERNS 
MUCH DISCUSSION 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
MUTUAL SUPERVISOR'S RESiPONDENT'S MUTUAL 

DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS 

75.9% 6.9% 0.0% 17.2% 

75.9 0.0 10.3 10 .• 3 

100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

53.8 7.7 23.1 15.4 

83.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 

63.6 18.2 0.0 9.1 

90.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 

75.0 4.5 5.4 13.4 

r I. • i II 
" .... :;:- II." .. -., .. / . . :' ;:..[_IIIIiIIi.-o ____ ....;... ___ ..... ...;. _______ ~ _____ '"""_ ____ '""'__ _ ___'___=__~____'_ __ ~~~~ 

. , 

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

, 

LITTLE DISCUSSION , 
l PERCENT PERCENT I SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S 

DECISIONS DECISIONS 11 
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0.0% 0.0% /I 
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TABLE 3D. 

'c SUPERVISORS' PREFERENCES FOR PARTICIPATION BY 
THEIR SUBORDINATES IN DECISION-MAKING 

PERCENT WHO PREFER: 
LESS SAME MORE 

PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION 
PROGRAM BY SUBORDINATES BY SUBORDINATES BY SUBORDINATES 

ALAMEDA 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 

ARIZONA 3.3 80.0 16.7 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 100.0 0.,,0 

DELAWARE 7.1 78.6 14.3 

ILLINOIS 5.0 85.0 10.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 0.0 27.3 72.7 

SPOKANE 0.0 90.0 10.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 2.6 76.9 20.5 
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TABLE 3E. 

PREQUENCY AND QUALITY OF SUPERVISOR-SUBORDINATE CONTACTS 

REPORTED 
BY SUBORDINATES 

MEAN 
FREQUENCya MEAN 

QUALITyb 

ALAMEDA 

ARIZONA, 

CLARK COUNTY 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PROGRAMS 

aResponse Categories: 
1"2 

Less Than 'About 
Once Once 

A Week A Week 

bResponse Categories: 

3.5 

4.3 

2.4 

4.0 

2.7 

4~1 

3.7 

3.6 

3 
Several 
Times 

A Week 

6.9, 

7.4 

7.2 

6.6 

6.5 

7.4 

6.8 

7.0 

4 
Once Or 
Twice 
A Day 

REPORTED 
BY SUPERVISORS 

MEAN 
FREgUENCya MEAN 

QUALITyb 

3.4 7.6 

4.3 7.4 

3.0 8.5 

4.1 6.6 

3~3 7.4 

4.7 6.7 

4.1 6.9 

3.9 7.3 

5 6 
Several Almost 
Times' Constantly 
A Day 

The time is almost 
never helpful tome -- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 __ The time is almost 

always helpful to me 

Ii 
// 
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of contact between supervisors and subordinates and the perceived helpfulness 

of this contact. Based on the responses of supervisors, South Carolina ranked 

below average on the quality of the contacts compared to the other six pro

grams. The relationship is ~ot Simple, however, because paradoxically, based 

on the rep'lies of subordinates reported in the same table, the quality of the 

contacts was rated quite favorably. In short, the strain over matters of 
,. 

'Ieadership suggested in this program was largely confined to the perceptions of 

supervisors, who apparently had some reservations about the behavior of their 

subordinates. Keep in mind also that the overall impression from the South 

Carolina data was favorable. 

In general, it is clear that the service deli"very systems established for 

the DSO effort relied heavily on a democratic style of decisi.on ma,ki'ng. This 

is not surprising given the nature of the work in which most of the practi

tioners were engaged, a kind of work that would respond poorly to routiniza-

-tion, close supervision, or directive decisi'on maldng. What i's a little sur

prising is the overall degree of consensus between supervtsors and their subQr. 

dinates on this topic. In some work settings what i's seen as democrati'c par

ticipation by the rank and file can mean an erosion of influence for the super

viso~ and for this reason a dispartty i:n the way parti'ctpatton is evaluated 

by the two groups is. not unconmon. Such a dtsparity,had not evolved i'n the DSO 

programs at the time of the survey, and i'n fact, tn the one i ns'tance tn whi ch 

disagreement was apparent, South Carolina, the preference among supervisors 

was for more rather than 'less parttci'pation by subordi:nates. 

L, 
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4. NETWORK STRUCTURES OF THE PROGRAMS 

In respons~ to their m~-ndates, the DSO programs represented attempts to 

create inter?-agency netl!lor,ks of service del 1 very • Despite' their expressed 

,. philosophical differences and differences in their strategies 'of 'implementa

tion, all the programs were establ ished with a relatively sma'll administrative 

core at the center of an expected network of participants. The primary work 

sites of these participants were typically i'n different agencies or offices 

dispersed over geographjcal areas ranging considerably in extensiveness, from 

a single city to entire counties' and mU'lti-county areas. The programs in 

Delaware, South Carolina" and Illinots wer.e state"'W'ide, but i'n .t~e latter two 

only selected components were included in this evaluation. Although in the 

preceding amflys~s we have treated the entire OSO program as a single unit of 

analYSis for purposes of reporting, it is necessary to emphasize here that, in 

reality, each program was intended to be an inter-organizational system. The 

manner in which the, activities of the members of the discrete agencies in the 

programs were in ~~ct coordinated is the issue th~t will now be addressed. 

In every program the expectation was that the separate agencies in the 

system would be coordinated by the center and, therefore, they would cohere 

functionally, that is, they would cooperate and exchange resources among them

selves in ways that woul'd create the conditions for a lasti'ng network af service 

delivery for problem juveniles. This was an ambitious goal, because community 

helping agencies, particularly private ones, almost always run short-staffed 

~nd under-funded and, more often than not, stand in an at least partially com~ 

p~~ttjve relationship to each other. It is true that there are compelling " 
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rea~,ons for inter-agency contact, and the language of inter-agency coordination 

and shared objectives is often quite refined.* But this rhetoric may sometimes 

be disjunctive with reality because of counterpressures that work against inter

agency cooperation.' To justify its existence and to compete successfully for 

limited resources, an agency must lay claim to a distinctive approach to a 

problem area~:»,;It clearly undermines its own self-interest 'to some extent if 

it concedes thai'<tts objectives and its techniques are just li ke those of other 

agencies or even j~~~,~ compatible with them, and it also compromises its in

terests if it Change~ its, methods df operati'on to·.,accornhcidate .a,. fundt:ng source. 
I 

For this reason inter-agency ties and agency-funding source ti~s are al\'lays 

likely to be somewhat tentative and perhaps fragi-le, and there were several 

examples in the DSO programs that could be used to i'llustrate this. Phtlosoph .. 

icaldisputes and disagreements over contractual obligations and treatment 

strategies were often mentioned in conversations w'i'th p~ogram participants. 

Sarason, et. al.,** take this argument even further by insisting that 
" 

stable inter-agency networks are likely to survive only when money is not the 

keystone of the relationship, in fact when it is explicitly excluded from the 

relationship. Unless the network is based on the free exchange of resources 

and services other than mdney, they argue, the centrifugal forces will overcome 

the centripetal ones and a fragmentation of the network back into its indivi

dual constituent parts ,will result. This is an unduly pessimistic view', but 

it does highl ight the problems that connecttons based on money'can cause" 

* For a persuasive disc~ssion of ~he nec~sstt,y of i'n~er""agenc.r. contact tn 
IIpeople processingll (l.e.! servlce.del~verYlagencles, see flasenf~ld~ 
Yeheskel, IIPeople processlng orgamzatlons: an.exchange approach, 
American Sociological Review 37 (June, 1972): 256-263 .. 

** Saras-on, Seymour, Charles Carol, Kenneth Maton, Saul Cohen and Eltzabeth 
Lorentz. . 

1977 Human Services and Resource Networks. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 
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A dilemma, then, is always potentially present: on one hand, an arrange

ment characterized by unique agencies with distinctive approaches and vigor

ously defended principles competing destructively and separately for the same 

limited resources and the same pool of potential clients is likely to be self

defeating •. It is just this experience that has made the network alternative 

look more attractive. On the other hand, it could be argued that tightly 

linked agencies offering services that differ only superficially because they 

have compromised their objectives in the interest of a stable exchange with 

other agencies and with the funding source is not apt to be much of an improve-
(c, 

mente For purposes of evaluation, the possibility of s.uch a dilemma creates 

serious problems of fnterpreta ti on. If we have not overstated the case, .' it 

is possible that a tight-knit and closely coordinated system can also be 

counterprody~tive and, if so, the DSO mandate may have lead 'Co the creation of 

"systems" that by their nature woald be ineffective and unable to survive, 
, . 

qua systems, once the DSO funding being channeled through the administrative 
core was removed. 

But what of a third possibility, namely, collections of agencies only 

loosely connected, if at allf# and not clearly- coordinated by the administrative 

center? When are such IInon~systemsll to be considered successful, and when do 

th~y in fact only indicate that the administrative core js not doing its job 

and that no coordinated service-delivery program exists? What is involved in 

this discussion is the question of the defi'nition of program success. The fact 

is that very disparate outcomes can be seen from different perspectives as both 

favorable and unfavo~aQle~ 

To address this complicated issue for the DSO programs, we have examined 

the intra- and inter-agency ties and ,exchanges that were reported by the par-

ticipants in response to the five sociometric questions in Section V of the 

I 
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questionnaire (see Appendix A). The first item is the central one. It asked 

participants to record their three closest work contacts among the ot-hel" 

personnel throughout the overall DSO program. This item permitted a direct 

assessment of the volume of contact among the members of different components 

of the programs. The four other questions asked members to indicate the 

individuals with the greatest influence over the program, those most deserving 

n 

of pr"ofessional respect, those most likely to offer sup,port in difficul t situa- I; 

tions, and those mos.t likely to be a reli.'able source Qf adVice and counsel. 

(In 'Alameda County the sociometric ana.lysis was replaced by an alternative 

method of assess ing the agency-center and agency-agency link,ages. Parti ci pants 

were asked to think of specific individuals who were their closest work con-

tacts and whom they considered worthy of professional respect, and capable of 

providing advice and support, but then, in the interest of anonymity, to enter 

on the questionnaire only the names of the agencies in which these indi'viduals 

worked. These replies were not .comparable to the sociometric data reported 

for th\~~,,,othet· six programs, but they' do permi t an assessment of the amount of 
/Y . 

. 'f'\\ 

cent~~ 1i za ti on and the vo 1 ume of i nter-/~gency contact.) 

rlle,data provided by these items ~rll be used here in two ways. First, " 

the replies will be used to record the sheer volume of contact that took place 

among the agencies and between the ~gencies and the administrative center' in d" 

eaGh program. Second, the results of a sma'llest space analysis of the, 50ci13:" 

metric work· contacts will ,be presented to CQnvey a graphic or visual imp~es-
, 1 

sion of the relationships that existed amongi,i the various parts of each,· program. 
" Ii 

(Because a sociometric analysis was not cond~!~c~ed in Alameda County, H: will not 
\:1 I 

appear in this second part of the analysis.) ':1 
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Agency-Administration and Agency-Agency Linkages. 

Tables 4A and 4B present the statistical breakdowns for the ties among 

the different subparts of the DSO programs.* To preview those findings; the 

data suggested two rather distinct interorganizational strategies. First, 

Spokane and Clark County dis;played tightly interconnected systems with compara

tively frequent work contacts between the'members of the program components 

and the administrative center (Table 4A) and frequent agency-agency contacts 

as well (Table 4B). Second, Delaware and Arizona represented just the op

posite: relatively infrequent agency-center and agency.,.agency contacts. 

South Carolina and Alameda County were mixed;' they displayed fairly frequent 

agency-center ti es but were more 1; ke Ari'zona and Del awa t'e in the sparseness 

"of directagency";agel1cy linkages. However, because ,of the way the program in 

South Carolina was structured and the way the data wei"'e collected in Alameda 

County, it is unfortunately not clear, whether the~ can be cons~dered to repre

sent a third distinct network type. Finally, r:l1;'no;'s was intermediate in 

terms of both agency-center and agency-agency ties, and thus did not fi't neatl,y 

into any of the patterns, though "it was clos.er in type to Spokane and ,Clark 

County than to Arizona'and Delaware. The detailed data that suggested these 

distinctions will now be discussed. 

Centralization. ' In terms of reli.ance on th~~dminis·trative center, the 

Clark County program stands out as a special case. rn this sma.ll progra.m 

only 10 of the 20 resppnding Practitioners pccupied P~sitions outside the 

administrative center. Among these respondents, the reliance on the center was 

quite clear. Twenty-five of the 30 'work contacts that they reported involved 

* lhe ~omparisons in these Tables are sometimes based on small numbers 
part~cu!arly for' Clark County. 1'n Spokane the response rate on the ~ocio
metrl~ lte~s was under 50% (compared to over 90% for the rest of the 
questlo~nalre). As a res¥lt the data should be considered suagestive not 
concluslVe, and read accordingly. "" , 

-1'1 -
;/ 

;1 <,:' ' 
~l 

/i 742 
p 

J 

~ 
P ,) 
h 
Ii " 
/' " 

F 
r 

, 



.}! 

" 

, Ii 

" 

,,' 
f I ";:::r",i 

, 
. " - " 

WORK CONTACTS 

To 
" Total Cetlter 

PROGRAM Exerci sed '''!"':~ !lank 
) 

ALAMEDJ\* 163 •• "I. 3 W'_-_,._,.--., 

ARIZONA 1'58 25 (16) 6 

CLARK CO. 30 25 (83) 1 

IlELAWAHE 90 9 (10) 7 

ILLINOIS 101 32 (32) 4 

SO. CAROLI NA 68 15 (22) 5 

SPOKANE 44 24 (55) 2 

MEAN % (36%) 

-

-

',\ 

TABLE 4A. 

AGENCY-CENTER CONTACTS: 
PROPORTION OF ALL SQCJC»IETRIC CHOICES DIRECTED ,BY PARTICIPAIITS TOWARD MEMBERS OF 

HIE CENTRAL A~IINISTRJ\TlVE STAFF IN TIlEIR DSO PROGRA.~ 

PROFESSIONAL PROFESS IONAL PROFESSIONAL 
INFLUENCE RESPECT SUPPORT ADVICE 

H(X>tINAlIOHS NOMINATIOHS ~UOO NOMINATIONS 

To To To To 
Center Center Total Center Total Center Total Total 

Exerci sed fuh. ill Rank Exerc!,sed !i9 .... ill Rank Exerci sed fuh. ill Rank Exercised fuh. ill Rank 

140 56 (10) 3 143 42 1.29) 5 135 55 (41) 3.5 132 37 (28) 5 

144 21 (l!i) 7 151 32 (21) 6.5 145 40 (28) 7 143 20 (14) 6 

27 22 (81) 1 24 21 (87) 1 25 24 (96) 1 27 22 (81) 1 

78 16 (21) 6 77 16 (21) 6.5 66 23 (35) 5 71 5 (7) 7 

85 33 (39) 4 89 34 (38) 3 74 35 (47) 2 84 27 (32) 3 

44 20 (45) 2 62 25 (40) 2 58 24 (41) 3.5 56 20 (36) 2 
" 

37 12 (32) 5 33 11 (33) 4 38 11 (29) 6 32 10 (3l) 4 
" 

(39%) (38.4%) (45.3%) (32.7%) 
:·)i 

* Ba'~"'!1 ana non-sociometric question that asked for agency membership. not names. of' closest associates. 
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ALL FIVE 
SOCIOMETRIC 

gUESTlONS 

To 
Total Center 

Exerci sed !!!!.:.. ill Rank 

713 246(35) 5 

741 139(19) 6 

133 114(86) 1 

382 69(18) 7 

433 161(37) 2.5 

288 1011(36) " 
184 60(37) 2.5 

(30X) 
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TABLE 4B. 

: , AGENCY-AGENCY CONTACTS: -,~/ 
PROPORTION OF SOCIIJ.lETRICCHOICES (EXCLUDING THOSE DIRECTED T'lfWARD THE CENTER) THAT WERE 
: DIRECTED TO MEMBERS OF AGENCIES OUTSIDE THAT OF THE RESPONUENT 

\i 
PROFESSIONAL PROFES5'IONAL PROFESSIONAL 

INFLUENCE RESPECT SUPPORT ADVICE 
WORK CONTACT~ NIJ.lINATIONS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS 

Inter- j~ Inter- Inter- Jnter- Inter-
Agency j ~ Agency 0 Agency Agency Agency I'. 

PROGRAM Total No. (%) Ilank. Total No. (%) Rank Total. No. (%) Rank Total No. (%) Rank Totat No. (%) Rank --, - ,-,-
;! 6 " 

ALAMEDAk 107 34 (32) 83 18 (22) 7 101 21 (21) 7 80 22 (27) 7 95 24 (25) ; 6 

ARIZONA 133 35 (26) 7 123 35 (28) 6 119 43 (36) 5 105 40 (38) 5.5 123 48 (39) 5 

CLARK CO. 5 3 (60) 2 5 3 (60) 2 3 3 (100) 1 1 1 (100) 1 5 3 (60) 3 

DELAWARE 81 37 (46) 4 62 31 (50) 4 61 29 (48) 4 43 20 (47) 4 66 35 (53) 4 
:!: 

ILLINOIS 69 38 (55) 3 52 29 (56) 3 55 34 (62) 3 39 27 (69) 3 57 37 (65) 2 
" 

SO. CAROLINA 53 20 (38) 5 24 8 (33) 5 37 11 (30) 6 34 13 (38) 5.5 36 4 (11) 7 

SPOKANE 20 14 (70) 1 25 21(89) 1 22 18 (82) 2 27 23 (85) 2 22 17 (77) 1 

MEAN % (46 .. 8%) (47.6%) (54.1%) (57.7%) (47.1%) 

* Based on a OICm-sociometr1c question that asked for agency membership, not names, .of closest associates. 

, 

ALL FIVE 
SOCIOMETRIC 

QUESTIONS 
Inter-
Agency 

Total !!~ Rank 
466 119 (25) 7 

, , 
r 
n 
II 
11 .r' 

603 201 (33) 5 

19 13 (68) 2 

313 152 (49) 4 

272 165 (61) 3 

f! 
CJ1 1) 
0 Ii 

~ , 
I 

184 56 (30) 6 

116 93 (80) 1 

.(44,4%) I 
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members of the administrative center, a proportion. that was far higher than 

for any of the other programs. This pronounced pattern in the work contacts. 

was repeated on all four of the other sociometric dimensions. Members of the 

central core received better than 80% of the nominations as influential members 

of the program, and they were just as frequently seen as worthy of professional 

respect and as sources of useful work-related assis,tance and advice. Clearly 

this was a tightly knit program, a feature that was no doubt accentuated by its 

small size and the fact that no autonomous private subcontracti.ng agencies 

were involved. All of tbe respondents to the survey were pub1ic employees and 

the distinction between j"Central" and "non-Central" members was difficult to 

draw and somewhat artificiar~;as a result. It is: probable that problems of 

coordination and conflict were minimal 'in this pr,ogram and for this reason it 
'I L! 

is in many ways not directly comparable to the other programs in the organiza-

tional survey. 

Spokane also appeared to be a fairly centralized program •. More than half 

of the reported work contacts were ~ith:,!,1'e.mbers of Spokane Y'Outh A1 tern~tives, 
the agency in charge of the overall DSO effort in that county. On the other 

. ~ 

four sociometric dimensions centralization was less pronounced; still, roughly 

a third of all the ties were with the members of this:central coordinating 

agency. A similar result was apparent in I'llinoi's.I'n this prograln, where 

the respond~~ts were much more widely di"spersed geographically than in Clark 

County or Spokane, sti 11 a thi rd of a 11 work contacts reported were wi'th the 

coordinating staff and from a third to nearly hal f of all the ties on the 

other dimensions followed the same trend.* The degree of centralization of 

work contacts and choices in the Alameda County program was (also moderately 

* In Illinois, an agency coordinator was assigned to .each geographic area in 
which the program operated. '.' '.' 
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pronounced. Its profile in Table 4A is generally simi1al" to that of Illinois: 

much less centralized than Clark County but clearly more centralized than 

Arizona or Delaware. 

In contrast to these relatively nrot:.e centralized p~ograms, Delaware and 

Arizona displayed a pattern [that suggests· comparatively low rel iance on the 

center. In both of these programs, fewer than 20% of all reported work con

tacts were with those il) the administrative unit, a pattern that was also 
';." 1r .<' 

apparent on the other four soc1'ometric dimensions. 

Finally, in terms of the patter.n it displayed on several of the socio

metric dimensions, South Carol ina was amo,ng the more centralized, group of pro

grams; however, because of its unique features i,t must be treated separat;ely. 

In this program most of the practitioners who responded to the eva1uati"on were 

public employees of Youth Service Bureaus in the counties of Greenville, 

Spartanburg and Lexington, .agencies whose activi'ties were part of the ongo1'ng 

state system of youth service delivery. Not all of the private agencies 

involved in D~O were included on the personnel roster for this program and the 

members of those that were included comprised only a small part of the total 

responding personnel. While the frequency of work contacts between members of 

this program and the central administrative unit (i.e., the state office in 

Columbia) was not high (22%), their responses on the other four soci"ometric 

items suggested that they were'nevertheless dependent on the admin1'strative 

center in other respects. Generally, around 40% of their nominations on the 

criteria of influence, professional respect, support and advice were di"rected 

toward the center. Unfortunately, this fact may have 1 imi'ted signifJcance for 

this evaluation because, as was pointed out earlier, the system of service 

delivery that existed in South Carolira had not been estab1i'shed specifi"cally 
f 
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for the DSO program. The processing of DSO clients was simply added to the 

other duties of this state-run system and the presence or absence 'of DSO funds 

probably had very little to do with whether the system as we found it was 

likely to alter its pattern or persist beyond the period of the DSO contract. 

Agency-to-Agency Ties~ The data i'n Table 48 provide an index of the 

amount of agency-agency interaction that took place among the components of 

each DSO program. In this table, the ties directed toward the admi:ni"strative 
. " ," 

center have been excluded altogether. Thus, it was based only on a compari-

son between the ties that were confined to the respondent's own agency and those 

that were directed toward practitio'ners in other ,agencies in the DSO network. 

It is significant that Clark County and Spokane, the two progra!11s whose 

participants showed the greatest frequency of worki~ng contact with the center, 

also showed the greatest frequency of interchange among the non-~dministrative 

subparts of the DSO program.* Thus, it would be inappropriate to refer to 

these two programs as IIdependent ll upon the center because their greater 
" 

., frequency of contact with the administr~tion (Table 4A) was paralleled by 

greater contact among the pract,i tioners di spersed thro~ghout the program 
,I . 

(Table 48). What is indicated :iin these two programs i's a greater density of 
II 
J '. ties in general pulling togethf~r the different parts of the system, including 

!~ " 

the administrative(:core, into ian integr·:ated network of activity. ** 
r:}\ 

The other pro.9Y1amS did net convey the same impression. Arizona, for exam-, 

'ple, was s,een in Jable 4A to be a program in which the components were rela

tively independent of the center, and i'n Table 48 it appears as Qne in whi'ch 

* To be precise, in Clark County, the vast majori:ty of all choices ~ere dire(;ted 
toward the center. Of the small number that were not, most were lnter-agency 
rather than intra-agency. Combining all,fi,ve sociometric items, 13 of.19 
nominations were inter-ag~ncy, that is, €;:.changed between members of d,fferent 
sub-parts of the prpgram:" 

**In Spokane, this interpretation assumes that the low response, rate ~i'd not 
produce a fundamentally distorted v'i ew of the program "s internal 1 rnkages. 
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there was also comparat~ljely little direct contact among the agencies and units 

that comprised it. Taken together, this suggests that, of all the programs 

surveyed, it may be the one most aptly characterized as made up of comparatively 

i so 1 ated components. The dens'i ty of ties based on work contacts, infl uence, 

mutual respect and mutual assistance was very thin compared to what was observed 

in the Clark County and Spokane programs. Deo/aware was baSi'cally similar to 

Ari zona, tho,ugh 1 ess extreme. Like Ari zona, its reliance on the center was also 

generally low and in Table 48 it can be seen that better than half of the 

remaining ties were directed by respondents to the members of their own specific 

workplaces. It ranked well below Clark County and Spokane in this regard. 

Alameda County presented a mixed picture. As we saw earlier, the focusing 

of ties on the center was not distinctive; in fact, it was just about average 

in this respect. However, in terms of inter-agency ti'es it did display an 

extreme pattern: on three of the five dimensions it ranks at the very bottom 

among all programs. 

Illinois represented a midway category in terms of inter-agency contact. 

It ranked third of seven on four of the five soci"ometric dimensions, a fact 

that was consisterit with its middling ranking on the extent of contact wi'th and 

reliance upon the center, reported above. 

Finally, South Carol ina must again be r.egar'ded in a category separate from 

I~he other programs. We pointed out above that~ in terms of rel iance upon 

(though not contact with) the administrative component, it was comparable to 
" 

Spokane and Clark County. However, in Table,48 it is seen to shal"e with Ari'zon~ 
i 

and Alameda County the characteristic of insularity of iis components from each 
'! 

other. What this represents is a program for juvenilebffenders that was 
,', 

apparently highly centralized in terms of influence a~d expertise, but wi'th com-

paratively little direct working i'nteraction among its separate divistons. At 
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least this description fits the fragment of the oV~,rall program thQ,.-u-'we were 

enabled to survey. 

The relative sparseness of inter-agency work ties (compared to -·Clar-k 

County and Spokane) in Delaware, South Carolina and, to a lesser ext~nt, 

!1linois can perhaps be partially explained by their· spatialdtsper;-(ion. 1:n 
, ! 

each case, components of the program were spread across different!ci'ties and 

counties. The Arizona and Alameda County programs were both cltned to a 

single county, however, and therefore spatial dtspers;'on is clearly not the 

only factor influencing the density of tnter-.agencY ties. 

Disregarding for the mom~~~ the variations in the completeness of our 

infonnation, the foregoing data do suggest some tentative conclusions. Clark 

County and Spokane stand out in each of the comparisons as programs with fr~ 

quent linkages among all their parts. Illinois would fall into the same cate-
,. , 

gory but with a somewhat lower frequency of contacts making the connections. 

The remaining four progr?ms are more variable i'n the patterns they display but, 

compared to the first three, are generally less ti'ghtly bound together in tenns 
,I 

of the' 1 i nkages am~ng their parts. 

If we put aside the findings for Alameda Cour,ty (because the data took a 

I 
I 
I 
! 

(ti'fferent form) and 111inoi$ and South Carolina (becausegonly fragments of the! 

prQgr~s were surveyed l, the rema i ni ng programs i ndi'ca te somewhat IIIOre c 1 ~a~h . "'--.~~ r . 
that two distinct coordinating strategies were used, the one in Spokane an'~ .. :. __ c-'"Cc..-"c~':O~~J . 

Clark County based on a great deal of interaction and tli.·~th.r in Arizona a(ld '. [~-_, _J 
Delaware based on relati-vely infrequent interaction _ng the participating "\' -'·~---~I.·.'-.'··'·' ·.·.·,._.··1-
agencies in the pr.ogram. It is tempti'ng to, gi've a direct ;'nterpretati'on to,' ... ~ .. 'I 
these differences, bec~use common sense sU~1gests that programs in which the . r-~j . 

'11' -, r-'"'~~J ' ., 
[~1-_.:-
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parts of the system are closely 1 inked wi'th the admini'strative core and ,:?t the 

same time tightly bound to each other are clearly more "coordi'nated" or 

- 56 -

II 

"integrated" or "cooperative" (in the sense in which these terms- are apP1i:ed 

to service delivery systems) than programs in which the agency-center and 

agency-agency linkages are less dense. However, the data which are presented 

next and 1" the concluding sect'i"on of this report i"ndi'cate that such a cqn

clusion would be premature; that, i'n fact, alternative but perhaps equally 

effective modes of coordination ar~ suggested by the differences among these 

four programs. 

A Graphic Display of Inter-Agency Work Contacts'. 
" 

By use of a technique called smallest space analysis (a form of multi-

dimensional scaling), sociometric data based on work contacts can be made to 

yield a geometric, vi'sual representation of the co~uni'cati'on lir,~,~ges tyi,ng 

the members of a network to each other. Thi's can be a useful supplement to 

the statisticalana'lyses of choice .patterns offered above. 

This technique requires first that a me~sure called "path distance" be 

computed which specifies the number of choice li'nks in the chai'ns' that connect 

each individual in the network to all of the others. 1'n this process the pai'r, 

or dyadic relationship, is the unit of analysis'. If A directly names D as a 

work contact, for example, the pathdi'stance CA~D) separating them i's 1. If 

A has no direct work tie l\tO D but does have contact with B who h~s a link to C 

who in turn 'interacts with p, then the path di'stance between A and D is 3 
'\, 

(A~B-+C~D). Once the path distances separating all the possi-ole pai'rs in 

a given program were computed,t~ese measures were subjected to the Guttm~n

Lingoes Smallest Space Solution to produce the two-dimensional displays ttf::t 

appear in Figures 4A to 4F.* It will be helpful to think of these fi'gures in 

*The ,!,ea~ure of path distance comes from graph theory, whi'ch ;s developed in 
detall 1n Harary, Frank, et al ~, Structural ModelS: 'An Introduction to 
Dir~cted Graphs. New Yqrk: Wiley, 1965. Smallest Space Analysis is ably ex
plalned and demonstrated 1n Laumann" Edward O. and Franz U. Pappi, Networks 
of Collective Action: A Perspective onConmunity Influence. New York: Academic 
Press, 197,~. 

" 
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the following way. Suppose that all the responding program participants were 

brought together in a very large room and each was. asked to locate him/herself' 

with respect to each other member in a way that reflects the direct and in

direct accessibility of that other member at WO~~k. Individuals who work directly 

together would stand quite near each other and indivi'duals who can reach each 

other only through a complicated series of indirect ti'es would be spattally 

distant from each other. Such a sorting proces's would produce a great deal of 

milling about as individuals tried to locate themselves properly, simultaneously" 

with respect to everyone else in the program, but eventually, given eno,ugh 
" 

time and enoJgh knowledge on the part of the parti'cipants (that is, assuming 

that everyone had good knowledge of the total pattern of i'ndivi'dual-individual 

linkages), the process would come to rest. If at thls point a photograph 

could be taken from a birds-eye view, the result would be a spatial distri'bution 

that reflects the actual working relationshi'ps among all the program partici'pants. 

With smallest space an.alysis the computer is able to produce and process the 

'total pa,ttern of direct and indirect linkages that this spati'alrepresentati'on 

requires and then plot the results in figures such as those that are repr'oduced 

below. 

These visual plots are useful but mU$t be interpreted wi'th some cauti'on. 

An SSAplot gives a good, idea of where di'fferent indivi'duals and'funct.ional 

subunits stand relative to all others but does not convey an accurate ;'mpression 

of the overall density of ties. Moreover, the result of a smallest space 

analysis is quite sensitive to the rate of response and this fact created a 

problem in three of the programs. In Spokane the response rate overall was 

quite high (over 90%) but for reasons that are not clear, the response rates 

for just the sociometric items were unusually low Cunder 50%). There;os no 

way to be sure that the non-responses represented accurately an actual absence 
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of ties or a reluctance to respond. Interviews with knowledgeable partici

pants suggested the former interpretation and we proc<eeded as if that were the 

case. However, the results should be read cauti'ously, keeping in mind that 

the visual representation of the network of work ties for that p~ogram is de

ri ved from the data provi ded by a mi nori ty of respondents. 1'n I:lli no is and 

South Carolina a simil ar probl em arose for a di'fferent reason. 1'n each of 

'these two cases, only part of the overall DSO program w.as sel ected for exami'na"", 
\ . ' .. 

t~on by the national. evaluation and, therefore, the vi'sual representations 

renect the inter-connections among thee,valuated'piirts. Moreover, in Illinois, 

unl+~e the other programs, a large number of foster parents were included on the 

DSO p~rsonnel roster provided, by the admi'ni's·trati'on. The response rate for 

these ;rl~ividuals was extremely low, and consequently, for the most part their 
.,. . 

impressioh~ had no effect on the characterizati'on of this p~ogram. Fi'nally, 

in South Car'plina it will also be recalled that DSO clients were being processed 

through the existing youth service delivery apparatus. ~o DSO network, per se, 

had been created. ,As a result! our sociometric analyS'i's can give: an accurate 

impression of the type 0JAj,rganizat:ional structure to which DSO cl ients were 
/ II 

exposed but it says nothing about this program's success i'n creating and main-

taining a new servlce delivery system . 

With these cautions in mind, Figures 4A to,4F collected at the end of this 

section deserve a close look. I'n each case membershi'p in a COll1J1on agency or 

admini'strative un'it has been indicated by· circli:ng, and the area occupied by 

the administrative core has been shaded.* Thi's immediately reveals one 

* In every program individuals were named who di'd not appear on the 1I0ffi'cial ll 

rosters prqvided by program directors. It was not possible to determi'ne i'n 
many cases whether they represented actua T DSO parti ci'pants who were over
looked.in the enumeration process or individuals who had contact with the pro
gram Wl'thout actually bei,ng part of it. They, were retained in the SS'A plots 
~ec~us~ they proyi'ded aremind~r that the programs were constructed with . 

"lndlstmctly deflned boundaries of consider.able permeabili·ty. 
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, 
similarity among all the programs, that is, that the official admini'strative 

unit in each program occupies a region near the center of network activi,ty. 

This is true in different degrees for all the, programs, including those in 

which, as shown earlier, direct contact between practi'tioners and the adminis-

trative staff was relatively infrequen_t. 

The small est space "map" for Ari'zona 1's in many ways the most i'nteresti'ng 

of the six (Figure4A). The central coordinati~ng staff ~ in this cas,e primari'l.y" 

court personnel, occupied'an amoeba-shaped area near the center of 'network 

activity, with extensions out into the surrounding space. Arrayed i'n radial 

fashion around thi's center were the different agenci'es which comprised the 

'1, serv'ice delivery system. More often than not the d1'fferentagenc,ies were rela-

tively separate fi"om each other,* but many' of them had one or two i'ndiy{"dua1s 

who were drawn towa rd the central core and, therefore, rep,resented 1 i a i'son 

individuals, or "boundary. spanners." By probi,ng, we were able to learn ·that the 

members of the central staff who occupied the posi'ti'ons' most proxtmate to the 

surrounding agenci'es (that is, those located in the "fi:ngers" of the amoeba) 

were actually supervisors to whom responsibi'lity was del,egated for overseei'ng 

the broad areas of pro~ram acti vi ty expected of' di'fferent agen2i es'. Consi stent 

with what we reported earlier, then,'what iSiSuggested ;.s an interorganiza-

tional strategy of coordination that involved relati'vely 1 i'ttle di'rectagency-to-. 

,agency i'nteraction. Most of the practitionetz,,)practiti'oner contacts were 'within~ 

agency contacts and the. coherence of the system of di screte agencies seems to 

have been maintained by administrative "brokers;! through Jhom indi'rect ,ager'fcy"" 

agency li:nk,ages wiere funnelled. Inci'dentally, one of the uni'que features of 

thi's ~rogral1} was the use of a IIMobile Dtvers'i'on Uni't" which was free to move 

* I(.Idividuals in agency 'k,' for example, would have virtually no di'rect contact 
with"those in 'P J or ~B'. 
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11 
about physically to respond to juvenile problems as they occurred. This 

unit, labelled 'B' on the map, was amor~~ the more isolated components of 

the program and appeared to have no ver~f c~ose tie'"in to the administrative 

center. Mobi,lity in this case seemed to convey a certain autonomy and 

separation that did not charact . th th 'i' . er'lze e 0 er agencies in the program~ 

The agency labelled IG' on the map is a1!$0 of interest. Ph·1 ~ 0' 1 osophica11y, 

,there were suggestions that;it'~~s in conflict with much of the rest of the 

program,l,and its relationshi p to the system was sometimes abrasi've. * The map 

suggests .tha t most of its members functi'oned wi th 1 i ttl e contact wi'th the rest 

of the OSO network, but its director occupied a posi'Uon very near the ce,nter 

of pr'ogram activity, a fact which probably reflects that person"s efforts to 

advance the interests of the agency vis-a-vis the adilli'ni'strqtive center. 

Finally, it is interesting to note that individuals 182' and '84' i'n stte lUI 

were program evaluators and individual '6' was a li'qi'son person assJgned to 

facil itcite their ·work w'ith the program. 

In varying degrees the maps for Delaware {Figure 4C}, Illinois (Figure 

40), and South Carolina (Figure 4E) showed a radial pattern of network rela'-

tions similqr to that of Arizona. 0 1 . d· . e aware lS\'Oo~ncti've i'n that employees of 

the Division of Social Services (sites IC," '0,' .'2'*: and 'F') occupied the 

upper half of the networ~ space and other affi'l i'ated components of the program 

occupi ed the lower half. - The staff offi'ce of,< the statewi'de Oi'vi's i'on of Soch 1 

Services {'F'} was most centraHy located, and there. was' at least" one tndivi:dual 

in each of the program's components who was drawn mor~ toward the center than 

others in the$ame unit, suggesting a pattern of li'aison coordtnatton si.mtlar 

to that observed in Arizona./ 

* B~sed on impressions of program monitors who were in frequent contact 
wlth the agencies in this network. 
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Spokane (Figure 4F) is unique among these six programs in that members 

of the grantee agency (Spokane Youth Alternatives, site 'A') by no means . ) ." 

dominated the center of the network sPiice. Its members were faj'rly d;.spersed, 

especially when they are compared to the dense cluster of participants in the 

area of the network to the right ~n the figure. These latter j,ndividuals were 

members of six separate '~gencies who were 1 i'nked together by a very dense mini

network of dir~t and indir"ect t~:es that were clearly not mediated by the 

central administrative unit. Thus, the earl ier fi'nding for this program ofe 

relatively dense agency-center and agency-agency ties iscdirectly reflected 

here in a system in which administrators appear to have rather high accessi

bility to most of the people in the program, but do not ;fpparently function as 

"bl"okersll fO,r the agency-agency ties that had developedf! In fact, the ~ap 
"0 )j j;, .. :' 

. R-

strongly suggests the,j presen~'e of two nucl ei i, one cen'tered on the. grantee 

agency and the other separate from and somewhat indepe~dentofit. Thismay 

represent a situationi~n wMch activities of, a, purely admi'ni'~trative n~ture 

were focused on the 'official administrative center, while affatrs di'rectly in

vol ving cl ient-related' problems were medi;~ted by di'rect profess:i:onal ... to": 

professio,!]al thbetween.;;.agency ties. " 10 the absence Qf confi'nning evidence, and 
,c' l .. ~ ~",---,-

given the low' socioli1e~ric response rate for 'this program, thi's i's only specyla-

ti~n, however. 

Finally, the network map for the ClarkCoun~ycprogram (Fi:gure 4B) has two 
," ,.c,,·, 

major points of interest'. The fi~st is tb,~ pattt?rn of dele'~ati:on of authortty 

, suggested by the fact that the nomina1 head of" the 'program, nljmber '4' 1'n site 

.,,10,' occupied a posi~ion cl early removed from the other per~on~~1 who function~d 
'} 

., -.)' 

Individuals '1 " '2, I and -3,' who oC'cupted the as 'pro:gram admi l1 istrators. 
II '- Q 

inteif~ening space closer, to the centro.id,,:were mem~ers of agenci'es ('A~I 'B,' 
i( 

and II! CI) ",which~ though they were not the grantee, had a hand .. in the running of 

the program. " \1 " 
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The second point of i.nterest is the fact that the different sub-parts 

:;of the program did not cohere as distinct "groups" on the map. This is 

quite appar:~~lt in the case of the members of sites IE' and IF. I These are 
'~ \,. . 

"multiple impact therapy" teams, and it is clear from their dispersed patterns 

that between-team and team-administration ties were just as frequent as ties 

confined within a team itself, again corroborating the data in Tables 4A and 

4B. 

It is risky, but nevertheless interesti,ng, to speculate again about what 

is meant by the different inter-organizational strategies suggested by' these 

ne,twork data. To concentrate again on just the two relati'vely clear-cut 

types, those represented by Ari zona and Del aware, on one hand and, I)n the 

other, Spokane and Clark County, it would appear that the ftrst two represent 

inter-agency eX'~'le;nges> that followed a rather formal pattern: relativelJ i.s.o

lated units linked indirectly to each other by thei'r COlmJon ties, through 

clearly vi~F!jMe (and probably formally designated) boundary spanners, to the 

administrative center. The Delaware program was comprised prtmari'ly of publ i'c 

agencies and, therefore, a highly rattonal ized system of contacts i's not sur.,. 

prising. The Arizona progra)d,in contrast, relied on a large numbl1!r of private 

agencies, and a'highly rationalized (even "bureaucrati'zed") system of relati'on

ships is somewhat surprising. 

In Spokane and Cl ar~",~ounty the patterns' Qf tte,S that emerge.d c(o not sug-
"i_~..J '. 

gest such clear "channels" of interchange. To the contrary, a more personalis-

tic system is indicated, that is, the binding together of the dtffere.nt agen

cies in the program by way of a much larger number of di'rect (i'.e., unmediated) 

person-person ties. Here again, it ;.s significant that one program, Clark 

County, fit:Hed almost entirely on publ ic employees andagenctes and the o'~her, 

Spokane, ,pull ed together a diverse aggre~ation of pri'vate agenci:es. The fact 
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that the public-private distinction does not entirely predict the type of 

system that appeared indicates that the pattern that we observed was at least 

to some extent a matter of strategic choice on the part of the progl'am devel

opers. 

\ 
\~ 

\ Summar.x.. 7 
An important expectation for the [.so programs was that they function as 

networks. It was not considered sufficient that they be multi-agency systems; 

they were expected to encourage the development of enduring, cooperative 

inter-agency interaction. As a reflection of this, a major question for this 

evaluation was the extent to which networks were in evidence and the fonns 

that they took. What come,~ through clearly in this chapter is the fact that 

no program fail ~,~ to create a network of i nterchang,e, though th,e foms and 

densities of the frameworks varied both quantitatively and qualitatively. The 

placements and fuinct,i ons of' the admi ni s tra tive centers also vari'ed but none 

appeared to be dt.sinvolved. And finally, only a very few of the i'ndtvi'duals 
"'.\ . (. 

;'!, 

in the different' programs "were:true i so 1 a tes • * Ui th the excepti'on of Spokane, 
" 

where the data were unaccountably sparse,. almost all the practi'ti'oners CQuld 
/ 

have, had access, at least potentially, to all the others in thei'r program 

through a (longer or shl')rter). clla i'n of 1 inkages. ** 

The tabulating and map~;:iing of th~ structure of these pr.ograms is useful 

descriptively, but the crucial test ()f such rna teri'a 1 is whether i't enhances' 

our understanding of program success. Are some types of network structure more 

successful than others in creating a favorabl//e Work environment? How does an 

individual's location in an inter-agency system;) of exchange relate to his or 

*No more than one or two in any 'program. An isolate is a practttionercom
pletely outside the network,\) i.e., one who has no di'rect or i'ridtrect ties 
at all with other practitioners. ,.I 

**In s~okan,e there were groups;\isolated from other g,roups) but almost no trJt~ 
isolated individuals. ' , 
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her effectiveness as a practitioner? How do the network measures that we have 

developed compare with other variables covered by this survey as predictors of 

effecti(~~ness? Attempts to answer t.hese questi'ons form the basts for the 1 ast 

section\)~\:l:t this report. Before we turn to that analysis, however, the descrip

tive pad:;! of the survey will be concluded with a bri'ef account of how the work 

envi ronmhnts of the programs were j udg'ed by the pa r-ti cipants . 
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FIGURE 4A 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE ARIZONA DSO PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 4A, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR ARIZONA 
AGENCY 

Pima County Juvenile Court 

Mobile Diversion Unit . . . . . 
ASSociations for Youth Development, Inc. 

Free Clinic of Tuscon . . .. . 
Autumn House . . • . . . . . . 
Cat:lOlic Social Services 

New Directions for Young Women 

Project PPEP . . . . . . . . . . 
Profiles of Me . . . . 
SUicide Prevention Crisis Center 

" . 

. . " . . . . 

. . . . 

., . . . 
.. . . . . . 

. . . . . 

Teen Challenge of Arizona, Inc.--Springboard . . . . . . . . . . 
Traditional Indian Alliance . . . . . . . . 
Center for Family and Individual Counseling 

Mosenthal Alternative School 

Congress Street School 

Open-Inn, Inc. 

Invisible Theater 

Sunnyside Junior High School 

Tuscon YMCA--NYPUM Project . 

Shining Star Learning Center 

Local Evaluation Staff. 
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FIGURE 4B 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF{THE CLARK COUNTY DSO PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 48, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR CLARK COUNTY 
AGENCY 

Health and Welfare Planning Council 

Department of Social and Health SerVices 

Albertino Kerr Center for Children 

Clark County Juvenile Court 

Multiple Impact Therapy Team #1 

Multiple Impact Therapy Team #2 
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FIGURE 4C 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETHORK FEATURES OF THE" QFLAl~ARE DSO PROGRAM 
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fIGURE 4C, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR DELAWARE 

AGENCY 

Community Legal Aid $odety, Inc: New Castle County 

Kent and Sussex Counties 

" Division of Social Services: New Castle County 

Kent County 

Sussex County 

Statewide 

Family Court: New Castle County 

Kent County . 

Sussex County 

Family Services of Northern Delaware 

Peoples1 Place II 

Delaware Curative Workshop 

Turn About Counseling Center 

• 0 • 

Division of Services to Children and Youth 
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FIGURE 40, Continued, 
,~ 

AGENCY CODES FOR ILLINOIS 

\~, AGENCY CODE 
:,",: 

;' 
~. -'." , 

" Illinois Status Offender Services Staff A 
J 

;;;--

LaSalle Youth Service Bureau B · · · · · · · · · 
..... Macon County: Youth Advocate Program · · · · C 

" Foster Homes · · · · 0 

Piatt, Shelby, Moultrie Counties: Youth Advocate Program · · · · · · E 
,~~. 

Piatt County Probation and Court Services · · · · · · · · F 

DeWitt Court Probation Department · · · · · · · · G I 
McLean County: Project OZ · · · · · · · · · · H 1 (~~~ 

\~ Mental Health Center, Inc. I I .\) I 

. Foster Homes · · · · · · · · · · J 

1 II 'C-::" 

Livingston County: . Institute for Human Resources K 

C) Foster Homes L 1 
"1:1, 

. · · · · 
The Woodlawn Organization · · · · · · · · M 1 

.................... <-'-. 

1 c:;' '" 
;, Thornton Township Youth Committee Program, Inc. · · · · · · · · · N 

,'J. ({!f~ :\. ! 

" 0 I ' 1 
Southwest YWCA · · · · 

:) . 'I 

Chicago Youth Centers p 1 

\ 
· · · · · · · · · · · · · I 

~} Better Boys Foundation Q ! 

Firman House R I~ · · · · · · · · 
BUILD S I 

- I . . . · I 
, . , , MEB, Inc. T I · · · · · · · · 

f . '" Little People · · · · · · · · · · · · · U ,. 

Nr, . COJll11unity Advancement Program V 
""'1 

Methodist Youth Services • · · · · · · W 

. 
Inc. X 

! 
, Youth Enrichment Serv;,ces, 

1 !1'.! 

,,:}. ' 
New Life House . · · · · · · · · Y 
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FIGURE 4E, Continued, 
\ 

AGENCY CODES FOR SOUTH CAROLINA 
\, 

AGENCY 

Department of Youth S~rvices 

Alston Wilkes • • • • • ,. • • I'~o. • 

Columbia Youth Bureau 

Shannondora (Caroselle) 

St. Luke's Center 

Lexington Youth Bureau 

Greenville Youth Bureau 
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FIGURE 4F, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR SPOKANE 

AGENCY 

Spokane Youth Alternatives, Inc. 

Salvation Army Spokane Booth Care Center 

Phase II Group Home • . 

Catholic Family Services . . . . . 

" . . ",. . 
. . . . . . 

• • • 0 • • 

Children's Home Society of Washington ..•. 

Lutheran Family and Child Services •..••. 

Department of Soci~l and Health Services . . . . . . • • • 

Spokane COll1Tlun i ty Mental Health Center .... " . . • . 

YWCA Youth Resource Center 

'Youth Help Association 

Spokane Center forfYouth Servi:es 

YMCA . . .-, 

Consultant . . . . . . 
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5. ELEMENTS OF JOB STRAIN 

Surveys of work settings routinely include measures of job satisfaction, 

alienation and work strain, but the reasons for including them are not always 

clear. For a long time it was assumed that there must be a direct connection 

between these subjective states and productivity, and thus thetr Hnkage to 

considerations of efficiency and effectiveness. This is no lon~er an assump

tion that is 1 ikely to be ta~ien uncritically' (and .. we .. make .. no :such ,assumption 

here) because the research findings on this c~,nnecti'on have ranged from incon

clusive to negative. But there are other reasons' to conti'nue to be i'nterested 

in these subjective variables. The success of any soci,al enterpri's'e can be 

judged in two ways, first, by the extent to whic.h i't accompl ishes i,'ts stated 

program goals and second, by its success in creating a mean1:ngful and rewarding 

work atmosphere for its members. In this bri'ef analyst's, i't i's pri:mari:ly in 

this second meaning of success that we are interested in measures of work 

strain, although we are also sensitive to the likelihood that i'ndtvi'duals or 

agencies characterized by subjectively unrewardi'ng work circumstances would 

probably {~e less will ing to continue their ties to the overall service delivery 

system after the grant-supported DSO program, per se, is phased out. In other 

words, the measures of work strain used here are meant to be reasonable indi'ca

tqrs of each program's ability to create a satisfying work atmosphere and as a 

useful suggestion about the level of continuing motivati'on to continue with 

the service.del ivery methods developed duri'ng the 1 i'fe of the program, but it i's 

not expected that they will be particularly' useful tn explaintng di'fferences in 

objective program~outcomes. 
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Section III of the questionnaire contained thirty Likert-type 1'tems 

asking the respondents to record the frequency with whi'ch they were troubled 

about different aspects of the work-environment, where 1 = :!l1ever troubled ll 

and S = II constant1y troubled. II< These ttems arecreproduced here i'n figure 

SA. The average responses for each i'tern tn eacn of, the seyen' programs 

are given in Table SA. The results are generally favorable. Only si'x of 

the thirty items (4, 5,6, 7, 9, l2) have overall averages above 2.5, the 

point above which replies are predominantly unfavorable. Thesi'ngle r'tem wtt,h~c'~~ 

the least favorable pattern of r~plies was i'tem 9, whi'ch deals with the amount 

of paper work generated by OSO. Of the remai'ni~ng predomtnant1y unfavorable 

items, two de;}l with the availability of work-related 1'nformati'on C5, 6}, two 

with the individual's judgment of his/her own ski'lls and theabi'lity to use 
(.1 

them (7, 12) and one with the pressures of th~ work 'load (4). 

When the programs are compared to each other, Clark County' s'tands OU~i as 

the One least characterized by strain. It had the lowest aveYage sC9!e dn no 

fewer than twenty-five of the thirty items. No si'ngle program,represents the 

opposite, unfavorable, pole, though I'll inois and Spokane each recorded the 

greatest strain on thirteen of the thirty items. 

These results are presented in a different, abbrevi'ated form 1'n Table 58. 

In order to reduce the comp1exi'ty of ~he analysts, the thirty job strain items 

were factor analyzed and the six factors which emerged, w'ith approximate la

bels, are as follows (numbers in parentheses refer to the i'tems which had their 

strongest loadings on that factor):* 

" 1. AUTHORITY: Concern over patterns of:decisjon-maki'ng a,nd responsi-
bil i ty in the program {1, 2, 8, 10, 12, 14, lS, 30}; 

* Principal components, varimax rotation. Six factors had etgenva1ues greater 
than 1.0. Factor loadings not shown. 
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FIGURE SA. 

ITEMS MEASURING JOB STRAIN 

BELOW IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT SOMETIMES TROUBLE PEOPLE IN THEIR 
WORK. USING THE CODE LETTERS PROVIDED, INDICATE HOI~ FREQUENTbY·> 
YOU FEEL TROU,BLED BY EACH ITEM IN YOUR ~q,RK FOR THE'DSO PROGRAM. 

A B 'C 0 E 
NEVER ,P.AREL:Y . SOMETIMES OFTEN CONSTANTLY 

1. Feel1~g that you hava too little authority to carry out the responsibil~ties 
- assigned to you in the program. t! 

2. Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities of your jo~in the 
program are. 

3. Not knowing what opportunities for promotion or advancement exist for you in 
- the program. 

4. Feeling that you have too heavy a workload, one that you can't finish in a 
---- norma 1 day. " 

5. _ Feeling that the information you ,need in your DSO work comes too late to be 
of much use. -

6. Feeli.lg that DSOorganization is unable to keep you informad about ch~nging 
---- conditions and proble~s that may affect your work. 

7. Feeling that you need more training to do your job properly. 
8. - Being convinced that the DSO organization is unable to create a meaningful 

- and rewar:ding work .atmosphere for its personnel. 
9. Thinking the meetings and paper work required by th€ DS.o program take up too 

- much of your time. 
10. Thinking that you'll not be' able to satisfy the conflicting demands of various 

---- people who rank above you in the DSO program. 
11. Feeling that you are not fully qualified to handle your job because you need 

---- more experi ence in worki ng wi th j uven i1 es • , 
12. Not having enough opportunity to do the things you feel y?u are best at d01ng. 
13. ---- Thinking you cannot get the information about the problems and needs of 

---- juveniles that is necessary to do your job properly. 
14. Not being able to tryout your own ideas on the job. . 
15. ---- Feeling that your progress on the job so far has not been what 1t should be. 
16. ---- Having to make decisions that affect other people working for the DSO program 

---- before you fully understand their problems. 
17. Thinking that you are unable to influence the decisions and actions of those 

---- who evaluate your work in the DSO program. . 
18. Not knowing what those who judge your work in the DSO program th1nk of your 
\ ---- work or how they evaluate your performance. 
19. ThinkinCl that the amount of work you have to do for the DSO program interferes 

---- with ho~: well it gets done. . 
20. Feeling that you have to do things for the DSO program that are aga1nst your 

---- better judgement. 
21. Not knowing what resources are available to meet the needs of juveniles in 

- the program. 
22. Feeling that the DSO organization does not show enough concern'for the 

---- welfare and satisfaction of those who work in the program. 
23. .. Not knowing what the people you normally work with in the DSO program think 

---- of you. 
24. Thinking that your future progress on your job in the "DSO program is not 

---- likely to be what it should be. 
25. Thinking that ,you have too much responsibi1ity delegated to you by your 

---- superiors in the DSO program. . 
2q. Believing that others in the DSO organization get "ahead .by maklng less of a 

---- contribution to the program than you do. 
27. Thinking that your DSO work does not give you enough freedom to choose your 

---- co-workers. . 
28. Believing that ther~ are too many rules and regulations to restrict you 1n 

-. your DSO work. " . 
29. Feeling that those above you in the DO~ program don't pay enough attent10n 

---- to your own opinions about your, work in the progr'am. .," , 
30. Feeling that your skills and qualifications don't count enough 1n oeterm1nlng 

---- ,your progress in the DSO program. 

, 
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TABLE SA. 

MEAN SCDRES DN THIRTY ITEMS MEASURING,' 
CDNCERN DVER VARIOUS SDURCES DF JOB STRAIN 

CLARK c" SDUTH 
I:r=EM-~- AIH~16NA AtAMEiJAd~~=eO:~==lJEi:AWARE~"~lLlINDIS CARDLINA SPDKANE TDTAL 

" 

I~ 
I '. 

I 

I 
I 
I 

-, I 
\ 

• 1 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10. 

11 

~:2 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
3D 

( ) 

2.2 
2.2 
2.0 

(2.4) 
2'.7 

2.6 
2.7 
1.9 
2.9 
2.0 
2,,0 

2.2 
2.2 
1.8 
2.3 
2.1 
2.1 
2.2 
2.2 
2.0. 
2.2 
2.2 
1.8 

2.1 
1.6 

1.7 

1.4 
2.0 
1.9 
1.7 

2.1 
2.1 
2.0. 
2.6 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.1 

2.2. 
-"-...-'2.6 

2.2 
2.2 
1.8 

(2.0.) 
1.9 

2.5 
2.4 
2.4 
2.5 
2.3 
2.3 
2.0 
1.9 

1.6 
iL6 

1.7 

2.0 
1.8 

(1.8) 

(1\8) 

(1.8) 

2.8 
(1.9) 
(1. 9) 

(2.2) 
(1.6) 

(2.5) 
{l.?} 

(2.2) 
{2~D} 

{2.D} 
(1.6) 

2.4 
2.2 

(1.8) 

2.8 
2.6 

2.5 -
2.3 
2.1 

{2.5} 
1.9 

2.8 
2.3 
2.3 
2.0. 

2.2 2.5 

(I.?) . IL.2.1 
(1'.9) '(1.9) 

2.3 {2.0} 
(2.'l) 2.3 
(1.4) 2.0 
2.3 (1.9) 

(1.5) 1.8 

(1.5) 1.8 

(1.6) 2.2 

(1.3) 1.7 0 

(1.2)": 

2.6 
2.3 
2.2 
= 
2.8 
2.9 
2.8 = 
2.6 
2.2 
==== 
2.ei 
2.1 
2.7 
2.7 0 

==-
2.7 
==-= 
2.1 ==== 
2.5 
2.1 
2.3 
2 .. 6 -2.2 
2.2 
2.5 
2.8 
2.1 . 

2.3 
1.8 

(I. 2) ':·~j~,1.;c5-·<:"'·- . 1. 5 

(ljj') 1. 9 2 .1 

{l. 7} 

(I. 5) 
1.7 

1.8 
2.2 
1.7 

2.6 
2.2 
2.1 
2.9 
2.4 
2.4 
2.3 
2.0 
2.8 
2.2 
2.6, 
2.2 
2.2 
2.0 
2.3 
2.0 
2.2 
2.1 
2.3 
2.2 

(1.9) 
2.1 
1.9 
1.8 i, 

1.7 

1.5 
2.1 
2.0. 
1.8 

represents the lowest average ttem scores among si'tes 

represents the highest average item scores among sites 

;li 
I i .. ____ ~_~ __ ~__'l.~""""_,.~"_~.~ .. 

. , , .-, . 

2.2 
2.3 
2.0. 
2.8 
2.7 
2.5 
2.8 
2.2 
2.7 
2.2 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 

2.6 
2 .• 2 
2.2 
2.4 
2.4 
2.2 
2.3 
2.2 
2.2 ' 

2.1 
1.9 
1.9 
1.6 

2.2 
1.9 
1.9 
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2.3 
2.2 
2.0. 
2.7 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.1 
2.8 
2.1 
2.6 
2.3 . 

2.3 
1 .. 9 

2.3 
2.0 
2.2 
2.3 
2.3 
2.2 
2.2 
2.a 
1.9 
2.0 
1.7 
1.6 
1.5 
2.I. 

2.0 
1.8 

" . 

,/ ;". 
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. TABLE 5B. 

CDMPARISDNS AMDNG PRDGRAMS (MEAN FACTDR SCDRES) 
DN SIX COMPDSITE DIMENSIONS REPRESENTING CDNCERN DVER 

DIFFERENT SDURCES DF WDRK.STRAIN 

CLARK SDUTH 
ARIZDNA ALAMEDA CD. DELAWARE ILLINDIS CAROLINA SPDKANE 

. I 

(r;.~,v~\ 

AUTHDRITY" 

WDRK LDAD 

INFDRMATION ' 
,'I 1\ 

(( "PRDGRESS 

BUREAUCRACY 

PRDFESS IONAL 
UNCERTAINTY 

-.0.2 

~J .• D9 

.05 

-.0.3 

-.17 

.0.5 

I~··.-W:"""'''·''-'-'----'---'<'''''''''''''''~~><h~~''''''''''''"~~---''--''-'-'-~":---~~-'-· " . 

,/. '" 

-.18 -.32 

.0.1 -.0.9 

-.03 -.56 

-.01 -.33 

.34 -.23 

.0.0 -.09 

.27 

.12 

-.22 

-;;14 

-.27 

-.09 

.10 

-.11 

.48 

.. 14 

-.0.5 

.12 

.14 

.11 

-.18 

-.01 

.0.1 

-.44 

" 

\ 

.0.9 

.15 

-.10 

.20 

.00 

.23 
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2. WORK LOAD: Concern "'Over the amount of work requi red and the abi 1 i ty 
to do it properly (4, 19, 2S);" 

3. INFORMAT10N~ Concern over the availability and timing of work
related information (S, 6, 13, 22); 

4. PROGRESS: Concern over the opportunities for careera,dva,ncement 
,(3, 23, 24, 26); 

s. BUREAUCRACY: Concern over personal restri'cti'ons, rules and regula
tions (9, 14,18, 20, 27, 28, 29); and 

6. PROFESSIONAL UNCERTAINTY': Concern over the i'ndequacy of own skills 
(7,11,21). 

,Standardized scores (factor scores) were constructed for each respondent on 

c,each of these ,scales and a comparison of the seven programs appears in Table 
Ii 

5,B. The means for the separate programs have ne,gatH'e val ues tf th~ responses 

are more favorable than the overall average and positive values if work stratn 

is more pronounced than the av'erage. 

Again, Clark County is distinctive on the posi'ti'Ye s,tde beca,use i'ts res

ponses were consistently more favorable than the average on all six dimensions. 

It is very possible that the small size of this pr,ogram; together wl'th the co

hesive patterns re'vealed in its network structure, goes far toward explaining 

the unusually low levels of job strain it exhibited. Among the remai'ni'ng six 
,[ 

programs, however, neither size nor network prQpertte,s appeared to bear any 

systematic relationship to overall levels of strain. As a case i'n point, the 

Spokan~ program was also relati'vely small and cohesive but showed comparatively 

high l'~vels of job strain, while the Arizona program was comparatively large 

but with generally only average or below average levels of strai'n. However, 

while the data fai'led to reveal obvious patterns, they are not wi'tt\out i'nterest. 

On the negative side, Spokane's partici'pants ,clearly had a wide range of 
" 

concerns but were most likely to express discomfort over professional considera-

tions, particularly those involving career developm~nt and the application of 
') 

professional skills. Earlier, the demographic analysis indi'cated that thi's 

776 

\) 

I'· 

" 

/' , " 

- 83 -

program's participants'were well above the average in professional training 

(Table lB) and somewhat more experienced than the n~rm. This takes on signif~ 
icance in the context of a complaint expressed by several parti'cipants to 

members of the evalua.tion staff to the effect that a typical career pattern 

in the Spokane area was to shift from one agency to another wtthout any 
-, ., 

perceptible upward career progress. Thei'r discontent, then, may have been as. 

much a reflection of the labor market for practi'ttoners as:! it was. a response 

to the DSO program, per "se. Neverthel ess, an i'nter-agency,serVi'ce deli'very 

progr~m that did succeed in creating new avenues of professi'onal expression 

and career development would probably command more of the loyalty of the par':'·" 
. i -

ticipants from different agencies than a progra,m tha,t left such cons;derati'ons 

completely in the hands of individa~l agenci'es. The forma] designatton by 

program organizers 'Iof 1 iaison positions charged with'facilitati~ginter-agen.cy 

relations is one example of the kind of avenue to persona,l progress that coiJld' be 

created in multi-agency programs. 

As in/·Spokane, the participants in Illinois al so expressed some concern over 

career progress and professional,uncertainty'but clearly their primary concern 

was related to the availabi1 ity of important wot'K-related information. This is' 
\.~ . 

apparent in Table SB and can' be seen in more detai~in:-:::-"fab:li'f·'SA. All four of the 

items dealing with this problem (S, 6, 13, and 22) showed unusual levels of con

cern. Note that thes~, are items that have di'rectly to do ~i'th the way the DSO 

program functioned and cannot easily be attributedto extraneous factors in the 
'. 

surrounding cOl11l1unity environment .. The ~ame is true of the i·tems that comprise 

the factor dealing with problems involving authori'ty in the program, which also 

was a source of above average concern in III i noi s. 
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Concern about authority relations was also apparent in the Delaware pro

gram,* as was somewhat above average concern ove.rthe volume of work required. 

Otherwise, this program recorded below average levels of stra,i'n on most dtmen

sions. The Alameda County program was characterized by problems that we have 

labeled "bureaucratization" ant~ which involved conce'rn over rules and regula

tions, paper work and 1 imitati'ons on the use of personal judgment i'nmatters: 

concerning the work. 

In sUlllllary, the findi'ngs on jpb stra,i'n revealed no si:,ngle source of oyer- ' 

riding concern that cut across all seven programs. To the contrary', different 
\\ " . 

sources of work strain were characteristi'c of di'fferent programs. It 1's impor

tant to keep in mind that the comnents offered here have referred to relative 

differences among the programs. The fact that some w.ere'comparatNely more 
.~ i 

stressful than others on selected i'tems or dimensi'ons should not be allowed to 

obscur~ the conclus'ion that was stated at the outset, namely', that the overall 

pattern of repl ies to this part of the questionnai're was a favorable one, on 

balance, in all seven programs. ,To state thts another way, the DSO setting , 

was at least tolerable and at bestpositivelyr.ewa~ding for, most, of the partic-

ipants on most of the important dimensions of thei'r work • 

. ' :.~ 

* The e1 eva ted concern over authortty in 1:11 j'nots and Delaware echoes some 
findings that were apparent in the earl1'er'di'scussi'on of deci's,i'on maktng 
patterns. See in particular Tables 3A, 3B, and 3E. The respondents i'n 
these two programs generally expressed less satisfaction,~i:th deci'si'on
making arrangements than those 1'n other programs.. 
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SECTION I'I' 

ASSESSMENiS OF PERFORMANCE: 
COMMUNITY CONTACT AND COMMUNITY' ACTIVl'SM 
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The performance of the practitioners in the DSO programs was measured in 

two ways: first, by the amount of contact they reported with persons" i'n law 

enforcement, in the schools, in the cO'urts, in local religtous organizat1'ons 

and in public and private social service delivery agencies~ .. all outsi'de the 
'I 

DSO network; and second, by the amount of acti'vity they spent 1'n efforts to 

change the community climate for dealing wi'th status offenders. Both of these' 
" 

are used as measures of IIcornmunity-basedness" and were suggestedCby the dis-

cussion of this concept by Coates. * From the begi'nni'ng, i't WaS cl ear that the 

DSO programs selected for funding were expected to establi'sh methods of dealing 

with status offenders that would be firmly grounded i'n the cOllJlluni,ti'es in which, 

they were to operate. As Coates summarizes this strategy, i't 1:s usually based 

on the assumptions that community-based program$ are more cos,t.;..effecti've, more 

humane, and less stigmatizing than other approaches and that, properly employed, 

community-basedness can contri bute s'i gni f1'cantly to both rehabi'l i'tation and 

rei ntegration of the offender. As he defi'nes i't, cOllJlluni'ty .... basedness has two 

dimensions, one dealing with a program's faci'li'ty 1'n gatni',ng access to and 

cooperation fro!!).; a wida range of insti'tuti'ons and organi'zattons in the community, 
... ;::, 

and the oth~r having to, do with direct efforts py' a' program's participants 

.to improve the local resource base and community cli'mate i'n whtch it must per

form. 

In thi s eva 1 uati'on we have treated these dimensi'ons of communitY' .. basedness 

as program objectives and have asked two quest1'ons concerning them. The. f1'rst 

" * ~oates, R9bert. B. u'CoJllllJu~i.ty:bgs,~d Cor'recti:())ns~ CQnce.pt, HistQrtc~l Pevelc;)p,.. 
~ent, Impact" and Potentl.'al Dangers:~ R, rape,,, presentedqt the. MM,s-a,ch.usetts.'· 
Standards and Goals Conference, November, 1974., (mimeo,] 
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add'resses the frequency with Whicl;~ommunity-baSed activities took place, 
!? 

calling for data that are essentially descriptive. Programs whose members 

" showed greater involvement with the cOlTllluni·ty can be considered more success

ful in achieving this element of the DSO mandate. 

The second question is more analyti'c. I't concerns the relattonship be

tween the network properties of the programs which were descri'bed i'n detai'l 

earlier and'-=the two measures of cOl11l11unity-basednes·s. The DSO programs were 

expected to utilize a network of services and to be communi'ty-based, with the 

clear implication that the former strategy would facilitate the accomplishment 

of the latter objective. ,What we have asked here is whether an i'ndi'vtdual who 

was well-placed, Le., centr·ally located, i,n the overall network of prc:).fes'.,... 

sional exchanges in his/her program was also one wi'th extensive contacts with 

important agencies outside the immediate DSO network and one who was more 

likely to be involved in active efforts to improve the local resource base 

and community climate as far as status offenders were concerned. Wtth this 
o 

approach to the problem of DSO performance, it is posstble to characterize 

the network strategies developed by the programs a.s mor'e or 1 ess effective de

pending on the extent to which these correlations were i'n evidence. 

The measures of community-basedness, which we have labeled cOfl1l1)uni'ty con

tact and ~ommunity activi'~lm, were taken from Secti'on VI in the organizational 

questionnaire. For purposes of comparison the analysts was expanded to 

',; ncl ude also a measure of the practi ti'oners' subjecti ve assessments of program 

success. The items comprising this measure appear as numbers 1 and 2 tn 

Section II 6f the questi'onnaire. 
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SEcrION II 

ASSESSMENTS OF PERFORMANCE: 
COMMUNITY CONTACT AND COMMUNITY AcrIVISM 

1. PERFORMANCE MEASURES: STATISTICAL SUMMARIES 

Contact with Conmunity Organizations. 

From the contact measures"in Table lA onth& followi'ng p.age, some dif~ 

ferences among the programs are apparent. In Ari'zona, Clark County, Delaware, 

III i noi s, and SQuth Carol ina, the most frequent tont~ct was wtth court per .. 
;. :':1 

sonnel. In each case respondents reported that such i'nteracti'on took place, 

on the average, between once a week and sev'eral times a week.* In Alameda 

County, by way of contrast, contact with courts was relattvely i'nfrequent; 

here, the most frequent contacts were with Jaw enfprcement and schools, then 
\ . .' \( . 

publ ic and pri~ate non-DSO agencies. Contact with courts was' fi'fth i'n order 

of magnitude. The participants in Spokane were the only ones to report most 

frequent contact with non-DSO private service delivery agencies, followed very 

closely by contact with non-DSO public service delivery agenci'es, then contact 

with courts. In all seven programs the least 'fr,equent outsi'de contact was with 

local religious groups. 

These data on contact patterns can be interpreted i'n more than, one way. 

On the one hand;'the average amount of contact w':th any si'ng1e ca~egory of 

outside agency was not high. With scattered excepttons the means were near or 

sl ightly below the once a week level. On the other hand, keep i'n mi'nd that 

each respondent reported hi's or her contacts w'i'th si'x di,'fferent types of greups. tn 

the' cfiJllJJ1anity. Extrapol ~ti'ng frem this, i't i's' re.aS.onahle te assame that the ~ver ... 

~ge participant was in fact'mai'ntaini'ng fai:rly extens,tve contacts w·tth COl1JTluntty

agencies outside the DSO network, an effort that in all likelihood would consume 

* In Delaware an equal frequency was reported with non-DSO pub 1 i'c sad, a 1 
service agencies. 
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'TABLE 1A. 

MEAN SCORES ON SIX ITEMS MEASURING CONTACT WITH 
AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE DSO NETWORK 

CONTACT WITH: 
LAW RELIGIOUS PRIVATE 

ENFORCEMENT SCHOOLS GROUPS AGENCIES 

2.8 2.8 1.3' 2.5 

2.2 2.8 L9 2.4 

2.0 2.2 1.5 2.1 
\'., 

2.6 2.7 1'.7 1.9 

3.0 2.4- 1.6 2.7 

2.5 2.6 1.9 ' 2.5 

2.6 2.9 1.7 3.5 

2.6 2.7 1.6 2.5 

Based on questions 1-6 in Section VI of the questionnaire 

SCALE: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

PUBLIC 
COURTS AGENCIES 

2.0 2.6 

3.7 2.8 

3.4 3.1 

4.0 4.0 

3.1 2.7 

3.1 2.9 

3.1 3.3 

3.1 2.9 

7 
Never Less Than About Several Once Or Several Almost 

Once Once Times -P'~' • Times Constantly ,,<;;Iwlce 
A Week A Week A Week A Day A Day 
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" 1-:, 

a part of each working day..To the extent that this 8,9curately gauges 

"col11T1unity-basedness, II it would appear that the latter/was. a wen estab1 ished 

part of each program. Incidentally, it is important to note that no single 

program stands out as being the most involved in these outside contacts,. 

Law enforcement contact was most frequent in I'll i'noi's; contact wtth schools 

and private agencies in Spokane; with reli'gi'ous groups tn Artzona and South 

Carolina; and with courts and other public agencies· 1'n Delaware. 

In judging the quality of these contacts outside the DSO networks, there 

was remarkable similarity from one prograrri to another. I'n fact, the data were 

so uniform they need not be presented in tabular· form here. Ni'ne . .,.point scales 

were used to register the organizati'onal level at whi-ch the contacts usually 

. took place, the amount of coopera ti on the contacts i nvo 1 ved, and th.e be.nefi't they 

produced for bso c 1 i ents . The rep 1 i es generally ra.nged oetween s i'x and e; ght 

on these scales, which is clearly toward the positive, or favorable, end. 

Contacts were generally with persons in authori,tative positi'o!1s~were seen 

as cooperative, and were thought to produce si'gni'ficant beneftts" for D$'O cl tents. 

Only the evaluation by Arizona participants of thei'r law enforcement contacts 

suggested a partial exception to this pattern (replies there averaged below 6 

for each of these evaluations). 

Table lB presents the reasons gtven for different ktnds of contacts, 

aggregated across ,all seven programs. * The i'ndtcatton ts that contact with 

schoolS."and agencies of the justice system took place pri'marily for providing 

information about the needs of clients, whereas contact with religious groups 

and public and private service delivery agencies was aimed toward gaintng 

* With only minor exceptions, breakdowns for each separate program follow the 
basic pattern tn Table lB. 
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TABLE lB. 

REASONS GIVEN FOR CONTACTS WITH AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE 
DSO NETWORK, AGGREGATED ACROSS ALL SEVEN PROGRAMS 

PRI~4RY REASONS FOR CONTACTS 
Clarify Encourage Change To Get Needs of DSO in Treatment Resources 

CONTACTS WITH Clients of Juveniles For Clients 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 50.5% 31.4% IT. 7% 
SCHOOLS 47.7% 18.8% 32.2% 
RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS 33.3% 6.7% 56.3% 
PRIVATE NON-DSO AGENCIES 19.1% 12.6% 67.1% 
COURTS 52.9% 20.5% 25.4% 
PUBLIC NON-DSO AGENCIES 33.5% 7.4% 57.6% 

J) 

Encourage 
Respect 

For Clients 

.5% 

1.3% 

3.7% 

1.2% 

1.2% 

1.6% 

, 
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resources to aid in dealing with clients. Actively trying to change the '" 

operation of any of these outside organizati'ons,was generally infrequent, 

but law enforcement was an exception. Almost a thi'rd of the,se .contacts 

represented what Coates would call an "advocacy" approach (encouraging a 

change in procedures). Finally, attempting to tnflue,nce th,e way people tn 

these outside agencies think about offenders was almost negli'gtble. 

Community Activism. 

Activism in thi's survey refers to attempts by' progra.m parti'ci.'pants' to 

influence the community by increasing the economic assi'stanceand communtty 

support for programs for status offenders, by attempting to change loca.l 

policies toward offenders, and byattempti'ng to improve the treatment re .. 

sources available for dealing with the problems of youth. Parttc1pants were 

as ked to i ndi ca te the frequency of thei r efforts along the,se 1 tnes, us tng a 

scale that ranged from i (never) to 9 (almost constantly). The results 

appear in Table lC. 

Overall, attempting to improve treatment resources was' the mos,t frequently 

reported activity, followed closely by encouragi~ng communi:ty support and 

attempting to influence local policy. All of these tooK place clos'e to once 

a week on the average. The least frequent activity was attempting to find 

sources of economic support ('averaging a'round the IIless than once a week ll 

level). None of the separate programs departed radi'cally from this proftle., 

although Arizona and Illinoi's did show noticeably higher levels of acti.'on than 

the other programs on all four types of acti'vity'. 

rt i's fat-rly apparent from these data that COl1Jlluni'ty' acti'vtsJIl was not an 

effort that consumed a 1 arge amount of ti'me in any of the DSO programs. But 

the same i,nterpretati,on appHe~ here as in the case of cOlTJlluntty contact: 
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TABLE IC. 

MEAN SCORES ON FOUR MEASURES OF 
COMMUNITY ACTIVISM 

,: 'I TYPE OF ACTIVITY :\" ' 

GETTING RESOURCES GETTING SUPPORT INFLUENCING IMPROVING 
FOR JUVENILE OF CO~1MUNITY LOCAL POLICIES TREATMENT PROGRAM PROGRAMS ORGANIZATIONS ' 'FOR JUVENILES RESOURCES 

ALAMEDA 2.1, 2.4 2.7' 2.7 
ARIZONA 2.5 3.3 2.8 3.3 
CLARK COUNTY 1.9 2.6 2.4 2.7 
DELAloJARE 1.8 2.5 2.6 3.2 
ILLINOIS 2.5' 3.3 3.4 3.8 

SOUTH CAROLINA 1.9 2.7 2.6 2.8 

SPOKANE 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.7 

ALL PROGRM4S 2.2 2.8 2.8 3.1 

Based on question 7 in Section VI of the questionnaire 

SCALE: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Never Less Than About Several Once Or Several Almost 
Once Once Times Twice Times Constantly 

A Week A Week A Week A Day A Day 

, 
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most participants reported some effort in all four area.s: of cOlTJ11uni.ty activism. 

Placing this effort alongside all the other activities that their DSO positions 

requi red (i ncl udi ng cl ientpontact, cOiltact wi th other cOl11l1luntt,y agenci es, and 

ordinary bureaucratic actf~i'ties such as meettngs and record-matntena.nce), it 
\\ 

seems fair to say tha.t cotrrnu)1ity activtsm was a. si.'gni.'ftcant p~rt of each pro.., 

gram. 

Subj~ctive Measures of Effectiveness. 

In addition to the measures of cOl1ll1unttY' contact and act;'vi'sflj, respondents' 

in the progi'ams were given a ntne-point sca.le to record th.etr impresston of th.e. 

effectiveness of the progra.m of whtch they were a. pa.rt a.nd to jU,dge the. pro

ductivity of their own efforts. On both counts the repli'es were qui,'te favorable 

and the variation between programs was small. On the avera.ge~ th,e pa.rttcipants 

confined thei'r judgments to a very small, appro~imate1:Y onepqint ra..nge (from 

about 6 to about 7 on the scale of ntne). These results appea.r i,'n Table lD. 
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TABLE 1D. 

SUBJECTIVE ASSESSMENTS OF OWN PERFORMANCE AND 
OVERALL DSO PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

EFFECTIVENESS OF EFFECTIVENESS OF 
OWN EFFORTS OVERALL DSO'PROGRAM 

ALAMEDA 7.0 6.6 

ARIZONA 6.9 6.9 

CLARK COUNTY 6.7 6.8 

DELAWARE 6.7 5.7 

ILLINOIS 6.6 6.1 

SOUTH CAROLINA 7.1 6.8 

SPOKANE 5,.8 6.1 

ALL PROGRAMS 6.8 6.5 

Based on questions 1 and 2 in Section II of the questionnaire 

1 = "not at all effe~tive" 
9 = lI extremely effective" 
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2. ASSESStNG tHE DETERMINANTS OF INDIVlp~JAl PRODUCTIVITY 

Dimensions of the Analysis. 
:0;, 

The final question to which this report is addressed is in many ways the 

most important one. It has to do with the variables or sets of variables that 

account for differences in the ways the DSO goals were accomplished by the 

participants. For our purposes the most critical assumption that guided the 

establishment of the programs was that coherent inter-agency networks would be 

better able to sustain community based programs than separate agencies or 

individual practitioners working in isolation from each other. As we showed 

earlier, each of the programs* had in fact created an inter-agency network of 

professional exchange, though the forms of these networks varied considerably' 

from one program to another. If these networks were functioning as intended, 

then the individuals who were strategically placed within them should have been 

in a better position, to carry out program objectives than those who were rela

tively isolated. Stated more concretely, the hypothesis to be tested is that 

the frequency of parti ci pants' communi'ty .. bC\s.ed acttvi'ti'es, speci'fi'c~ l1y, com .. 

munity contact and activism, will be a dtrect correlate of how well .... plC\ced tne,y 

were in the inter ... agency sys·tems· of profes's.i'onal exchC\nge thC\t chC\rC\cte,rtzed their 

program. To disconfirm this hypothesi's for any of the programs would mean thC\t 

the inter,."agency network, whC\tever other· advantage$' i't may have offered, di:d not 

produce a prefessional environment for i'ndi'vtduals: thC\t was an advantC\ge, to them 

tn making their contl"i'bution to the program "S c.Oimluni ty,..based objecti:ves. 

*That is, each of the six for which network data were available. 
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To test this hypothesis a multiple regression analysis was performed in 

which community contact and activism were the dependent variables. Rather than 

treating each of the several measures of these variables separately, the 

investigation was simplified by combining the six contact measures into a 

single i.ndex called CONTACT, and the four community activism measures into a 

summed index called ACTIVISM., The two items dealing with subjective evaluations 
;. ,I, 

of performance were again included, this time combined into a single index called 

PERFORMANCE. The reliabilities of these three indices (alpha) were respectively, 

.74, .88, and .63. 

In addition to measures of network placement, two other sets of independent 

variables were entered, including measures of individuals' personal resources 

and their organizational positions. Each of these will be discussed briefly. 

" Persona 1 resources refers to those attri butes and qual i fi cati ons that i ndi vi d

uals carry with them and that might be expected to have an effect on the way they 

perform their DSO activities. They include education and number of years of 

professional experience, gender, and ethnicity. As we reported earlier in Section 

I of this report, there was considerable variation from one program to another on 

each of these variables. In most organizational settings an easy prediction could 

be made that advanced education, long professional experience, male gender, and 

white race will convey access to important organizational resources and advantages, 

both formal and informal, and, for this reason they are likely, to be linked to 

higher levels of performance. However, the DSO programs cannot be considered 

typical work settings. They represented specially created organizational mechan

isms for dealing with special juvenile problems and it was by no means self

evident how these personal resources would affect program outcomes. It was 

important to gauge their impact, even without clear-cut hypotheses about the 

direction of their effects. 
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Organizational position refers to two indicators of the participant's 

location in the hierarchy of authority and decision-making within his/her 

specific place of employment (not in the DSO program overall). STATUS is a 

dichotomy indicating whether the respondent had supervisory responsibilities 

or not.* PARTICIPATION (also a dichotomy) refers to whether or not' the respond

ent was a 11 owed to parti ci pate in the deci si ons that affected htslher w,ork (bqs'ed 

on Section III, question 3 in the questionnaire). Some arguments in the inter

organizational literature stress that boundary spanning ties to other organi

zations and interaction with the community-at-large are tasks usually carried 

out by higher ranking personnel acting as "representatives" for their own 

organization. However, in the DSO programs virtually all practitioners were 

encouraged o~ required to be involved with people in agencies outside the im

mediate DSO network and for this reason high organizational rank is less likely 

to be a determining factor. In fact, if supervisors were caught up in adminis

trative duties they may have had less time and opportunity to be involved outside 

the program and the impact of status on contact and activism could be negative, 

as a result. As for rank and file participation in decision-making, it was 

shown earlier that this was the accepted strategy in all the DSO programs. It 

is important to know whether being allowed to participate in this process was 

linked in any systematic way to performance. Unfortunately, because the vari

ation on this variable was limited no conclusive assessment of its effect is 

likely to be forthcoming. 

Network location is the key variable of interest here. It refers to how 

strategically placed the individual was with respect to the patterns of profes

sional exchange among the different subparts of the DSO programs. For each of 

*Socia1 service agencies are typically "flat," that. is, t~ey.fun~tion withou~ 
an elaborate bureaucratic hierarchy. Therefore, flner dlstlnctlons than thlS 
simple dichotomy are difficult to determine. 
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the five sociometric dimensions of contact, influence, professional respect, 

support, and assi stance, a score call ed '~centra HtY'" was computed for each parti'ci

pant based on the number of direct (A~C) and indirect (A""""7B~C) links, and 

their lengths, that they were involved in. An individual with a high centrality 

score on the work contact dimension, for example, is one who had high access to 

others and was at the same time potentially highly accessible to them. The other 

four dimensions provided similar measures of wheY'e an individual stood in the 

inter-agency networks of influence, respect, support, and prefes:sTonql qS's'tstqnce. 

In the six programs for which these network measures were avai1ab1e,* these five 

centrality scores were highly intercorrelated (see Appendix C). To deal with this 

problem of multicollinearity the five measures of centrality were "blocked" in 

the regression analysis and a single beta, called a "sheaf coefficient," was 

computed to record their combined impact on the three dependent variab1es.** 

For purposes of program evaluation, the usefulness of this network construct 

is of crucial importance. The properties of the systems of inter-agency exchange 

that had been established in the different programs were described in Section I 

and it was suggested that two major interorganizationa1 strategies were in evi

dence. In Arizona and Delaware. the volume of inter-agency and agency-center 

ties and the visual displays in the smallest:space maps suggested formalized 

patterns of coordination in wh'ich the central administra'tive core functioned to 

mediate the linkages among the parts of the program. Spokane and Clark County, 

by contrast, displayed less formalized patterns that suggested linkages formed 

through very numerous person-to-person exchanges. The administrative centers of 

these two programs were by no means excluded from these exchanges but neither 

*Reca11 that the sociometric analysis was dropped in Alameda County. 
**This technique is described in detail in David R. Heise, "Employing nominal 

variables, induced variables, and block variables in path analysis," Sociological 
Methods and Research 1 (November, 1972): 147-173. 
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did they appear to mediate or "broker" the agency-to-agency linkages. 

Illinois and South Carolina did not fall clearly into either of these 

two patterns, and in South Carolina in particular it was pointed out 

that the network that was apparent was part of the pre-established 

state system of youth service delivery and not a network assembled 

expressly to deal with the problems of status offenders. 

With this brief summary in mind, what can we expect the measures 

of NETWORK CENTRALITY to show with respect to individual performance 

as we have measured itin each of these programs? If, after all the 

other vari ab 1 es descri bi ng the i ndi vi dua l' s pl ace ina program (that 

is, the measures of personal resources and organizational position 

listed above) are taken into account, CENTRALITY still shows a clear 

positive relationship to the individual performance measures, we will 

take this to be evidence for the viability of the inter-agency stra

'tegy adopted by that program. That is, 'we will take it as evidence 

that the network represents to individuals a resource that is of bene

fit to them in their'relations with the cOJ!11lunity. To observe no 

relationship between CENTRALITY and performance would provide evidence 

for a contrary argument, that is, that individuals functioning with 

only the.ir own and their agency's resources perform as well .as those 

who have access to the complicat~d system of inter-agency exchanges. 

And finally, a negative relationship would indicate that strategic 

placement in the inter-agency network is actually counterproductive 

as far as individual practitioners are concerned. 

Before proceeding with·the discussion of the findings a metho

dological cOlll11ent is, in order. The analytic strategy descr"ibed above 
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concentrates on the explanation of the contributions.!?1.Jndividuals 

to the community-basedness of their programs. It employed separate 

replications for each of the seven programs and it permits only es

sentially qualitative comparisons to be'made among the programs, 

based on a discussion of differences in the overall configuration of 

findings from one program to another. A more complete analysis would 

supplement this by addressing more directly the effects of the "global" 

properties of the programs on their aggregate levels of community

basedness while adjusting for individual-level effects. For purposes 

of this report this macro-level analysis was excluded for two reasons.* 

The first was the limited range of variability in aggregate levels of 

communi ty-b,asedness (the dependent vari ab 1 e) • In terms of average 

contact with outside organizations and community activism the seven 

programs.were performing at very similar leve'ls •. The second was a 

reservation about the use of aggregate measures based on the socio

metric data (the primary inaependent variable of interest) to capture 

the overall structural properties of the programs. In Alameda County 

these data were missing altogether, in Illinois and South Carolina they 

were based on program fragments and in Spokane the sociometric res

ponse rate was low. Thus, while the sociometric data could reasonably 

be used to compare the connectedness (centrality) of one individual on 

a roster to another, there was a serious question in four of the seven 

programs concerning the aggregation of these data to reflect overall 

p~ogram characteristics. 

*It will be pursued separately in an explor~tory ma~ner a~d reported at 
a later time. For the latest in along serles of.dlScussl0ns of the 
problems of multi-level analysis and cross-level lnferen~e, s~e Glenn 
Firebaugh, II A Rule for Infer~ing~ndividu~l-Level Relatl0nshl~s fr~m 
Aggreg'ate Data," American Socl010g1ca1 Revlew 43 (August 1978). 557 572. 
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In short, the reader should be aware that any speculation offered 

below concerning differences among the programs is based on qualitative 

inferenc~s from the intra-program analyses and not on a direct statis

tical assessment of program effects, per ~. 

Results. 

Separate multiple regression analyses were;performed for each of the 

three measures of performance. In Table 2 the findings are displayed for 

all seven DSO programs. Note that RACE was dropped from the analysis for 

Clark County because all those responding were white and that CEN1'RALITY 

w~s missing for Alameda County. 

The most important finding concerns the location of the individual 

practitioner in the systems of inter-agency exchange. In Arizona and 

Delaware CENTRALITY was the best single predictor of both CONTACT and 

ACTIVISM. Clearly, the types of networks that were apparent in those 

two programs functioned well for facilitating the work of individual 

practitioners vis-a-vis the community. In Arizona, EDUCATION also had 

a positive (but non-significant) impact on CONTACT and STATUS was in

versely (but again not slgnificantly) related to ACTIVISM (non-supervisory 

personnel were more active than supervisors). In Delaware RACE (being 

non-white), GENDER (being male), and PART!'CrPATI'ON rivaled CENTRALl'TY' 

as explanations for ACTIVISM. Overall, however, none of the measures of 

personal resources or organizational position had an effect that was as 

pronounced or as consistent as CENTRALITY. 

A basically similar pattern of findings was apparent in Spokane and 

Clark County. The personalistic networks that were observed in these 

two programs also functioned to facilitate CONTACT and, in Spokane, ACTIVISM 

as well. In Clark County there was little relationship between CENTRALITY 
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TABLE 2. REGRESSION Of COMMUNITY CQNTACT, CQMMUN~TY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTlVE PERfORMANCE QN ~ND~VJDUAL RESQURCE~, O~GANJZATJONAL POSITION 
AND NETWORK LOCATION. FOR SEVEN INTER-AGENCY PROGRAMS INVOLVED IN THE OEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS (DSO). 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESOURCES: 

Gender 

Race 

Experience 

Education 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
EXPERIENCE: 

Status 

Arizona 
(N=76) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

.03 .08 .04 

-.10 -.05 -.14 

.03 .09 .20 

.20 -.01 .06 

-.10 -.20 -.36* 

Participation .02 .02 -.10 

NETWORK 
CENTRALITY 
(Sheaf Coefficient) 

R2 WmlOUT NETWORK 
SHEAFCOEFFlCIENT 

R2 WITH NETWORK 
BLOCK INCLUDED: 

.36* 

.17 

.27 

.37* .21 

.17 .13 

.28 .17 

Delaware 
(N=37) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

*** .49 .68 .29 

.16 .31 .04 

.37 .64 .11 

Spokane 
(N=36) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

*** .87 .63** .69 

.08 .27 .11 

.54 .56 .53 

Clark County 
(N=20) 

Con~ Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

.83* .28 .67 

.17 .24 .22 

.76 .28 .49 

l'111nois 
(N=57) 

Con~ Act- Subj. 
tac.! i vi sm Perf. 

-.45 .42 .34 

.13 .32 .13 

.18 .34 .23 

Cell entries are standardized regressi'on coefficients. 
One asterisk represents p<.10. ~o represent p<.05, and three represent p<.Ol. 

aA11 respondents were white. 
bNetwork measures not available. 

'. 

'/ ' . , 

~\ 

I~ 

South Carolina 
(N-35) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

-.47 -.54 .55 

.23 .38 .13 

.38 .56 .33 

Alameda County 
(N=89) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact i vi sm Perf. 

b 

.OB .17 .08 
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and ACTIVISM. In fact, both of these programs differed from Arizona and 

Delaware in that EXPERIENCE appeared to be a more important factor tn ex

plaining levels of ACTIVISM. Curiously, however, this variable had a 

positive effect in Spokane (more experi'enced personnel were more acti've) 

but an inverse effect in C1 ark County (l ess expertenced parttctpants were, 

more active). 

One other i'nteresting dtfference between these two sets' of programs 

is apparent. In Arizon1""'aiiQ Delaware. network locatton showed 1i'ttle rela,.., 

tionship to the practitioners' subjective estimates of their own effecti've

ness and that of the overall program, but tn Spokane and Clark County the 
. r::::., 

effect wa.s c1 early posi ti've. 

To sunmartze, , in these four programs the evtdence for the viability cf 

it what we have characterized as two qutte di:fferent inter-·agency network strate ... 

gies was clear. Whether the, network was: structured along formali'sttc or 

personal istk n'nes, being favorably located w1'thi,'n i't was' a consistently 

effective predictor of the level of tnv61\wement wi·th cOJllTlunityagencies out .. 
\' 

side the network, and wasus·efu1 tn three of the four programs' for account-

ing for the level of effort devoted to i:nf1uenci:ng the cOl1l11unity Cli'l1late 
" --::' 

for deal tng with the probl ems of status offenders. An indirect i'dea of just 

how important these network variables were can be ga1'ned by comparing the, 

total vari'ance 1'n CONTACT and ACTl'VISM exp1ai'ned 1'n these four programs' 

(from 27% to as much as 76%) with that i'n Al ameda County, where the informa .. 

tion required for constructing the measure of network 10cati:on was: not 

ava1'lab1e (~% for CONTACT and 17% for ACTIvrSM)'. 

When Illinois is considered, a strikingly different picture emerges. In 

this case, the information on the network 10cattons of program practitioners 

was of very 1 imi·ted util ity in accounting for the variance inC~NTACT and 
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ACTIVISM. The betas (one negative, one positive) were comparattvely large~ 

though non-significant, but the contributi'on to exp1atned variati'on was qutte 

small (5% for CONTACT; 2% for· ACTfVfSM). As we poi'nte,d out earlier, only 

selected parts of this state-wi'de DS~ effort were subjected to evaluati'on; 

neverthe] ess; the di scuss'i'on of agency-center and tnter-agency ttes and the 

smallest space analysis suggested that there were network li'nkages' among these 

parts. Whatev~!r the functi'onsof this network were,however-, for practi'tioners, 
'. \', 

faCilitating interaction with non-DSOagencies and w'i'th the communtty at 1 ~rge 
i 

were not ~,hong them. What ts doubly cur-taus for the measure of CONTACT is th~t 

none of the other varia~les tn the regresstQn analysts contributed st9ni:fi'c~ntly 

to the expl anatton either. Wi th seven vari'ab 1 es tn the equati'on only 18% of 

the variance was accounted for. 1"n the case of ACTrVlSM substantially more of 

the variance, about 34%, was explai'ned. Of thi'5, almost half (14%) was attri ... 

butab1e to EDUCATION, another 10% to STATUS (non-supervi'sory personnel were more 

~ctive), and about 5% to GENDER (males weremor~ acttve than females 1. I'n 

weighing these results, it 1's' important to keep in mi'nd that 1111'no1'5 did not 

regi ster unusually low on any of the three effecti'veness measures' (see Talb 1 es 1 A, 

lC, and lD in this secti'on). I't is, therefore, not the i'ntenti'on here to char ... 

acterize it a$ an unproductive pr09ram~ but r~ther si,mply to poi'nt out that 

central1'ty tn the network of professtonal exchanges tn the program. was not a 

$i'gniftcant contr1'butor to the effecti'veness of ;,ts indivi'dua 1 parti'ci'pants. 

For the South Carol tna program i't can be sai'd that the network of exchanges. 
,;;,} 

among the evaluated parts of the system was actually counterproducttve w'i'th 

r~l,spect to the partici'pants' ttes to thl.:.\ cOJlJlluni'ty outside the program. 
\1 

CENTRALITY was negatively related to both CONTACT and ACTI:VISM, though the 

relattonshi'ps fa,ll just shQrt of statisti'cal si:gni'ftcamce. rt 1's important 

to note tha.t EXPERIENCE was: al so strongly and i'nve.rs~,ly rel ated to CONTACT, but 
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that EDUCATION had a positive effect~ The same p~ttern was true for ACTIVLSM~ 

but in this case GENDER, RACE, and PARTtCI'PATI'ON made addi.tional (posi'tive) 

contributions. Interesting profiles emerge fromthis·ana]ysis. Contact with 

agencies outside this program were rnai'ntai'ned largely by those part;-cipants' wh,o 

were better educated, but who were relqttvel,y i'nexperi'enced and relati'vel.y 

isolated from the channels- of profess-tonal excha.nge with;-n the program. Acttvt .... 

ties aimed at influencing the community climate for tne treatment of status 

offenders also involved educated but relati'vely i'rlexperienced and i'solated 

personnel, but with the added dts.ti'nctton that they were somewhat d;-spro~or-=.'·-, 

tionately likely to be male and whi'te and be able to parti'cipatei:n the decision .... 

making process within the DSO program. ,On the, thi'rd effecti:veness measure, 

subjective PERFORMANCE ,a signi'fi'cant reversal Qccurred: network location had 

a strong positive effect on this vari:able, Clearly, percepttons of effective"" 

ness followed a different logi'c of causatton from that whi'ch seemed to apply 

to the objective effectiveness measures.* 

A Note on Gender, Race, and Decision~Making~ 

Most of the discussion of the regression analysis ha.s concentrated 

on the importance of the network variables as determtnants of individual 

effectiveness. The effects· of GENDER, RACE, and PARTIC~PATI'ON tn the 

analysis al so call for a brief addtti'onal comment. The effects of RACE 

were generally not at al'l large but were remarkably persi'stent. Non ... whttes 

were consistently a 1ittl.e more producti've thal1 whi'tes, as lTleasure,d by 

*This point is borne out by the absence of anyrelati'onshi:ps between subjective 
PERFORMANCE and CONTACT (r;::.Ol) and ACTI'VrSM (r;::.,.,,02). tn tne other stx 
programs, PERFORMANCE was related to CONTACT and ACTrV~SM, respecttvely, as 
follows: Ar1'zona (-.06, -~15); Delaware (.35, ~21); l'11i'no1's {.12, .09,1; 
Spokane (.55, .35); Clark County' (.,13, .151; and Alameda County' ( .... 13~ .15). 
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CONTACT and ACTIVISM 
, , and they generally rated thel" r ' 

P own and their rogram's efforts a lOt 
1 tle more favorably. 

There were only two real exceptions to this. I 
n South Carolina it was whites 

tive in attempts to i fl who were more ac-
. n uence the Communit " 

whites had slightl y, and 1n Alameda County 
y more contact with agencies 

outside the DSO program. 

impact ,on effectiveness and the 
GENDER usually had very little 

effects were generall 
y no more likely to favor men th 

however th an women. Again, 
, ere were two exceptions. 

In South Carolina it was men who 
Showed higher levels of ACtIVISM ". th 

1n e community d· County it ,an ln Alameda 
was men who were more nkely to Score h" h 

b " " 1 g on the me su Jectlve PERFORMANCE. asure of 

Finally, it should not esc " 
a,pe attentlon that PARTICIPATION h d 

scattered and inconsistent effects ' a 
on effectiveness It had " fi' t . a S",gnl"-can effect on ACTIVISM in 

Delaware and Spokane and h d 
on Subjective PERFORMANCE " "" a an effect 

ln Ill1no1s On the h 1 " 
was not ". . • woe, however, it 

" a maJor factor in explaining effectiveness. 
earller that pr f " It was argued 

o esslonal practitioners expect and reI 
ability to participate in the decision-mak" y upon the 

" lng process and for this 
reason lt seems odd that th 

e measure was not 1 more systematically 
re ated to their productivity. 

The conclusion that this 
that different internal suggests is 
network administrative strategies, like different 

arrangements can be e ,", 1 
" ',qua ly effective, even though a d 

crat1c style of d " " emo-
eCls10n~making is by far th 

f " e preferred one amon 
pro essl0nal practitioners. g 
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3. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

The participants in the seven DSO programs brought with them a 

repertoire of skills and attributes many of which would seem to have been 

relevant for their professional productivity. They were also assigned 

positions in the organizational structure of their employing agency and 

more often than not were allowed to participate with their supervisors 

in making work-related deci·sions. These organi'zational factors might also 

have been relevant to their effectiveness as practitioners. Yet, for the 

most part these personal and organizational factors had inconsistent, 

often trivial and sometimes negative effects on two objective and one 
: .I 

subjective measures of effectiveness. 

In direct contract to this, the four programs that had settled on 

distinctive strategies for pulling the scattered parts of the overall 

program together seem to have profited greatly from it. Two different 

inter-organizational coordinating strategies were apparent, one for

malistic and one personalistic, but both appeared to function as impor

tant resource networks for the practitioners, judging from the fact that 

strategic placement in these networks contributed substantially to ob~ 

jective professional effectiveness. The two personalistic networks had 

an added advantage tn that a favorable network location also contributed 

to a more favorable subjective assessment of program effecttveness. 

In two other programs (in both of which the DSO effort was state

wide but for which we have only fragmentary i nformq.,ti on) , the network 

relations that existed among the program~" sub-parts were not for 

individuals conducive to effectiveness. In one cCl:~e neither the 

network variables nor any of the others seemed to have much impact, 

and in the other involvement in the network of professional ex-

- .. ~,.. .~) i 
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changes had a distinct1ynegative impact on effectiveness. 

It is significant that the four programs with what we have characterized 

as productive networks varied drastically in other ways, specifically in size 

and scope (from citY;~~ide to state-wide), and in their emphasis on public 

and private agencies and resources (from predominantly public, to mixed, 
c 

to predominantly private). It is also significant that they were assembled 

under conditions of uncertainty with, at best, ill-defined mandates to 

guide them. The fact that despite this diversity and uncertainty there 

was a clear pay-off from the strategies of coordination they developed 

offers strong testimony to the viability of the inter-organizational 

approach to service delivery. 

The message from the two programs in which the networks did not seem 

to facilitate the practitioners' work is less clear. In one sense these 

programs serve as a useful caution against the uncritical acceptance 

of the inter-organizational strategy for social service delivery. On 

the other hand, it is unfortunate that the present data are unable to 

suggest conclusively just why involvement in the network was unproductive 

in one of these programs and actually counter-productive in the other. 

In Illinois the results for all the variables in the analysis were so 

thin that almost no clues for better understanding this program are 

suggested, except for the possibility that the quality of the data 

gathered for this program was insufficient to the task of evaluation. 

In the case of South Carolina, it may be that the network of internal 

linkages tying·together the existing state youth service delivery sys-

tern was simply hot flexible enough to accomodate the goal!; of community 

contact' and activism envisioned for DSO when they were superimposed 

upon the activities already going on there. This would not argue 

against the network. approach per se, but would argue against expecting 10ng-
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established systems to be completely adaptable to a new mandate imposed 

from the outside~ 

But this speculation about South Carolina, even if correct, is 

incomplete because it says nothing about the fact that the aggregate 

levels of cOlmlunity involvement were not lower than in the other programs. 

In fact, the same can be said of Illinois. A division of labor must 

have existed in these programs that delegated the maintenance of com-

munity ties to people who were not caught up in interaction with members 

of ' other DSO agencies but the precise nature of this division of labor 

and the reasons for it are beyond the capacity of the present data to 

illuminate. The fact that only parts of these programs were available for 

evaluation further obscures the problem. The ~roblem posed by these two 

troublesome cases suggests one other interesting line of inquiry, but one that 

requires a different interpretation of the ,importance of community ties. 

By simplifying the discussion even more than we have already done it is 

possible to see four of the DSO programs (Arizona, Delaware, Spokane, ~nd 

Clark County) as representative of a strategy whereby extensive" inter-agency 

ties are for the most part maintained by the same individuals who are 

involved in extensive program community ties and the other two (South 

Carolina and I11inois) as representative ofa strategy that separates 

these two fun~tions in that practitioners deeply involved in one activity 

are likely to be freed from the other. The rationale for toe first 

strategy is basically the one that guided this entire inVeS~gation: 
/", \ .... ) 

having ex1en~ive inter-agen~y alliances facilitates and is compatible with 

the development of extensive ties ,to the community, and the conjunction 

of the two represents a favorable program outco~e. Is it possible that 

another very different rationale guided the development of the DSO programs 

'(j I 
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in Illinois and South Carolina? By glossing oyer all the many 

ambiguities in the data ~:t is possible to surmise that these two progr'ams 

were structured on the assumption that the maintenance of agency-agency 

ties and the maintenance of program;"coRlnunity ties are best separated and 

that their conjunction would not represent a favorable outcome. What 

is missing from this speculation and cannot be supplied here is a speci

fication of which type of tie (to other age.l!"\ies in the program or to the 

larger community) is taken to be the one most vital to favorable client 

outcomes, for the fact that'they are functtonally separated impl i'es that 

they are differentially evaluated. 

This line of thinking takes us far beyond the,>available data and 

it raises issues that cannot be dealt with here. Furthermore, it may 

simply be wrong. An equally possible explanation for the Illinois and 

South Carolina findings is that, rather than being expressions of dif

ferent strategic assumptions, 'the networks that evolved there were 

in fact simply ineffective in the sense that we have used the term, 

and their levels of community- basedness were accomplished in spite 

of their network deficiencies. There is no more direct evidence to 

support this interpretation than the other one but it does have the 

virtue of greater parsimony. 

To conclude this report on a note of caution it needs to be pointed 
i, 

6ut that the overall evaluation will be incomplete until the findings 

related here can be tied in with data bearing directly on client outcomes. 

On the whole~ this orgah'izational assessment has been favorable and cer

tainly no information has appeared here to indicate that the DSO mandates 

were not taken seriously. In the final accounting, however, all we ~ave 

shown is that inter-agency strategies are compatible with greater community 
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involvement and whether this eventuates in the delivery of higher 

quality services to clients i'sa question that will have to be answered 

elsewhere. 
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TELEPHONE. (2!3) '741-691515 

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
(30CIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

3150 WEST .JEFFERSON BOULEVARD 

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 80007 

SURVEY' OF THE NATI'ONAL DEMONSTRATfON PROGRAM 
FOR THE DEI'NSTITUTt'ONALI'ZATrON Of STATUS OFfENDERS 

Dear DSO Participant: 

This questionnaire has been sent to all those who are pa.rttctpattng 1'n 
any way in the demonstrati'on programs, fo\'1 the dei'nsti'tuti'onaltzation of 
status offenders. We rely on your responses to, gi've us an accurate ptc
ture of the strong points of the program you Parti'cTPate tn as well as 
its potential problem areas, 1'f any exi'st~ for pur-poses, of answertng 
the questions, please thi'nk ofyourself'justas.!~memDer'of-the'DSOpro .. 
gram. 

In this survey we are not interested in analyzing or reporting the res
ponses of any particular i'ndividual. lnstead, we are i'nterested tn the 
average responses of all the members of each DSO p~ogram. Por purposes 
of tabulating and reporting your answers wi'll be coded a.nd combi'ned wi'th 
the answers of the other respondents for computer process i'ng . No one 
wi 11 be shown your indivi'dua 1 responses and the conf;'denti'a 1 tty of your 
questionnaire is completely assured. 

The accuracy and usefulness of this survey is dependent upon your cooper
ation. Please answer all the questi'ons fully and return the form. right 
away in the prepa'id envelope we have provided. 

Thank you very muc:h for your time and your assistance. 

Solomon Kobri n 

Principal Investigator 
National Evaluatton Staff 

Consultant on 
Organizati'onal Evaluatton 

!) 
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Ii SECI'ION I 

1. N~. __________________________________________________ ~ __________ ___ 

_Black 
_Male 

Age:_year5 
_WI'dte 

_Mexican American 

_American Indian 

_Puerto Rican 

_Oriental 

_Other 

2. tv'hat uj your relationship to the DSO program? Jla:oe you:, 

_a full-time paid employee of the DSO p'L"Ojec:t 

_a part-time paid employee of the DSO p.":'Oject 

~ by aoother agency or organization but 
assigne::l to the DSO program 

_an. unpaid volunteer 
~other (S~UY __________________________ ~ 

3. ~ $. entOloyment. Where do you report for work on the DSO program? 

Street Address City State 

L~. What is the' official title oE your' Present job in the mo ~gram? 

Please give a brief desccipticn of'!/f:Mr' major tasks andrespo::iSibilities iri the 
050 program: " 

S. What do you consider to be yr:::JIr occupation? Please give as precise a title as you can 
(fer ex.1II1tll.e, scc:iAl wcrkeI:', c:linical psyc:hologist, vocational counselor and not "re
habilitation work," "youth work" or "adm:i.nist:raticnfl

). 

How many years of experience -do j'1QU have in this oc:cup&tion? ----Year5 
. . ~ . . . . . 

S. 'when-'did ~ aSSUme ycur present duties on the DSO program? _M::Inth _Day _YMZ< 

7. Please cirCle the highest level of ec:iucat'.ion you have canplete:i: 

Oe.':2, .. ,tary Sc."'lo::Il 

123.~S678 

Hidl School 

123 ~ 

!Jndergradua't:e College 

1 2 345 

\o/hat foxmal acadenic degree(s), if arrf. do you hol<i? 

1. __ _ 2, __ _ 3 __ _ 4 __ _ 

Graduate School 

1 ,2 ~ 4 5 6 7+ 
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SECl'ION II 

'mE ~ONS III 'lHIS sr.crIon ASK FOR mJR OPINIQNS JiJ3tJJr. DIFn:REln" ASPEC'1'S 
or 'mE DSO PRCGiWI AND 'IHE 'IREAn1mr OF JUV'Elm..ES. FOR EAQI ~CW CIRa.E 
'.tHE rumER 'lHA1' BESr mRESSES m.m OPOOON. 

1. Whan ycu thinJc ab::Iut yt:Nr own \Q"Jc in the DSO program, how effective do ycu th:i:Ik yr:Nr 
eUexu have bwi? 

Not~all ~y 
effeCtive 1 2 3 1+ 5 6 7 a." 9' effec:ti.ve 

. . 
2. B.u.s en the piIZ't of it you are familiar with, how effective would you say the DSQ .... ~ ....... II: ......... 

has bean in i-es treatment of juvenile clients? 

let at.u 
-.Efective 1 2 3 5 6 

. ' . 
8 . . 7, . . ., .. 

3. Use the fol.lowing scale' to :in:!ic:ate the extent to which ~ ~ .juveniles in ~ 
... resp:a1S:ible far' their own }%'OblAms. " 

The juvenile is . n. juvenile is 
USIally to blarDe 1 2 3 .. - S ,6 l' 8'· '9 usually· not' to blame 
far' hisIha~ ~bl_ fer hislh .. problems 

II. In d8illlll& with juveniles who ... in trouble, what is the.best Strategy? 
OrdiMrily, juve- '. . . . ". OrdiMrily,: juvenlla 
nila in trcuble 1 2 3 . 1+ 5 6 7 a 9 in trouble shoul.cl not 
shcRWi receive puni.shment .. .... .' . r.c.u.w: ~ 

" '. 
s. On the ~ sc:&l.e l.ncSic:&te the effect: ~ ~ ~:t:ut:icM aa a. ~ filC'tl:Z' 
~ juwnU. to as--t into U'OUble: . " . 

Not uauaUy 1 2 3 .. S . 6 "1 a .. 9 ' . 'Usiauy , -. 
a. _jer tact=' . '.; ". a.MjOl" fatt::t:::4" 

. " . '.; .' ",~ 

". '-' 

7. ac.r lmp::u: taut ... the juwnila'. ~ scc:ial. ~ _ a. ~"l'actIZ" 
c::au.q. ~ to pe·into UOOUble? 

Not usuUy 
a. Da'jOl." fac:tIcIL- 1 2 3 S 6 '. ,.7 a 

8. IA ~ opW.c:n, lDIlIIICh etfc:ot shculd t:bcM \iIIo a.l. witb' the ~_ of jUv.nu. 
__ to r:hinie tbe ,...,i .. s=W. ~ the. j~ hiMI, to. live. with" . 

SIDald ba \y .... ~ ba 
P'IIWl ~ 1 2- 3 .. 5 8 7 8 " 9 ..aiwn a. ~ 
li1:'t:le ~art: " ., . , a.l. ~ . e!.!OI."t 

9. S!!w, lIUCh e!fcL.'"t s1'DW:t thI:IM wb:I &Ial. with 1M, P=bl- of juyIm;i.l;_ make to i~. 
a. c:h:il4's ~ adjUS'tlllM'd:? " '. 

·-;·'SIDald be' '. .. . ~ Sbau1d:be 
""';v..- . 1 2 3 .. 5 8 7 8 9 '. zi,v..a. ~ tiftl.e -;;f=.t .' ., , ...... dW; of·"e!.!OI."t 

.. .. .... .1.,' 

10. Ii:Iw III.ICh effozoe shauld 1::hose whg dMl with the probl,_ of juvcUl.a ~.to ~ the 
~ instituticna of the ~ CClIIIIImity? ' ... , 

SIIaI4d be SbCw.ci 1:. 
pv. ..,.,. 1 2 3 .. 5 5 7 8 9 ~wn a. p;"M1: 
lit.'1:le elfare deal of effCft 

.' 
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BEUlW IS A LIS'r' OF Im1S 'IBAT 5a1E'r.IHES 'l'lUJBLE PEOPLE IN 'lHEIR 
\Ga(. us:JN; 'IHE i'lmE I..i!l'rDS PROVIt'£D, INDICA!E lUi FREQUEN'l"Ul 

. Yell :E!:EE. 'lD.mu:D BY.~ ll2H IN YIlJR ~RK FOR '!IE DSO PRClGlWI. 

B 
Ranly 

CD' . E' 
~'imM ~ ottm Cc:nrt:mt:ly. 

1. ~F~ that yell 'haw too U~ ~1:.'f to carry out the L'eSPCl'sjbili:d.a ~ 
.1=»' ~ in the pE'OiL-" . 

2. . ~ u:'IICl.eiIZ' en jUIIt whirt the SCCIpe m1 ~~bilitf_ of ~ job in the Pl'CCL- ..... - , 

3. _Not Jczarin& ~ Qppc:4O"tunitia & p&awticD =-~ cx.i.se for yQl in. the p&qi:W. 

.. ~ . . F..una:tb&t'~ hAft teo hMuy &'~, CIne ~ YQI em't f.mi.sh in • ~ day • - , 

S. Fee1iq tb&t 'tba ~ yaq z..s in ytNr'rso WICIl'fc .CCIIIII!I too laI:It. m a Of arh UN • 
~...... ': 

6. ..:......r~ tbI:t IS) ~ is \JMbla ta .lcMp }'QI Wc:a..~ aJ:art ~ ~ 
and ~ tb&t _y alfce yt:MZ" war5c. 

7. _F~ tb&t YQI z..s JII:II:'e ~ 'tD de ~ job ~ly. , 

8. "':'-'S4u:na '<:cmr.nc.d' that tM DSO ~ is imab:La t:I =-te .. ~ ~ l:'IWC'Cl
q 'C&'Jc ~ f=- its pcs:mal~ 

9., ~ tbs '~m1 pap&" war5c.~l:Iy the DSO ptqt;_ tab uP teo IIIrIi 
"~ot:'yQZ" t:iIIe.. 

10. ~ 'that yau.'U not be able 'tD S&'t:isfy the ~ d.am:ls of Ya".i.~ peopla 
- t4D rank aI:IqYe yQI in' t:be DSO ,lZ'OiJL'" . 

U. _FeeJ.q that ~ aN not AtUy ~ 'tD hIIldl.e yt:MZ" job ..... ~ ~ 1IICIi. ... 
" ... ,4DcP.a'i1nC8 ~ ~ with j~. . . ' . 

12.' ~~ .h&Vii1&:: ~ oppcA'tuni:ty to do tha 1:!W1&s you feel. yQl .... best at .~. . 

13. _~ }'QI canrat au tb8 lnfcnat1at Clbaut the ~ anr1 ne.1s ~ j~, 
that is nec_uy to do yt:MZ" job p:t'OpC1l', . 

lS • 
1&. 

17. 

18., 

·":::'-'Ndt ~ ~ tD uy Oaat: yt:MZ" CIG id8q en the· job!. 

--1~ 'that' ~ ~- an 'tba job; so feo hila ··not bee what it shcNl.d. be. . 

---.;.Havlz1I'tD IIIIkII decit~ tiC ~-= ~ P*'Ple ~ f=- the DSO ~ bet=-
~ tully uncSa1Itaad tNsizo ~. ' 
~ that yaII .. UMble to ~ 'tba cfe::;sl.l:;m anr1 ~ of tbcIu ~ ~-

-uate)lClQl'WZ'fc iD 'tba me; P=iL'" '" '. .: . . . :.' 

Nat ,JCZDriD& wIC tt.& ~ juI:Ip yt:MZ" wade iD 'the CSO· PRIIL- think of yo:' YX'k 
~ = g' they .-.J.n.t8<:)QJl" 'I*'f'c:aIInCII. 

/ • ~.. '1. ~; • • 

19.' ~ tb&t tha' ~ of WICIl'fc' yaII haw to do ft:" t!\e t'SO pl'C8N& lntuof .... with 
~ .u i't. pta. dcm. . .. . . .. . . 

20. ! F~ ~ 'y.. ~ ~ .. ~' ~ fer t:be ix;o ptOiL_ that ~ ~ -yom b.t-tiU' 
~~~. . . . . 

21. ·~Nott~w.e ~ ..... wj1'bJe to..e the nMds of juvcU.ain tha ~ .... 

22. . FeeUzIc tMc the IS) ~ ~ not slDI GIUIb ~ f= _ WIIl.f.1re -
-:-~.~ ~;~~.1Q'Jc,~ 1:be~ . . .. ' 

1,( 23. _~ ~ "'-t 1:be. pcpla' ~ ~y 1CIdc.·w1;tb 1A 'the llSOpR! m_¥_. _-~ ~ yau. 

2'. .~ t2IIEC ,au&' i\ma. P.>'OIC'- CIQ ~ job in the t1SO Pft¥- is nc:rt lJJc:a1.Y' -= bit" 
~,..! it IbI:Iu14 ba. : . '.' . ' .~ ,.,' 

25 •. ' .. ~ f:tIa1: ~ haw 1:1:10 IIICb NSpWi1rillty del.eptC 1:0 ~ by ytNI1 ~:iz1 . 
-. DSO pno__ ' 

21 • .-:;.~ ~ otMn"iD the:. ~ .. ~ bf~' t.. of +.~ 
~. to 1:be ~0jN& 'thin )'Cal di:I. - - ..." .,' . . 

'rI. ~. tba't yt:IA!I! D$O wade ca. .' ai-~ .a:NIb tnIIIdca'1:O cbI::aIe ~ c::cto ......... !' 

21 ...... -:.:~ ttat. t2.. ....... -. =-_ Z'II',laticn1 to ~ yau m.~ QSO'~. 
29. FeeUftI 1:h&'t ttII:Iee lbIMa'yaa m the- DSQ pNU_ cD,'t ~ ~ ~Idcn 1» ~ 

-own ~ ~ ~ 1G'k in.t:lw FOV-. . 
30. ::.:_i~-~ ~ sJd.il. .ins ~ ~'t ~ ~ ~ ~.~ p-

"~~.C.1lSO~ . : 
':~,. ".. . 4~ .. ' . 
~::' .. ' ~ .' c'" 

• t •• ,. ~ '. 
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'! ( ...... - .. ~~~--.-... . 

. . 
l. fbi often in the Cl:lUr.SlI of ~ w=k on the. tISO P!P&L-.~;~,hi.ve: ~~wi1:h.th. 

pc"SCIl who supcv.ises the wwk you do for the ~_? Ci:'c:le the appropnate 1&1:1:": 

ABC, D E F 

Alm:Isi:: s.veral Once or SewrnIl AJ::cut cnce r:..ss than 
Canr..antly times a. day twice a day times a week a week once a w.!c 

2. Hew woula you ~ the tlme you s;en1 with the pcscn ~ ~es ~ wcrJc on the 
tISO PlTJIZ'IIIIl? C1rc:le the m=bcIr tha1: bGa't represcrts yo.:sr op:uuon: 

1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 
nie, time is all=st 

<Jlwa)"S helpfW. tolT. 

3. Which of the f~ statamerrts best c1esc:"lb •• ~ .~~~P :with 'the. ~ ~ 
supcv:ises the w:'k ycu do for the DSO Pl'OIZam?, ' 

_We diseuss ttU.np a g%'Mt c1e&l am c:cmia to a ~ decl:sicft 4l::cl1t the task a't ~. 

.--!.z. cl.iscuss thinp a. it"8&t c1e&l am 1:h. ~' s c1ecis~ are USUAlly adcpte:l. 

_We discuss 'th:irlgs a gI:"M't d.Ml aM my dic:isions are USU&l.ly ad=pf:c. 

We dcn't discuu thinp VC"J IIUCh but uSuauy c:cma to • I!Ut\iAl decision. - . 
_We dCIn''t diSC'",. thinp VC"J1IUCh aM the ~rs aec:iSicns are uau-uy ~ec1. 
~w. dCn't discuss ~ VC"J uU:h cintt my~':are~ ~y adcpt8ct ... , ., 
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2. Hc:Iw often are you actually inYolvw:t in d:inctly ~ the wcrJc of otha's in the 
'~? ~b~lettc: 

A B ~~ D E F 
"iI ... 

AJJmsc s...,.,.l, 0nCiI!I or Sevcoal Ab::ut Cft:e Las tMn 
Cl=natIntl.y dDas". day twice. day t:ima. waek ... once • ~ 

3. How tOzld }'QU d~ the t::ime you spend. with theA whasa toQ'Jc <:1ft the DSO lZ'O(1"SIl }IQl 
su.peNi.se? C:i.%e1.e the ruDIr an the SCAle that best ~ yr::Mr' opi:W:D: 

the ~ .is aJJ:cst The t:fma .is ~ 1 2 3 ~ 5 S 7 8 9 nav..- Mlp.fql. to ,. always helptul. to me 
,.. ',. 

'f·, 

If. •. Whic:h of these st&t-.rts best ~ the reJ.a1:lcaship ycu have with those M1cse WI:7ri: 
'.: . in the DSO prcSLWR' you supCv.i;Se? '.: ' 

,_We discus. tH!inp • SNAt d~ and =- to a ltIl1:UoIl. decision &.~ ~ task a.t hard. 

____ We dilClJs. th:i:1p .. IN&t d-.J!· ~ my decisicn is uaallyadcpte:l. 
. ~. .' 

~.,. disc:usa 1:hinp .. F"Mt dMl and ~ decisions C'e USWIlly adap'te:l. --- . . . 
-tie dcn't ~ thiz1p vc:y IIaIC:h but USUAlly =- to • J:I.l't\Yl decisic:l'l. 

" ' 

t-le den rt c1Ucua 1:h.iz2p vcy JU::h and my decisions are usu.Illy adQpted • . ,:;~. : ... " '_ ....... :.~.,.. . 

tie dentt c1isc:ua th$np wry ax:h m:11:heir decislQns are usuallyadcptec1. -".' ....... :.. : ... ,.; .... ~.:. ,. 

s. u you =ul4 decide, heM ax:h would ycu pret .. to have those whQse wane you supervise 
p&l'dcipate w.ith yoq in ~,b dcis:iaw that c1etcm:i.ne b::Iw they do their jo~? .' .. . . 

...... 

"'; 

l 
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SMrinc To find ·l1h&...oidabl.; 
WamII.tion cut a!xKIt Buic&lJ.y "ecntact is 

N.--: and ideu pneNl. for ~by 
abau't DSO Nles nuons 'the . nat:unl 

clients' aM of of 
pt'Obl- ~ friendship . the job 

2. n.... live the ne.s at the 'tht'ee pql.. en .'the DSO project "who y,ou-:'ieel"~y' .;'~ 
have the ~es1: lntluarlCe OVC' haw }'CQ de yt:A1r' WIZic on the project. . 

.. -

.,' 

.' '. ~ .... :... i .• o •• 

3. If you wanted to have ~ own work on the DSO ~ ...,&lu&1:er1,,~ an 'thIil three indivi· 
duIl.s in the ~F'IIII wb:se opizW:c of yt:A1r' wor:'k yc:u would respect the =st?' ,-

-------..... -----_ ..... : -.,.-. : .. ,': -: ' .... "':::: 

,~' 

" 

\ 

,;::..;. t.-· 
-.~ ::':2" ... ;t.,.":. .. ~.;: .. J.:- '::' 
~.~~, :-.. :,)-= J~-;; po' .: ..... :..:..: 
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'SECtXtii VI 

1m: ~aG m 'lKtS SECrION ASK 'A1!D1r i'OOR ~ WI'IH SQ£ OF 'mE 0aGAN
IZAl'IONS m - CXJKlNIl'Y mAl' 'mE IlSO PRCGRAH'MAY WOMC Wl'lH.IF 'ttXJ HAVE NO 
CON'rACr AT ALI. Wl'lH.ANY ONE OF 'mE 0RGANIZm0NS. LIS'l'ED,BE SURE TO INDICAtE mrs.. . 

1 2 3 

Ccrltacta ~l'tl' 
prccNca baMt'its 1 2 3 
fexo DSO cl.iAuIts 
0. 

Ccn1acts NIVeo lMd 
to.~ CCIOpc&- 1 2 3 
t:ic:h with lar enlorc..m: 

_To c.l.Irify tM NICs ~ lnti.vidual. IlSO cUAnts. 

_To ~ •• cbanpin the way j\M!ldl,a ... hIndled. 

_To set the 7:'IISOUI:"Ca th&'c ~ ~eer1.. 
_To er!C'CUI:IIp respect fexo the c:lierrt u a pe'SCIn. 

5 
Ccut'iM."tS always with 

It 6 7 a 9 pcple in positions 
. ~ iIItt.,r.i:ty 

.. 5 6 7 a 9 
c.ant:acts always' 
~~its 
fa&o l'lSO c:licts 

.. ~ ~. 1 a 9 
CClltL"tS al.w&ys lead. 
to clQsco QCIOpC'8.'ticln 
with l.w enf~ 

- . 

2. Hc::Y ottln in the CCIUI:'Sa of yo.go wark- in the DSO~'6iA de) ~ CCIIIe ~ c:cntad: with. 
rea&: esmtad.ves ot local. ~ls? --

Whids of the' f'ollcwq 
1leR 1't2I;t- the ~ 
1"MICft far theM aa.ta.::ts'l 
CS!!!s!i onlX D' 

_To c:liIrity the.~ at inclividual.!lSO c:l:.iArrts. 

_To caanp • c:hIInp in tbe way juwniles are Mndlc. 
_ .. _To pt 1M ~ t;h&t clients nee. 

TO· tner:IUNp rapec:t fOl:' the cl..Wlt ... perscIl. - . 

. Oft -=h ~ these sc:.alAs c::z.cle _ 1'UIIbC'. that bat ~ the c:cnucts you. hav.a wittl 
~va at lci:al. sc:hcIIla;----.- .-. 

:, )) 

CcntIcts ~ 
~~its 
fO(' OSO c:l.im1:s 

c.cnt.:ts nev&" l.Mr:l 
to close" <:iCIoptiiIN
ticn wi.'th sch:lols 

i" 
'.I 

1 

1 

2 3 .. 

2 3 

$ 7 

5& 7 

a 

8 9 

8 9 
C'.cXltac:ts alWays lMd 
1:0 cloIC' c:copc'atic::n 
\lith schcOls 
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~ of the tollawinl 
bat. stat .. the prizJary 
nut;lri.,trzt theM CICI'l'taCtS? 
C£!l!s!s. only 3!!.> 

0nCIl or .. SevC'&l 
. twica a " , tlmes 'a 

-day -:"'!"'cfay 

_To c:lA:ri.ty the needs ot irxiivil:i\al:'IlSCr cl.i'ents. 
_To 'cnc:cuz'qe a c:hang_ in ~ ~y jwenUu' are 1iandlAcl. 

_To pt the ~ that elierts n,..., ' , 
_To ~ ~ frzt to"'. clict as a pc'SCIn • 

•. (ft eiICh of ~des. seal .. ci:cl. the ~ "that !:>eSt d~ the' c:ontact.S you have tW:b 
"Pt'I!S itatives ot these l.oc&l ~ ~,;mizadcns:' " ' 

Ci:IntaI:ts ~ys with" 
1 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 8 9 people in positions 

1 2 

O:xita..'"t'S nev.. lMd 
to clcsC' QClQpet"&ticn 1 2 
with ~ groups 

~ ot 'tM !ollcIwi.n; 
best stat .. the ~ 
reucn trzt these c:=rtiICtS? 
(0.= only 9) 

3 ~ 5 '6 7 a , 9 

ot au1:harity , 

Contacts. alWAys, , 
pr'OduI:e" benetit$ 
frzt I:SQ: c:lients ' 

3 ~ 5 6' 7 8 
~ alWays 'lee : 

9 to ClQse:t' CCIOpC&tl.Qn 
with relig;nus ~ , 

To clarify the needS ot iMi~ DSC .-H .. ='-
..-, .. - ,. " . ',. .' ~ 

To -=uroage a chanp in tbIi, WIq juv.w.u C'e handled. --. . - . 
~To let the ~ that c:l:i.ants need; 

_To encaurap NSpct: fat' the"Client u '" pc'SQn 

On -=h o1! theA se&l. .. circl4 the 1UIIbc'1:h&t ~ d~ t:h. CCIIltIIi:ts":iau b&v!I' wit'~, 
~ws 'f4 ~ lccal. privata ~:,'\c) 

;~ '; i' '. "-~:;, -.'. '" ' : 

1 3 5 &' 7 a 

1 2 3 ~ 5 & 1 

3 ~ 5 & 7 ,8 

, CClntCi~i alw&~ with' 
9 pIIOplt\1~ in pQjiticns' . 

ot~ty 
.. " ." ~ '.:. t;" .'~' 

~ Cl::IIt&-tS :.~' : .. ; 
9 ~beMfits" 

9 

t=- CSQ cl~ 
:. ": ........ 

cart:acts' &lwiI.yS lew! 
to c:l.o ..... =~ticln 
with thde'local' " \ 
privu.~ 

816 
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I 

,", 

CQma:cs ~,: ',.:,' ", 

~ benefits, , ' 1 
to:t' aso 'cu.m:., , , ... . , 

.. H.. 

1 2 

1 2 

2 3 
:. 

2 3 

3 ~ 5 

3 ~ 5 

,. 5 6 

~ 5 & 

6 ~ always 7 .. a 9 pmc:b:a ~its 
trzt aso c:l.icrcs 

6 7 a 9 

7 ~ &hays 8 9 ~~its 
b IS) ,c:UCQ' 

7 CCntac:ts &I.weys lNcl 8 9 t'C? c.lgqzo CCOpoinlticn 
W1'tb thua- loc:al public: 
MrYice apnciu , 

, 

817 



7. Flnally, lx:Iw often in Sb.!. ~ 2f. :e£. ~ 4n Sb.!. ~ prcgram are you involvecl in 
each of thII fol.l.cwing ld.:1ds Qf c::c:am.mi'ty activi'ty? 

Hi::Iw often are ygu inwlvecl 
in ef~ to get lIm'II 
lacal I!CCIIrICIIIic support for 
~ ..... fCll:' juwn:.i.lcs~ 

Hew otten are you involved 
in ef~ to g4l1: lJIDZ'e 
CCIDIImity orpniza:d,Qrw 
involved in tha problems 
of juven:i.J..~ 

)Jaw often are you involve 
in aucpdng to :i.nflu.nc:e 
lacal policies Oft the ways 
the problems of juveniles 
C"II handle? 

Hcu often are YQIl. involve 
m attemp1:S to get be'C'tmo 
l.ccal ~ reseurces 
for tM problems of 
juveniles? 

Las than A1x:l\Et Savenl.1 Once or Several. 
en:. a once a times a twice a times a AlIrcst 

Neve- week week week clay day QC1'IS1:antly 

'mRIC Ya1 VEX! liJOi FOR 'lOUR PA1"IDlCl: IN FILt.1NG CXJT. '!HIS ~ONNAIE. Pl.EASE am:K TO SEt: 
'1l!AT A1J. QtJES'l'!ONS ARE ANSWERED F'tJI.a BEFORE RE'l'URNlNG 'lHE FORM 'l'O us. 

" ";i" -, ~"_"' __ '~ __ ' __ '~'~"'T""~ ____ ~""~_ 

.~ 

1/ 

« 

818 

\ 

/ 
I., 

APPENDIX B 
ALAMEDA COUNTY 

QUESTIONNAIRE MODIFICATION 

819 

! 
I 

I 
I' 

~ 
f ' i; 
" i 
I. 
f: 
j;, 

I 



fr~.J 

i 

, 
I , ' 

.'~,,: 
I 

I 

i 
.[ 

.\1 
~, ~ . 

SECTION v 
nIE:iLEAA. FUNDED ~ PROGRAM IN AU'IEDA CQUN'i'{ INVOLVES A FAIRLY LARGE NlMBER OF 
PEOPLE WKl WORK I~ nIE FPMILY CRISIS INTERVFlITION UNITS OF 1HE PROBATION DEPm· 
lolENT AS WELL AS PEOPLE \'Ill) \'lURK IN SEVERAL YOOlli SERVICE CENTERS .l\ROUNDnIE COONT'f. 
'!HE ~IONS IN nns SECI'IOO .W: DESIGNED TO GIVE US A.1tJ IDEA OF nIE RELATIONSHIPS 
At-IJNG nIE PEOPLE WI-I) ARE P.~ICIPATING IN '!HE" PROGRAM. AS YOU ANSWER 'niE;~QUESTIONS 
1HINIC OF 1HE DSO PRCJGIWoI AS 1HE OVERALL CClJN'lY -WIlE EFFORl't NOr JUST IN 1'E1M) OF 
YOUR 0Im SPECIFIC OFFICE OR }(;'EJ{CY. 

1. Please think of the three poeple in the overall Alameda CountY DSO program )"ith 
whan YO\,\ .have the most contact in the course of the work you do for the program. 
In the .spaces provided list the agency or specific office that each of these 
people works for. Indicate by checking the primary reason for your contact 
With each person. 

Agency name 
(List a specifiC 
FCI unit or 
Youth SerVice 
Center) 

Primary reason for the contact 
(lIlease ~only l!!! answer that best applies) 

Sharing 
information 

and ideas 
about 

clients' 
~blems 

To find 
.out about 

general 
DSO rules 

and 
procedures 

Basically 
for 

reasons, 
of 

friend.5hip 

Unavoidable: 
contact is 

required by 
the nature 

of 
the task 

Z. List the agency or specific office of each of the three people who work for the 
DSO program in Alameda County who you feel actuD.!ly have the greatest influence 
over how you do your work on the project. 

3. If you wanted to have your own work on the DSO program evaluated, who are the three 
indivichJ4ls in the program whose opinion of your work you would respect the most? 
In the Space provided list the agency or specific office iii which each of these three 
people l'<"Orks. 

o 

4. If you had an opinion about the handling of juveniles that did not agree with official 
policy, who are the three individuals in the overall DSO program you could count on 
to help you get a hearing for your point of view? In the spaces provided, list just 
the aaencr or office that each works far. 

II 
il 

S. If you were working with a client who was an espeCially difficult case, who are 
the three people in the overall County DSO program who could offer the most L'Isist
ance in dealing with the problem? In the spaces provided, list the agency or office 
that each works for. 

, o! 
"~--r'~"''''~'''--'"~' ""':r-~'. _¥>foI>,_~it'~_~"""'~'- ~ 
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1 Gender 

8 Influence 

9 Respect 

10 Support 

11 Assistance 

12 Contact 

13 Activism 
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CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, / 

NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT; 'COMMUNITY ACTIVI~.M AND SUBJECTIVE PERFO~!1ANCE. 

ARIZONA 
-II,..;.... ----'---.;. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

-.22 

-.02 -.08 
- - . ".1 

, • 21 .05 .02 

-.04 . 03. -. 17, - • 42 

.03 

.18 

.26 

.27 

.27 

.15 

.13 

- .12 

.04 

.03 

-.09 

- .01 

-.06 

-.10 

.18 -.11 

.04 - .12 

\ .~. 

.n 
• Hi 

.12 

.18 

.16 

-.10 

.23 

.16 

.31 

.27 

.24 

.33 

.22 

-.35 

-.26 

-.32 

-.34 

-.22 

-.29, 

-.01 

.01 

.02 

-.06 

-.O~\; 
\1 . ~ 

'" 

-.04 

.08 

. 11 

.19 .19 -.34 -.01 

.15 -.10 .26 .01 

/. 

7 

.78 

.65 

.69 

.48 

i .22 

.,34 

-.05 

8 

.66 

.82 

.56 

.21 

.29 

-.09 

" 

9 

.84 

.68 

.40 

.46 

-.08 

10 . 

.67 

.39 

.41 

~'. 08 

11 

.37 

.35 

-.18 

12 

.56 

-.06 

\) 

13 14 

-.15 
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II ,.I 

[f 
~ 
I 
r 

, 
I' 
j. 

~ 
Ii 
Ii 

II 
I! 
I' 

H 

r 

I 

fl 
H 
" 
II 
I" 
Ii ;c." 
t " 

I 

... 

.,fr."-

\ 

, 

-



t 

o 

,~ 

o 

, " 

.. 

\-
" 

CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, TABLE C2. 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT,f,OMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

1 Gender 

2 Race 

3 Experience 

4 Ed4cation 

5 Status 

6 Participation 

7 Work Contact 

8 Influence 

9 Respect 

10 Support 

Assistance 

12 Contact 

13 Activism 

14 Performance 

1 

-.06 

-.16 

.28 

.24 

.00 

-.02 

- .16 

- .16 

-.22 

.16 

-.03 

.18 

.02 

-.20 

-.21 

.03 

.12 

.04 

.08 

-.18 

-.40 

3 

.11 

-.27 

-.06 

-.03 

.'04 

-.04 

- • .03 

-.21 

- .16 

.17 --.08 ·-.03 

. / 

",," 

.' 

4 

-.06 

- .10 

.12 

5 

.18 

.00 

.19 -.31 

.24 -.50 

.21 -.35 

.31 -.33 

- .Hi - .03 

.15 .03 

DELAWARE 

6 7 8 

-.53 

-.31 .51 

-.32 .40 .69 

-.41 .54 .90 

-.31 '·.32 .66 

.16 .11 --.29 

.·18 _.29 .45 

.06 .05 -.05 -.05 .07 

-' 
.... " . I ; 

9 

-.;.-

.78 

.78 

.12 

.19 

.02 

10 11 

.62 

.11 .24 

.38 .15 

.02 .19 

" ~) 

12 

.42 

.35 

-- .. ,-

13 14 

i 

I 
11 

r 
\-

.21 
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TABLE C3. 

• 
1 Gender 

2 Race 

3 Experience 

4 Education 

5 Status 

I'. 
- " -,,_ ... ~ ,._- ~---'---"->-______ '-r.~ _______ "-_~ __ • _____ • __ • '"_, 

CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

1 

-.15 

.21 

2 3 

.02 

.15 -.04 -.06 

4 

-.29 -.09 -.13 -.50 

ILLINOIS 

5 6 7 8 9 10 12 

6 Particip~tton -.17 -.18 -.07 -.07 . 17 

-.Q:2 
7 Work Contact 

8 Influence 

9 Respect 

10 Support, 
, I 

[/ ./ 

ASSistance 

12 Contact 

13 ActiVism 

I 14 Performance 

. ····1 

J 

1 ___ ." .. ,.,. 
~: 

-'.04 

-.02 

-.02 

-.03 

-.04 

.06 

.25 

.27 

.27 

.27 
, 

.28 

-.11 

.23 -.15 

-.11 .03 

.. ' 

'. 

-.25 

-.25 

-.25 

-.26 

~.,26 

-.07 

.07 

-. Hi 

-, 

.06 

.07 

.b8 

.06 

.10 

.27 

-.02 

..... 03 

.01 

-.03 

-.22 

.41 -.49 

-.02 .02 

-.03 

-.06 

-.05 

-.07 

-.07 

.15 

.03 

.34 

/ 
/, -

.99 

.97 

.97 

.97 

-.07 

.,04 

- .,12 

.99 

.99 

.97 

-.07 

.05 

-.15 

.97 

.98 

-.06 

.05 

- .14 

.96 

-.06 

.02 

-.03 

.06 

-.18' -.12 

'. 

.{J 

, 

.57 

.12 

13 14 

i 

I ~ 
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)' 

':09 

, 

, " 



jJ 

" 
'ii 

'.".1-

,I , 

r I 

, ,J'" 

--

I,' 

/' 
CJ 

TABLE C4. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

1 Gender 

2 Race 

3 Experience 

4 Education 

5 Status 

1 

-.11 

.11 

.27 

2 

.26 

.06 

-.07 -.20 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

3 4 5 6 7 

.07 

.11 ..... 55 

6 Participation -.40 -.01 -.21 ~.OZ -.18 ~"'~ 

i 
j 

. n 

7 Work Contact 

8 Influence 

9 Respect 

11 10 Support I 11 Assistance 

I 12 Contact 

-.05 

.00 

-.04 

- .19 

-.27 

.21 

.20 

.22 

.02 

.04 

... 18 

.02 

.04 

.00 

-.69 

-.64 

-.35 

.42 .... 48 

.36 

.39 

.00 

.05 

.23 

",.49 

..... 44 

-.36 

-.29 

- .15 

.29 

.23 

.22 

.41 

.41 

:'.05 

.86 

.86 

.48 

.59 

-.22 

8 

.81 

.53 

.54 

-.24 

9 

.52 

.57 

-.25 

10 

.94 

.01 

11 

-.04 

13 Activism 

.13 

.35 .12 '-.16 .46 -.33 .08 -.08 -.06 -.12 -.03 -.ll 

14 Performance 

J ~' ... J ~ 
.20 -.11 -.02 -.03 .26 .19 -.13 -.19 .19 .07 .13 

, ~~t:r'/:'~'_=~:~~:f""~=~"'-"'~-"--_' ' ..... .:::-~ ....... n." •.• _ ..... ~T .':'" _~~.~~>,,, .. , 

. '/ 
- 'f' 

/ , , , 

12 

.76 

.01 

13 14 

-.02 

\, 
Ji 
ft 
1\ 

II 
I'! 
!i 
ii 
Ii 
I' 

r 

" 

\ 

G, 

{j 



(i 
- - .. _------.- ----_ .. _------_.- ._-._-.------._---._------

, I 
! 

! 

I 
TABLE C5. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 

I 
1 NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

1 

u 
" J 

SPOKANE H 

II 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

!l 
11 

r II • 
;) 1 Gender 
'1 1m 

L 
2 .23 

-r Race I! 1, 'I,·c 
I! 

.16 .13 
I, 

3 Experience 
'.'-

If ~, 

4 Education .40 .39 - .15 I .,.,~~ 

I 

:'-----
5 Status -.22 -.14 -.45 -.06 

'j( .' I il .. ' 
6 Particip~tion -.24 - .15 -.4~ :10 .13 

1l \< 
'~< 

7 Work Contact -.09 .12 -.15 .05 -.15 .26 I 
-.09 . 12 -.11 .04 - .17 .27 .99 

. 
__ I -8 Influence 

II 

J 

9 Respect .00 .14 -.25 .10 -.06 .16 .84 .82 ' ., \ 10 Support -.02 • ] 2 -.17 .15 - .12 .28 .72 .71 .87 

" 

/;~v 

.! 11 Assistance - .01 .13 -.13 .20 -.09 .25 .73 .70 .8f? .98 

c 1/ r;' 
/ 

i 
,,"~I 

_12~t~ontact - .13 -.22 -.07 -.08 . 11 .16 .38 .37 .46 .30 .29 

",:,-:~) !'i '·Ii 

1 'II 
13 Activism .07 - .13 .39 - .01 .... 18 .07 .10 . 12 .22 .16 .18 .60 

.. 

" ,. 

-~j 14 Performance - .17 -.10 -.22 - .12 -.02 .20 .61 .60 .66 .49 .49 .55 ~35 

~:::2 
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TABLE C6. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

1 . 
] Gender 

2 Race * 
3 Expertence .25 

4 Education .44 

5 Status .27 

6 Participation .12 

7 Work Contact - .16 

8 Influence ·,.14 

9 Respect -.06 

10 Support - .19 

11 Assistance .04 

12 Contact -.23 

13 Activism - .13 

14 Performance -.05 

* All respondents were white . 
00 
1'.) . 
"'-..I 

, 
. .'~ 

2 3 4 

.11 

-.32 .22 

- .18 .16 

.05 -.02 

.05 .09 

.16 -.17 

-.17 - .19 

-.04 -.03 

- .12 - .12 

-.45 -.01 

.00 .28 

CLARK COUNTY 

5 . 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

.23 

-.29 .08 

-.22 • 11 .93 

-.56 -.12 .79 .76 

-.08 -.18 " .65 ... 66 .67 

-.31 .28 .70 .. 61 .68 ,,24· 

-.24 -.27 .51 .33 •. 36 .61 .10 
.. -cc· - ... .. ~:._._--=-..=:;.=--:::-..:=;..o-"..-=,,_""= __ .""-~ ,,_ . 

.12 .24 .,05 • OO~ .n7._ . nn .09 - -
___ t:.n_ . 

- '- -,--.. ---~ .. ,.-"' .... --
- . "''''' -~.-uv----

;-.23 .13 .,29 .43 .40 .16 .32 .13 .15 
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TABLE C7. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

00 
N 
co 

;, 
I.b • II' 

. . '\ 

ALAMEDA COUNTY* 

1 2 c! 3 4 

l' Gender 

2 Race .07 -~-

3 Experience .09 -.05 

4 " Education .30 .11 .25 

5 St;at4s - .14 -.09 .35 .25 
{~t' 

,:" 

-.16 -.03 .07 .11 6 Participa~ion 

7 Contact .00 .08 .18 .08 

8 Activism .10 .,12 .17 .28 

9 Performance .22 ".02 .14 .18 

* Network measures not available. 
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5 6 7 8 9 
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.19 .14 
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-.08 .06 ... 13 .15 

I 
. ., ,I 

I 
~ 
~ , 

I 
! 
I 

l 
/1 II 
Ii 
u 
r 
I 
I 
I 

~ 

\ 
,. 

,~~ L.!~ 

'.'r 

., (; 

f:I 

I 



j 
I 

I 
I 

CHAPTER XX 

EVALUATION OF TIm DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION 

OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROGRAMS THROUGH THE 

APPLICATION OF MULTI-AITRIBl.ITE UTILITY 

MEASUREMENT* 

by 

Peter C. Gardiner 

Resear~hAssociate 
I', 

," Social Science Research Institute 
University o:f~Southern Oilifomia 

Los Angeles, Califom~a 90007 

17 March, 1979 

G 

, , ,f 

;i 

*The work reported here w,~'S supp011ted by grant: 76-JN-99~00Ij" 
76-JN-99-1004; and 77-JNr99-0018 from the Na~10nal Instltute 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventl0n, Law w'0rce
ment Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justlce .~' 
awarded to Solomon KobriI1: and Malcolm W. Klein. Points of Vlew 
or opinions in this report ar~ ~hose o~ the a,~thor. ~d do not 
necessarily r~present the, offlcial posltion 01 POllCleS of the 
U. S. ,Department of JustiC~t 

,. 'r,;;'~.~' .. "----'~~,'!"".~(.\~~~~~~ ...... F< , :"",~,."..,. ... - ... ,"- " .• ::.-."~,~-. '/ 

'}~ fr.,· , " ,." (I 

'. 
. ' ... ~" 

~' . 

(! 

o 

~29 

I~' 

I' 

CPA'PTER :xx 

EVALUATION OF '!HE DEINSTlTUTIONALlZATION OF STATUS OFFENDER PRoGRAMS 
,--:~ 

TIffiOUGH 1HE APPLlGATION OF ~1ULTI -ATTRIBU1'E UTII.ITY MEASUREMENT 

Introduction 
f~; 

~, Background and Overview of .Mul ti -AttribU'ft~ Measurement 
as a Means for Status Offender Program/Evaluation 

The NatiOnal Evaluation Plan 

Multi-Attribute Utility Measurement '. and the National 
Evaluation Plan . 

Simple Multi-Attribute'lli:tting T~clmique 

PrelimGary Results 'c,. 

The MAUM Instnunent 

Preliminary Analysis 

Conclusions 

Attachments 

I. The MAUM Time 1 Instrument 

II. 'The MAllM Time 2 Instrument 

/, .. 

I 

5 

6 

7 

8 

, 24 

24 

32 

so- . 

830 

, 



1,,-

, ' 

Ii C 

,'j 

CHAPTER.XX 

EVALUATION OF THE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION 

OF STATUS OFFENDER PROGRAMS THROUGH THE 

APPLICATION OF MULTI-ATTR~BUTE UTILITY 

MEASUREMENT 

Peter C~~Gardiner 

INTRODUCTION ''''' 

"Reported here are program evalliation fingipgs based on the as~ignment 

of values to the diverse effe~ts or i~a~ts of the program as deri~ed from 

often d~fferthg viewpoints about which impacts are "good" or "bad.(~' 
," '=" I{ 

To accomplish this task,an evaluation teclmofogy b~ed on the id~ks of 
~ J! 

contemporary decision theory') is employ~d. This chapter discusse,~,fhow 

that teclmology wa~,;:tpplied in the national 'evaluation of trJ n:institu-' 

tionalization of StatUs Offende-z:~ (DSO) program. * In the present context, 
'\ c, 

':;, the tenn "impacts, refers to prog~am effects on the offense behavior of' "i' 
~ d 

st,~tus offenders who were provided tIeatffient servic,rs by the DSO program 
ir 

G andiFo certain char~c:teristics ()f the DSO programs themselves ,onceimple...: 
(/(1" \ \( 

mented (e.g. ;.\ costs). ,'~ "~- ;) 

!, Whil,e' evaluating DSO ,programs intenns of their impacts requires data 

descr~lJing ~ct'ual prograJJl imp~cts, the national' evaluation" had no't, ye~ com

pleted' the necessary analyses at tpe time o£ this writing. ,. Neverthel~ss, 
o ~ 

a discussion and 'partial il+ustration of this approach to progr~ evalua-

tion can still proceed. 
'-::::" \') 

The reason involves the approach to. evaluation 
---___ --J;; (\\! 

* TIle l1::tionalf~Valuation,J?rogram w~s ftmded by 'the National, Institute fo,r ,~ n 

Juvel1l.lf',..Just~\tce and De~mquensy Prevention, Office of Juv~ni1e Justice 
and Delmquen~y Preventl.on of the Law Enforcement Assistant;e Administration. 
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taken. As . the tenn has been used here, evaluation emcompasses three 

distinct, but interrelated activities: (1) identifying program impacts 

for which data sh6J:'ild be collected, (2) factual data collection and sta-
\> ' \!, 

tis tical analyses "for eac.h impact identifieu, and (3) the attaching of 

values to :impacts. In this sense the common approach of number two, by 

itself, is simply not evaluation. Why? 
"(-

Decision makers need to know if an on-going program is a good idea. 

Should it, and others like it, be carried out? If so, how many? And 

Where? Should it he taken as a model for other locations? If so, can 

key decision makers and stakeholders in these other locations be per.,." 

suaded to accept tpe program? Plain facts cannot tell a decision, maker 

th~ answers to any of these questions- -though they certainly offer htmdreds 

or thousands of numbers that be~r on them in one way or another. And that 

~, gis'the problan and the distinctr~ti:~lnong tlie.j:hTeeactivities named. Plain 

numbers are not\~iues. ;'Values reside inside the heads of people and re

flect their personal preferences • These values are used to interpret the 

"facts" and decide What is "good" or "bad." 
{'\.' 

,The essence of the tenn evaldation as used here lies in identifying. 

rele'\l-aIltprogram jmpacts and attaching -values to them. or stated another 
il 

,. 

w~r, the approach is one of,·li:nkiIig"factual':i:nipcicts· to'"alues.and Qverall, 
, '.-

va~~es to decisions. And the rationale for this approach is simple~ Argu-
. f ' (~ " ' 

. J ~.....,.-..::; " 

" I'dents and debates over the merits of alteTnative programs tyPicallr binge 
1\;;1/ "' , '" 

,,if on disagreements about the va~ues of the various impacts that' accompany' 
l 

tf 

I implementation pfthose programs:, not necessarily on the correctness of 
, 1 ~ 

their measurement. Often those in confli.ct may agree about what the Tele--'j ,I f 

J:ll 
., f 

''',1 " 

vant a~.dimportant ~npa.cts to be evalua.ted are, and they may:: even Caltno,ugh 
\\ 

/ 
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o 
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not always) agree on how to measure those impacts and on the accuracy 

of the measurements once taken. The conflicts arise over how to attach 

values to th~~ and then link the values to decisions about the programs. 

Normally such disagreements are fought out over and over again, at 

enonnous social cost, each time another program decision nrust be made. 
" 

This is especially true as the number of different viewpoints to be 

accOlmted for increases. This chapter discussel! a method called nrul ti

attlld.bute utility measurement (MAUM) that can spell out explicitly--and 
\\ 

nume~ically--what each individual's or pressure group's values are, show-

ing how and to what degree they differ, and in the process can frequently 

reduce the extent of such differences. Use of MA~1 pennits a decision 

making body to shift its attention from the specIfic programs being evalu

a ted to the values the programs are designed to serve. III so doing, the 

set of impact measurements to be taken, the evaluation rules, and tile de

cision making mechanisms tllat implement them are made explicit. This in 

turn informs those who wish to present alternative programs, thus removing '. ,) 

the tnlcertainty· inherent in planning and"oDviating the .need· for-costly, 

time-consuming ca~e-by-case proceedings. (except in borderline cases). 

Moreover, while the evaluation rules and decision making mechariisms r~ma,in 

relatively constant, the values embedded in them can be easily changed in 
~ ~ .~ 

response to new cir~stancesor charl!J~g value sY~~emS. It is in this 
c· 

sense then that evaluation can be. discussed ,Pl the absence of'Clata to be 
'. .." co" .' 

evaluated and it is in this sense that evaltiatio~data (data about values) 

canpeieported without program impact data. 
/I 

In this chapter the focus. of the discussian is on ev;aluation data. Spe-
(3 

cifically, the focus is on (1) ". the PI'ocef? oof identifying thoSE:(i DSO' program 
" I •. (J Ii ' ..' 

833 

., 
;, '~'i( 

L 

I 

(I 

, 
o 

'I 

\\ ;\ 
'1 

.' ~':;.- , . 

-4-

impacts that are of importance to individuals or groups with an interest 

in the treatment of status offenders, (2) establishing the relative im

portance. of th~se, (3) identifying any shared viewpoints or "natural" 
\ ' 

constituencies ,'1\:nat seem to form along the program impact dimensions 

either overall,by individu.al DSO program location, or by job categories 

regardless of l~l!;~ation (e. g., social services, police, clergy, etc.), , 
I 

(4) identifying~y clustering of program impact dimensions where "dif-

Ferent" dimensions are perceived by individuals as being somewhat similar, 

and (5) determining if changes in relative preferences for program impacts 

occur over a four month period on the part of indi.viduals participating 

in this evaluation. 

The answers to these flve questions, while not providing a complete 
-,\ 

el~aluatid:fl in and of themselves, can provide help for policy ma.kers who 

,. desire to understand what program impacts are considered important by var

ious connnunity leaders and how these leaders seem to fonn them?elves into 

constituencies in terms of the importance they assign to the various program 

impacts. 

!', 

o 
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BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW OF MULTI -ATI'RIBUTE MEASlJRBffiNT 
AS A MEANS FOR STA'IUS OFFENDER PROGRAM EVALUATION 

As a result of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) 

Act of 1974 (P.]. .• 93:"415), LEM made funds available to various state and local 

jurisdictions to help remove status offenders from detention and correc-
(,<-, 

tional lllstitutions, and to prevent future detention and instit~tionaliz-

ation. To achieve the deinsti tutionalization of status(lpffe~9~rs, the Act 

called for the development of "advanced·c• teclmiques" of coIllIltmi ty-based 

programs<::and services for the prevE;'!ltionand treatment of juvenile delin

quency through the development of foster care and shelter care homes, group 

homes, halfway houses, homemaker and horne health services, and any other 

de.si~ated connnunity based diagnostic, treatment, or rehabilitative service. 

. In January 1976, two year grants totalling $13 million were awarded by 

LEAA to 11 jurisdictions across the country to develop conmnmity based alter

natives for status',c.offenders.The jurisdictions selected were: 

1. Pima County, Arizona 

2. Alameda County, California 

3. Arkahsa~::::::::' 

4. Connecticut 

5. South Carolina 

6. Clark County, Washington 

7. Spokane County, Washington 

8. Delaware 

9. Illinois (Cook, Decatur, and LaSalle County) 

10. Newark, Ohio 
H '-' 

11." < South Lake Tahoe, California 

.. ,," ~-~. : .... ~ .. \ 

," " ~,t 
I} 

.r' 
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The National Evaluation Plan 

The National Instit~te for Juv~nile Justice and Delinquency Preven

tion (NIJJDP), the research arm of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention, LEAA, is required under Section 102 (a) (1) of 

the JJDP Act to provide for the evaluation of all federally assisted ju

venile delinquency programs. To meet this mandate, evaluation funds 

totalling about ,$2 million f?r, a two-year period were awarded to provide for 

the evaluation of eight of the 11 status offender projects funded by the 

mJDP. Newark ~ Ohio and Southern Lake Tahoe, California were excluded from 

the National Evaluation. Later, Arkansas was also dropped from the Na

tional Evaluation. 

The NIJJDP evaluation plan for the DSO initiative consisted of award

ing separate F,n'aluation grants to evaluators located near each site select

ed for funding and awarding an overall coordination and national evaluation 

grant to the Social Science Research Institute, University of Southern Cal

ifornia. The local evaluators were responsible for implementing the na

tional evaluation design developed by the University of Southern California 

during the evaluation planning phase, as well as evaluating other aspects 

of the individual projects which fell out~ide the national design. Th,e 

University of Southern California was responsible for conducting an analysis 

of the effectiveness of the DSO projects across all sites, assisting the 

local evaluators in implementing the national design and compiling the results 

of the evaluation activities at each significant point in the process. The 

present report describes the portion of the National Evaluation effort involv

ing the application of Multi-Attribute Utility Measurement eV!iluation procedures 

in the national evaluation. 

'.::;- , /1 
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Multi-Attribute Utility Measurement and the National Evaluation Plan 

The national evaluation tea~ utilized the MAUM procedure as one tool 

to help in the evaluation of the various programs established to 

deinstitutionalize status offenders. Tne goal of thi's portion of the na-
,. 

tional evaluation was to define societal values so that those values 

could be linked to programtm,pacts and subsequently help policy makers 

make sotmd decisions about" the types of programs that should receive ftmd

ing support, which ones to cut .back, and so on. The key is the use of 

MAUM to assign values to program impacts. 

Impacts (outqjAtes) of any on~going criminal justice program can be 
. .~ '. 

evaluated in many,{ direct ways. Per~ps th~\~ost cOl~only used direct way 
h ~\,:-,,-::=-==~> 

is to equate outcbme with price: The phrase, "that's so ;:cheap it can't be 

any good' is true enough, often enough, to illustrate the phenomenon, and 

its frequent falsity illustrates how urisatisfactory the procedure is. Price 

depends more on the relation between supply and demand than on value. More

over, th~ difficulty of assigning economic proxies to non-economic impacts, 

such as the amotmt of time a juvenile spends with his family, is well known. 

A more reasonable procedure, of ten used, is simply to consider the out

come, and make a direct intuitive value judgment. We all do this everyday. 

wpile such judgments are most often phrased in language that is vague, cate-
/,t,.,/ 

gorical, or both, they can be expressed directly inm.JJllbers. Miller, Kaplan 
"\ "'. 

and Edwar<¥i (1969) showed that a resource allocation system designed arolpld 
. ~ 

such numbers far outperfonIied a system based on intui:t;,ive judgments. Yet'! 
..'2; 

this, too, is ... ;;pI extremely primitive way of making t~alue judgments ... 
)} "\\ "-! 

" ... -.--_~_.....,.......,~~ ,.9 
~,~~ 

,;, 
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such dimensions such as costs, recidivism, public safety, and so on. 

All of these considerations , and many others, may enter into a de

cisio~ about some program to be implemented. Clearly, this nrultiplicity 

of value ,dimensions presents a multiplicity of problems. Who determines 

what dimensions are, relevant/land how relevant is each? How is that set 
f.' 

of judgments, made- and used? How is the location of each possible outcome 

of each p:rogram being considered on each relevant dimension" of value mea

,:, sured, judged, or otherwise discovered? Finally, "what cQml:>ination of judg-
c:;::.:::.~~ 

m~ntal traiisformation and arthmetical aggregation is "used to translate all 

this input information into outcome evaluations? 
T 

.An explicit teclmology, or, more precisely, several competing versions 

of an explicit technology, exists to answer some of these questions. Its 

name is nrulti-attribute utility measurement, and expositions of various ver

sionsof it have been presented by Raiffa (1969), Kenney (1972a), Edwards 

(1971), and others. The version presented here, previously publ±shed by 

Edwards (1971) and Gardiner and Edwards (1975), is oriented not toward 

mathematical sophistication or intimacy pf relation between tmderlying for

~l structures and the practical procedures that implement them but rather 

towardea,sy corranunication and use in environments in which time is $hort 
~-', 

~d decision makers are multiple and busy. Still, unpublished studies 

strongly argue that the simple rating-scale procedures described below 

produce results essentially the same as much more complicated procedures 

involving imaginary lotteries. 

,,~~ Multi ~AttriQute Rating Technique (SVfART) 

One evaluation approach used in the National DSO Evaluation, SMART con~ 
sists of ten steps: 
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Step 1. Identify the person or organization whose values are to be 

maximized. If, as is often the case, particularly where criminal justice 

programs are involved, several organizations and many individuals have 

stakes and voices in the decision, they nrust all be identified. People who 

can speak for them nrust be identified and induced to cooperate in' !comp:leting 

questionnaires, etc. 

To identify the individuals to whom a questionnaire would be mailed in 

the DSO MAUM operation, the local DSO program directors for each site were 

asked to provide a mail~ng list consisting of 20 to 40 individuals whose 

vie'i'ls were important or influential with respect t() DSOprograms. Although 

the lists were reviewed by the national evaluation team, the emphasis was 

on identifyipg viewpoints and spokesmen for t?ose viewpoints that were con

sidered important to DSO programs by- the local, DSO program directors. The 

names submitted from each site contained a few'unique categ()ries ofrespon

dents, but most categories were similar across all sites (e. g." police, 

courts,. social agencies for youths, NAA~P, YMCA, state legislators ,mayors ~ 

educators, etc.). 

Program directors at each site sllggested over 300 names' and a ~T 

questionnaire was mailed to each. It should be pointed'out~that none of 

the recipients was contacted beforehand to see if they" woulU be wi~.lili~ to 

participate, although a short post card ~~s sent to them pripr to the maili1ilg 
~, , 

to alert them that they-would shortly be receiving an evaluation question

naire. Other than the post card, each individual was receiving the SMART 

questionnaire "cold. fI' 

In spite of the lack of prior agreement to' participate,.; there ,\!T~re 109 
" 

usable questionnaires'retUrned. 'A telephone'follow-up probably added some 

.',i 839 
\\ 
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inducement among those ,(reluctant to respond." A second, Time 2, question-
~ , 

naire was sent to the ~;09, respondeI1;ts to asse.ss changes in their value 
'rl -' . 

,{II· 

jtidgments as a possible: effeG:t oiffamiliaritY'with the DSO program at their 

sites, and 52 usable questiOllnaites were returned. To our knowledge, this' 

is the largest effort ever\lrldertaken to sys.tematically involve public 

value systems in an evaJ.uatijion task using multi-attribute utility measure-

I ment. 
" , '~=-~'~';" -, '-~'''' , 

Also, this is the first time that such an effort has been done ex-

--'~ ==- -~-=·(1 

'. .- ,J 
I~o ~~ ... ~ .. 1··· 

; --~~==_'=-_==c:c_" 

. ,. 

.. 

clusively by a mailed instnnnent to "cold" participants. 

Table 1 presents the number of participants for.each program site for 

all respondents for the Time 1 mailing only, to illustrate the variety of 

respondents who participated in the evaluation. 

Identify the issue or issues (i. e., decisions) for which the 

values being solicited are relevant. In this evaluation the issues involve 

juvenile justice systems in general and deinstitutionalization of status 

offenders in particular. 

Step 3. Identify the entities to be evaluated'. Here the focus is on 

al ternati ve.;: treatment programs. 

Step 4. Identify the relevant dimEmsions of value. The fi,rst thrt~e 

'., steps were more or less pholosophical. The first answered the question: 

Whose values?" The second answered the CLuestion: Value for what purpose7 

The third answered the question: Values ass,igned to what entities7 With 

step 4 we come to the first technical task: discover what outcomes are im-
1 .. 

portantto ~h.~\:~aluation~of any proposed plan (one outcpme ;::;,one impact ;:: 

one value d1mens':l:;ori~ J 

840 
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TABLE ).' 

MAUM Participants for Each DSO p:0giam Location £?r t~ II 

Initial (Time 1) and Follow-up (T~e 2) MAUM Questlonna1re 

TIME 1 

Site 

Pima County, 
, Arizona 

Alameda COtmty, CA. 

COlmecticut 
Delaware 
Illinois 
South Carolina 
Spokane County, WA 
Clark Cmmty, WA 

Site 

J;>ima County, 
Arizona " 
Alameda County, CA 
Connecticut 
Delaware 

::"::.\ 

Illinois 
South Carolina 

Spokane .. County, WA 
Clark Comty, WA 

~"e-r: of Participants 

. , FreqUe}\cy Percent 

14 12.844 

19 17.431 
14 12 •. 844 

24 2~ •. 018 

14 12 .. 844 
5 4 .. 587 

12 11.009 
. 7 6.422 

109 100% 

Frequency .. 
.\. 

pei~cent 

14 ~t, ,26.923 I,' 

5' 9.615 

6 . 11 .. 538 

10 19.231 

4 7.69~ 

3 5.769 

5 9,615 

5 ;~ .. ,9.6,15 -;. , 

52 
y~ 

100% 

a 

\\ 
().', . " . 

:::;:',:i 
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TABLE 2 

, MAUM Pa.rti.cipants for Each Occupational Category for the 
Initial (Time 1) ,and Fol1ow-.up .. 'crim.El 2J MAPM ~estionnaire 

~. ......',... .. 
TIME 1 

Occ,upatiortal 
. Category 

Other Public Employee 
Judicial 
Corrections 
Police 

State Elected Official 
Local Elected Official 
Law 
Clergy 
Education 
Htunan Services 
Citizen 

TIME 2 
Occupational 

Catego!y 

Other Public ,Employee 
Judicial 

Corrections 
Police' 

State.E1ected Official 
Local Elected Official' '.l 

Law 

Clergy 
Education = 

Human Services . 
Citizen 

. ( 

'NUmber of Participants 

. Frequency 

5 

13 
6 

12 
3 

3 

4 

2 

7 

47 

7 

" 

. Percent 

4.587 
11..927 
5.505 

11.009 

2.752 
2.752 
3.670 . 

1.835 
6.422 

43 .. 119 

6 .. 422 
., , ... . ... .. . ~. . ... . . ~ ~ .. 

'52 ' , , ....... -100% ,', . - ..... , ., . 
• t 

; . Q 

() 

NUmber of ParticiEartts 

. . Fr~9.uertcy Percent 
2 3,846 
5 9.615 
5 9.615 
4 7.692 
2 (:' 3 .. 846 
2 3.846 
2 3.846 
3 5.769 li 

~ ~ : ,: 

1 1.923 I' ,,\. ' 

21 40.385 
~~;.. - 5 9.615 

52 ~? 100% 
.) 

() 

f i 
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TABLE 3 

A BREAKDOWN OF MAUM QUESTIONNAIRE 'RESPONDENTS BY OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY 
AND DSO PROGRAM WCATION FOR THE INITI;AL (TIME 1) MAlM QpESTIONNAlRE 

, 'Prequericl' - 'Percent 
Arizona County Attorney 1 0.917 
Arizona Elected Official 2 1.835 
Arizona School Administrator 2 1.835 
Arizona Social SerVices i"9 8.257 
Alameda Social Services 3./, 2.752 
Alameda Police 1 0.917 

_0"' 

Alameda CJS Plan 1 0.917 
Alameda Social Services 5 4.587 
Alameda Police 3 2.752 
Alameda Juvenile Justice 1 0.917 
Alameda Delinquency Prevention l 0.917 
Alameda Social Services 1 0.917 
Alameda School Administ~ator 3 2.752 
Connecticut Corrections 1 0.917 
Connecticut Elected Official ' 2 1.835 
Connecticut Social Services 3 2.752 
Connecticut Citizen 1 0.917 
Connecticut Clergy 1 0.917 
Connecticut Citizen 1 0.917 
Connecticut Social Services 1 0.917 
r.onnecticut Citizen 1 0.917 
Connecticut Judicial 2 1.835 
Connecticut Social Services 1 0.917 
Delaware Social Services 9 8.257 
Delaware Judicial 6 5.505 
Delaware Legal Services 1 0.917 
De1awaTe Social Services 7 6.422 
Delaware Police 1 0.917 
Jllinois Social Services 1 0.917 
Illinois Delinquency' Prevention 1 0.917 
Illinois Social Services 1 0.917 

" 

843 
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TABLE 3 (cont'd) 

. 'Frequency - 'percent 
Illinois Elected Official 1 0.917 
rllinois Social Services 2 1.835 
Illinois Police ') 1.835 jj 

Illinoi,s Social Services 3 2.752 
Illinois Cor,r;ect~ons 2 1.835 
Illinois Social Services 1 0.917 
Spokane Judicial 2 1.835 
Spokane Police 4 3.670 
Spokane Corrections 1 0.917 
Spokane Social Services 3 2,752 
Spokane School Administrator 1 0.917 
Spokane Citizen 1 0.917 
South Carolina OCJP 1 0.917 
South Carolina School Adm. 1 0.917 
South Carolina Citizen 2 1.,835 
South Carolina Lawyer 1 0.917 
Clark County Judicial 2 1.835 
Clark County Elected Official 1 0.917 
Clark County Citizen 2 1.835 
Clark County Clergy 1 0.917 
Clark County Police 1 . , ,0.917 

109 100% 
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As Raiffa (1969) has noted, goals ordinarily come in hierarchies. 

But it is often practical and useful to ignore their hierarchical struc

ture, and instead to specify a simple list of goals that seem linportant 

for the purposes at hand. In this study the initial MAUM instnunent was 

mailed to all individuals with the following pre~selected set of value 

dimensions: 

A. The average number of arrests per status offender per year. 

B. The proportion of status offense arrests that result in court 

appearance. 

C. The average number of serious delinquent offenses (SUdl as rob

bery) that might occur in a six month period, regardless of whe

ther these offenses come to the attention of justice ~uthorities. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

The amount of time status offenders spend 1'lith· family. 

Status offenders' perceptions about the'seriousness of an 

offense such as robbery. 

Status offenders' percepti.ons; of justice system effectiveness. 

Parental knowledge of whereabou~s of status offender~ 

Status offenders' attitudes toward observing the law. 

The average number of minor delinquent offenses (such. as truancy) 

that might occur ina six m9nth period, regardless of whether 

these offenses come·, to the attention of justice authorities. 

J. The annual cost in dollars per indivi.dual stat~ offender serVed. 

K. Status offenders' perceptions about the seriousness of an offense 

such as truancy. 

L. Frequency of contact between programs set up to provide services 

to status offenders and other social serVice agencies' or insti-

tutions. 

845 

,s' 
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M. The percentage of arrested status offenders placed in, locked 

facilities while waiting for a court appearance. 

N. Level of the status offenders' school perfonnance relative to 

his school mates. 

As indicated, the relevant value dimensions (SMART Step 4) were pre

selected in this application. The nationa~ evaluation data collection de

Sign had to be completed and implemented before individuals at;' the DSO 

sites could be identified as potential SMART questionnaire recipients. 

MOreover, since the SMART component of the national evaluation planned to 

elicit values by mailed questionnaires it was concluded that even if these 300 

or IDQre individuals could be identified', and if each agreed to, participate, 

the delay in identifying relevant value dimensions would have introduced an 

unacceptable delay in the overall national evaluation 'implementation sche~ 

dule. Therefore, the national evaluation team internally reviewed the data 

sets projected to be available, and the goals of the DSO programs and their 
(,' , 

treatment strategies,and produced the' initial list of 14 vall:le dimensions. 
, . ' 
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different value systems acting separately, or by those representatives 

acting as a group. Llldividual j~dgments may well differ here and in the 

following steps. 

Step 6. Rate the dimensions in irnportance,preserr.J..llg ratios. To do 

this, start by aSsigning the least important dimensions an importance of 

10. (Use 10 rather than 1 to perinit subsequent judgments to be finely 

graded and nevertheless made in integers.) Now consider the next-least

important dimension. How much more important (if at all) is it than the 
(~ ... ," 

least important?, Assign it a number that reflec'l';:5 that ratio. Continue on 

up the list, checking each set of :imPlied ratios as each new judgment is 

made. Thus, if a dimension is assigned a weight of· 20, while another is 

assigned a weight of 80, it means that the 20 dimension is 1/4 as important 

as the 80 dimension, and so on. By the time yo~ get to the most important 

dimensions, there will be many checks to perform; typically, respondents 

" will want to revise previous'" judgments to -make them consistent with present 

ones. That' ~ fine; they can do so. 
I~ 

Step 7. Sum the importance weights from step 6, divide each by the sum, 

, and multiply by 100 (1. e., normalize thewe,ights). This, is a purely- compu~ 

tational step which converts importance we,ights' into numbers that, mathemat

ically, are like percentages. 

Step 8.* Measure the value of each alternative bemg considered for 

each dimension. As used here there are two activities involved in value 

measurement. The first involves measuring the 'impacts of'an alternative for 

each value dimension in its "natural" measurement units., :For example" in 

me~suri;ng "the average number of arrests per status offender per ye~'J.': ~" the 

natural un~t, of measurement is fairly clea,r and might lead to an' impa.ct such 

*.The results of Steps 8, 9, and 10 will not be repeated in this document. 
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as "12 arrests/status offender/year I? for some program. In this study the 

analyses undertaken by the national evaluation team are designed, in 

part, to discover the impacts of each treatment type in their natural 

measurement units. The second activity of value measurement and, the 

essence of the MAUM study, involves attaching values to'· .. 't ',. th· ___ ~_llIlp=~a::..:c;.::;:::.s . In ~lS 

sense, measuring the value of treatment alternatives involves translating 

their impacts dimensions~by-dimension from natural measurement units to 

corresponding dimension-by-dimension value units. The task is somewhat 

complicated by the fact that there are three classes of impact dimensions: 

purely subjective, partly subjective, and purely objective:. The purely 

s~jective dimensions are perhaps the easiest; you simply get an appropriate 

,. e~ert to estimate a program's impact on some subjective scale such as 'a 

o to 100 scale, where 0 is defined ,as the, mininrum plausible impact and 

100 is def~ed as the maxinrum plausible impact. Note ''minimum and maxinrum 

plausible" rather' than ''minimum and maximum possible." The minimum 

plausible impact often is not total absence" of the dimension. 

A partly subjective dimension is one in which the natural units o£ 

measurement are objective, but "measuring" how a program impacts on it 

involves subjective estimation. 

A wholly objective dimension is one that'can be measured in objective 

units. The example given above is one fo~ a w.holly objective impact 

dimension 05jectively measured. 

At this point dimension~by-dimension value curves can be constructed. * 
Of various ways of obtaining such curves, the easiest way is simply to ask 

*Value curves are the technical means by \ihich'impacts in various natural 
units of measurement a.re translated to a connnon value based unit of mea-, 
surem.~nt. 
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the respondent to draw graphs. The X axis of each such graph represents the 

plausible range of performance for the effect under consideratiori measured 

on its natural scale. The Y axis represents the ranges of values, or de

sirabilities, or utilities associated with the corresponding X measurement. 

To find the dimension-by-dimension value contributions of each impact of~ 

on-going program, simply use the value curves to translate each impact mea

sured on its own natural scale into a common value-scale unit measurement. 

At thi::; point, the impacts of programs being evaluated have all been trans

lated from incommensurable "apples and oranges" scales'to common value 

scales. For eJffimple, suppose the two alternative treatments being evaluated 

are "group homes" and "one hour of counseling" and their two impact dimen

sions are "average mnnber of arrests- per status offender.per ye.ar'l and 

"scho~l performance." The fbllow:ijlg datamaxtrix Would be typical of one 

discovered by an analysis of these dimensions:: 

DATA MATRIX 

Impact Dimensi.ons. 
r-' 

Treatment Average Number of' School 
Alternatives .. . ArrestS/Status O;E;fender/Y,'ear -,J?e*;Eo~ce _ , ,- . , . 

Group Homes 12 Excellent . . ~ . . .. -
" 

One Hour of " ;. 

~ 

Counseling 9 POOT 
, . . ... . , 

Deciding which treatment is ''best'' is not easy since group homes score bet

ter on school perfchmance and counseling scores better on a.rrests. More

over, since the natural units of measurement for each dime~sion are differ

ent., the impact scores scannot readily be "added' up." Therefore, it is'nJ~ 
immediately clear how to arrive at an overall value for eadi treatment. 
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The diagram (pg. 21). shows an example of a MAUM value curve for the dimen

sion "ayeragenumber of arrests/status offender/year." Note that the X-axis 

goes from zero arrests to 35 (the presumed plausible maximum). The Y-axis 

goes from ~erQ worth to a maximulIl worth of 100. The value curve shown indi-
(-" . 

cates that zero arrests as an impact have the maximum worth (100 points) 

and 35 arrests have the. least worth as an impact. Other possible arrest 

impacts can be ass,igned worths by use of the value curve. Simply find the 

arrests on the X-axis and then use the curve to find the corresponding 

worth for that number of arrests. For example~ five arrests corresponds to 

90 worth points. By using two such value curves (one for arrests and one 

for school performance), the data matrix can be converted to a value matrix 

form sho~n below: 

VALUE MATRIX 

Impact Dimension 

Worth of Impact: "Average 
Treatment Number of Arrests/Status Worth of' IIREact : 
Alternatives : Offender!Yea+,',' - . ~ . .. . . '" .. - - __ ,','School .l?e+fo;t;IIl,a.I1ce" 

Group Homes 50 60 
, .. , .. . - ~ . ... . ~ ~ . . ' . , . 

!i:~;';: 
One Hour. of 
Counseling 70 30 

• < 4 • 

With all matrix entries now in common value units of measurement it is fairly 

easyt6i':G0Iupute a treatment I s overall value once the relative importance of 

the two impact dimensions have been specified and the aggregation rule decided 

upon. 
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~--~----~------------------~35 
o 5 Arrests per status offender per year 

X axis table 

Diagram Illustrating a Value Curve. 

In what sense, if any, are value scales comparable? The question can

not be considered separately from the' question of what "impbJ;'tance/' as 

it was j~dged at Step 6, means. Founally, judgments at Step 6 should be 

designed,so that when the output of Step 7 (9r of Step 6, which differs only 
, 

by a linear transformation) is multiplied by the output of; Step' 8 ~ equal 
'. '. 

numerical distances between these products on different dimen~ions corres:" 
.~ ;':.2.'" ",," <V:- .. ,,'. c· . 

,pond to equal changes ,in desirability. For example, suppose program A ' 

(a group home) has a value scale location of 50 and program 13 (9ne houJ;'of 

counseling) a value scale' location,of 10 for an irp.pa,ct on, dimension X 
.J:-,-_' 

(cost in dollars), while A has a value scale location of 70 and B a value 

scale location of 90 for an impact on dimension Y (amount of time spent 

with family) (only X and Y arerelevant)=:"-""Stippose further that dimension 

Y is twice as important as dimension X. Then A and 13 should be ' equivalent 

in value. (The arithmetic is: for A, SO of, 2(70)=190; for B, 10 of, 2(90):::. 

190). Another way of WTit~g the same arithmetic~ which makes clearer 

what is meant by saying that equal numerical differences between these 

products 0Ii. different dimensions correspond to equal changes' in desirability, 
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is (50-10) + 2(70-90)= O. It is imp~rtant that judges undeJ;'stana this con~ 

cept as they perform both Steps 6 and 8. 

Step 9. Calculate overall values for entities. The equation is 

V .. = ~ w· v·· 
1 j J 1J 

remembering that f wj , = 100. Vi is the aggregate value for the it...1. entity. 

Wj is the normalized l.mportance weight of the j th dimension of value, and 

. th ld 't' fth .th . th .th d · . T" v .. 1S e resca e POS1 Ion 0 e I ent1ty' on e J 1menS10n. hus 
1J ' 

w. is the output of Step 7 and v·· is the output of Step, 8. The equation, J '1J ' " 

of course, is nothing more" than the formula for a weighted average. 

Step 10. Decide. If a single program app.roach or intervention stra

tegy is to be chosen, the rule is simple: maximize V.. If a subset of i is _ 1 

to be chosen, then the s~~~t for which ~ i viis maximum is best. 

A special case arises when one of the dimensions, such as cost (~), is 

subject to an upper bound-"that is, there is a budget 'constraint. In that 

case, Steps 4 through 10 shOUld be done ignoring the constrained dimension. 

The ratios VilCi should;be chosen in decreasing order of that ratio until 

the budget constraint is used up. (More complicated arithmetic is needed 

if programs are interdependent or if this rule does not come very close to 

exactly exhausting the budget constraint.) In the absence of budget con

straints, cost is just another dimension of value, to be treated on the 

same footing as all other dimensions of value, entering into V j,. 

SMRT can easily be adapted to cases in which there are minimum or max'" 

~ acceptable values on a given dimens~on of value, by simply exclud~g 

alternatives that lead to outcomes that transgress these limits~ 

Flexibilities of the 'method. Practically every techni.cal step in the 

preceding list has alternatives., For example Keeney· (1972b) has proposed 
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use of a multiplicative rather than an additive aggr,egation rule. Certain 

applications have combined multiplication and addition. The methods sug

gested above for obtaining location measures and importance weights have 

alternatives; the'most common is the direct assignment of importance weights 

on a O-to-IOO scale. 

Independence properties. Either the additive or the multiplicative 

version of the ,aggregation rule assumes value independence. Rl.?ughly, that 

means that the extent of your preference for location aZ over location al of 

dimension A is tmaffected by the position of the entity'being evaluated on 

dimensions B, C, D, . . . . Value independence is a strong asstnnption, not 

easily satisfied. Forttmately, in the presence of even modest antOtmts of 

measurement error, quite substantial amotmts of deviati,on from value inde... :: 

pendence will make little difference to the ultimate riumber Vi, and even 

less to the rank ordering of the Vi values. 

A trickier issue than value independence is wha,t might be,: Called' envir

onmental independence. For example, the' cost per youth of a 'program is ex ... 
'/;-

" 

tremely likely to be negativelY' correlated with the number of youths in the 

program. Yet these two dimensions may be value-independent; the' correlation 

simply means that programs with both low' cost/youth and low riumbers of youths 

handled are unlikely to present themselves for evaluation. 

Interpers.onal and intergroup' disagreements,. Nothing in the preceding 

discussion ensures that different respondents will come up with s~ilar 

numbers. "-Such agreements are indeed rare. 

One might expect that the magnitude of interpersonal dis,agreement would 

make this technol,ogy of questi,onable value.' Not so. Gardiner (1974; 1977) 

fOlmd that ~:application of SMART actually helped reduce dis.agreement when com ... 

pared with direct, intuitive evaluations. 
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The results reported here focus on (1) the MAUM instrument itself 

and establishing its reliability and (Z) an analysis of the importance 

we,ight data (SMART'steps 5, 6, and 7) aimed at answering the preliminary' 

questions identified in the introduction. 

The MAUM Instrument 

The initial MAUM questionnaire was developed and pilot tested in 

Ventura COtmty, CalifoTIlia, and then mailed to the 300 named participants 

for the Time 1 mailing. A copy of thecc Time 1 instrument is shown in at

tachment 1. The Time 2, follow-up questionnaire was similar to that of ' 

Time 1 with two exceptions: (1) the instrument contained 25 impact dimen

sions, rather than the original 14, forMAUM step 5--the rank ordering step 

, -.-only, and (2) the method of indicating the rank ordering on an answer 

sheet was modified by providing "paste-on" labels for ease of initial sort

ing, ranking, and transferring ranked impacts to the answer sheet. Attach

ment 2 shows the Time 2 instrument (modified portions only). 

The Additional MAlM fmPacts. The Time 2 instrument contained 11 addi

tional impact dimensions for rank ordering purposes only. These were develop

ed by reviewing the Time 1 responses. These responses contained 294 sugges

tions tmder part 3,"suggestions for additional factors." These 294 sugges

tions were screened by three DSO project staff members and 99 were eliminated. 

The decisions to ~liminate any suggested factor was made if there were three 

votes (Le., tman.i.inous agreement) placing it in one, or more~ elimination cate

gory. The elimination categories were: 
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(1) independent varia.ble in some other experiment/evaluat1,on 

(2) dependent variable in some other experiment/evaluation 

(3) not applicable, irrelevant 

(4) useful but redtmdant with existing DSO fa.ctors 

(5) useful but merely a different way of operationalizing existing 

DSO factors 

(6) just,airing a gripe, complaint or preaching 

(7) useful but merely the time serie; fonn of an ex1,sting DSO 

factor, and 

(8) an intervening variable with. tmknowIl utility to this evaluation. 

The rema,ining 195 suggested'MAUM factors were reviewed by:. five DSO 

staff members. Each member individually sorted' (clustered) the 195 factors 

into major, generic categories. The five members then met' jotntly to, com

pare individual s~)ts and to agree on a final sorting into 'major" generic 

categories. ,When the final sort had been completed, a frequency coun;",was 
. • J 

made of the number of suggested' factors that clustered into each major, 

generic c:ategory: The results are shown in Table 4. The firstll were se.,. 

lected for inclusion in the MAUM rmmd two questionnaire ~ , The remaining 

major categories were deleted outright or retained but not included in the 

MAUM rotmd two for the reasons shown. 

The 11 additionalMAUM factors selected were included in the follow-up, 

Time 2 questionnaire in an attemPt to '·'calibrate" the adequacy of the ini ~ 

tial 14 impacts selected'a priori by the DSO evaluation team • 
.. ~ 

.. ~ 

," 
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TABLE 4 

A MAJOR.," GENERIC • . '.' CATEGOR.IES SELECTED' AS ADDITIONAL MhlJM' FACTORS 

c" 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

. Frequ~ncy Cdt.mt 

(Number of Suggested 
Factors in Cluster) 

Amount of connnunity support"generated for 
status offender programs. 12 

11 The number of status offenders employed. 

Stat~ offender's perceptions of self 
worth. 

Attitudes of educators towards status 
offenders. 

S~atus offender's positive involvement 
W1th peers. 

Status offender'S perceptions of'status 
offender program. 

Avai~ability of status offender progr:arn 
servl.ces to status offenderts fa,mily. 

Nature <;md extent of status offender pro
gram cll.ent follow-up. 

Lev~l.of qualifications and professional 
tra1n1ng of status offender program 
personnel. ' 

Status offender involvement in recrea~ 
tional pursuits, cultural and other con-. 
structive activities. 

Attitudes of status offender~s parents' 
towards status offender programs. . 

,,;.~~, 

10 

10 

9 

8 

8 

7 

6 

6 

6 

.....,~,,~---~.~ ~<-, 

-:\:, 
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TABLE 4 (cont'd) 

B. DISP.OSITION OF REMAINING MAJ,"OR'GENERIC"CATEGORIES TABLE 4 (cont'd) 

B. DJSPOSITION OF RfMAINING MAJOR GENERIC CATEGORIES (cont'd) 

"Frequency "Action Rationale 

3 

Retain" but Weight too 
omit from small 
list 

3 
Merge with 

Retain item 8 

2 

Retain, but Weight too 
omit from small 
list 

2 
Merge with 

Retain item,].l 

2 Retain, but Weight too 
omit from small 
list 

I 

i 
~ 
I: 

11 
Ii 
Ii 
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Establishing the Reliabpity of the MAUM Instnnnents.* To establish 

the reliability of the two MAUM instruments, the analysis of variance ap

proach to reliability was chosen (see C. Hoyt, Test Reliability estimated 

by analysis of variance, Psychometrika, 1941, 6, 153-160). Briefly, Hoyt's 

method involves setting up d~ta as shown in Table 5 where each "w .. " is the 
1J 

un-nonnalized importance weight assigned by MAUM respondent i to impact j 
\ 

(MAUM step 6). Hoyt regards the matrix of scores as a two-way factorial 
" 

design for analysis of variance without replications. The basic formula 
" 

used by Hoyt to find reliability is 

Vr V -v e r 
rtt=l --= 

Ve V e 

where Vr = the remainder varian~e (the interaction term between MAUM respon~ 

dents and MAUM dimensions in this application) and V = variance for the e 
MAUM respondents. 

In this appliCClition of Hoytts approach, the Time 1 instrument had 109 

respondents (n=109) '~d the Time 2 instTUrl!~nt had 52 respondents (n=52). In 

each appiication, the number of attributes assigned importance weights in 

MAUM step 6 was exactly the same--14. Table 6a and 6b dispHLy the results 

of the analysis of variance for the importance weight data. in the MAUM 

questionnaires. 

Applying Hoyt's equation to the data contained in Table 6a and b, the 

following reliability is computed for each MAUM inst~ent: 

r tt (Time 1 instrument) = .70 

r tt (Time 2 instrument) = .81 

*We are grateful to J.o Robert Newman of the Socia.l Science Research Insti
tute at the University of Southern California for suggesting this approach 
and for the assistance in establishing the tests of instrument reliability. 
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TABLE 5 

o IMPORT~CE 'WEIGHT 0 SCORES 

OF MAll\{ RESPONDENTS' FOR MAvM ATTRIBUTES 

ATTRIBUTE NUMBER 
1--~.2--~.3~.~o~4~. ~~~~~.--.------.1-4~.-.~-.fJ 

1 wll w12 wi3 w14 
2 

. . . 

w' ij 

w ... L1 
. o~~~:. 

----~------------------~:"-------

i. 
II 

,) 
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TABLE 6 

A. SOLUTION 'FOR THE 'VARIANCES IN'TIlE INSTRUMENT 

PREPARATORY TO ESTIMATION OF' RELIABILITY" (TIME ONE INSTRUMENT) 

'". 

Source of Variance Sum of Squares D£ ' Mean SS 

MAUM Attributes 316430.9 13 24340.8 

MAUM Respondents 4589877.1 108 42498.8 

Atts x Resp 17890612.,1 1404 12742.6 

B~ SOLUTION 'FOR 'THE "VAR.IAN~S IN THE 'INSTRUMENT 

PREPARATORY-TO ESTIMATION 'OF RELIABILITY'. (TIME ''!WO "INSTRUMENT) 

SourceofVariarice . 'SuIil' of . squares 

MAUM Attributes 199103.4 

MAUM Respondents 2553046.4 

Atts x Resp 6185198.29 

" D:f ' 'Mean ·S5 

13 15315.64 

41 62269.42 

533 11604.49 

. __ ~"",~,"~~ ..... ~.~,,::: •. ~.,~,..,....7~\--"""'-'·-·,·,~~>"·· 
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We may conclude from th~se results that the reliability of the Time 1 

instrument is probably not lower than .70 and the reliability of the Time 

2 instrument is. probably not lower than .81. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Perhaps the most efficient way to present the results of the prelim

inary analyses is first to discuss the major procedure used to develop the 

results--cluster ana1ysis--and then to state the five major questions ad

dressed in this preliminary analysis followed by their answers. 

Cl~tei Analysis. The cluster procedure used in the analyses that follow 

is progrannned in the SAS system (A.J. Barr, J.H. Goodnight, J.F. SaIl, and 

J.T. Helwig, the SAS Institute, Raleigh, North Carolina) and based on an al

gorithm outlined by Stephen C., Johnson in his article in Psychometrika (Sep

tember, 1967). The procedure perfonns a hierarchical cluster analysis. It 

begins by identifying each sing1~ respondent in the analysis as a cluster. 

Then the two closest clusters (respondents) are combined into one cluster. 

Then the two closest clusters in the new set of clusters are combined into one 

cluster, and· so on. The clustering is done in tenns of the data observed for 

each respondent.Fc:r example, suppose thel~e are six respondents and we want' 

to cluster them by the following age data: 14, 21, 22, 24, 57, and 52. The 

first set of clusters would be: 

(14) (21),1 (22) (24) (57) (52) 

or six separate clusters, one for each respondent. TIle cluster procedure 

then looks for the two closest respondents in tenns of age and clusters them 

together. The second set of clusters would then be: 

":~;,i 

("1 

(14) (21,22) (24) (57) and (52) 
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since 21 and 22 are the closest ,age observations. The twore~pondents cor

responding to those ages: aTe now combined :jnto one cluster'. The third clus-

tering would be: 

(14) (2l,22,2~) (57) and (52) 

and the fourth: 

(14) (21,22,,24 ) and (~7 ,52) 

and the fifth: 

(14,21,22,24) (57,52) 

and the sixth: 

(14,21,22,24,57,52) 

producing one cluster of all sL-x: respondents. In essence the procedure starts 

. with "N" individuals and forms "N" clusters' of' one respondent ea.Ch and pro~ 

gressiv$ly~'clumps" together the nearest respondents, reducing the total num-
'i 

ber of clusters by one iteratively tmtil there is only one cl,uster' containing 

all "N" respondents. 

In mstances where there are more than one datum ;for eaCh reS1?ondent, as 

in this application wheTe there are 14 for each respondent (the 14 importance 

weights), the ith respondent is defined by 

x. ;:: (w:· l w'o2 • ~ • " Wi 14) ]. 1.~+" ?', 

where X. can be called the respondent vector. The distance between any two 
]. . " 

'j respondents" (in 14 dimensional space) can be written 

d(Xi'Xj ) = (X:i, - XjP (Xf'Xj )' 

We can then standardize the dis~arlce matrix by dividtrlg each element by the 

average distance from the vector of variable, means, d, 

,d(Xl~'X)' d b: ~i_" ______ _ 

N 
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where N is the number of respondents. psing this procedure, the cluster 

analyses that follow--in answering the questions posed--progressively 

cluster the respondents in tenns of "hmV' close they are" in 14 dimensional 

space. That is, the two closest are clustered first and so on. Displays 

were developed to show the progressive clustering from one respondent toa 

cluster to all respondents combined in one cluster for each particular 

application. 

Answers to Major Preliminary Questions. The portion of the report that 

follows poses in slightly different form the major preliminary study ques

tions proposed in. the introduction and reports their answers. 

Question 1. How do the respondents cluster? Are~here regional or 

occupation related clusters formed among respondent~? The fundamental an

swer to this question is that the data suggest neither. occupational cate

~ nor ge.ographic patterns in the clustering among the 109 respondents to 

the Time 1 instrument. A similar finding is ~uggested by the 52 respondents 
" 

to the Time 2 instrument, both for the 14 or~ginal attributes and the com-

plete list of 25 attributes. 

Since a complete presentation of the cluster analysis printouts would 

make rather tedious reading and shed little additional light, only, two of 

the printouts have been selected for inclusion here to illustrate the points 

(and findings) made. To illustrate the finding that there is no noticeable 

geographic clustering,' the occupational category of judges was selected 

showing the cluster analysis performed on the responses of judges for the 

Time 1 MAUM instrument (see figure 1). Notice that the clustering shows 

how all judges who responded from all sites cluster among themselves. The 

strongest cluster is between a judge in Spokane. ,and one in Clark County. 
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Figure 1. 
Cluster of all MAUM Time 1 Subjects by Occupational Categories: i,'\ 

Cluster Map 
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Figure 2 ~. Cluster Analysis By Location for 14 Original Attributes of MAlt.f 
Time I Subjects: Delaware. 
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- - b tw two Delaware J-udges. Yet there The next strongest cluster1ng 1S e een ' 

were six Delaware judges included in the analysis. The third strongest 

cluster was between a Connecticut judge and a Delaware judge. The two 

Connecticut judges were not even closely relate~ in terms of their responses. 

These findings could lead one to speculate about the "real" reasons for the,' 

clustering (e.g., law schools, age, year appointed to bench, political 

inclination, number of children,' and SQ on), but, whatever the reasons 

might be, geography is evidently not one of theIIJ.. 

To illustrate the finding that there is no noticeable occupational 

clustering, the geographic location of Delaware W'as selected and the 

cluster analysis perfonned on the responses of all occup.~tions ~TJ,Wering 

the MAUM time 1 instrument. These results are shown in figure 2. Notice 

- - 1 k responding yet the largest r~umber that there were s1xteen SOC1a wor ers:,;"~i' '. 

of them clustering together were three. Also, notice that one cluster 

consisted of a social worker and policeman. Also, one social worker did 

not cluster 11/ith any other individual or group at all. Other ge()graphic 

locations (Arizona, Alameda, and so on) produced similar results. It 

simply is not possible to claim that individuals within any given occ~ation 

view' the world similarly j Both the judges and the social workers in Delaware 

. seem to\"IShOW' that an" such c .. laim of occupational group 
(and other sites) ~ 

II 
viewpoints is not warrant~d ont..~e basis of these findings. (In reading 

figures 1 and 2, the number of clusters are printed on the left hand side 

of each display and represent a step-wise reduction to a single cl~ter 

in' the number of clusters from a number equal to the number of respondents 

involved in the cluster analysis. Fo! example, in Figure 1, the dis'Play 

shows on;the top line of the display 13 clusters of one respondent each for 

the 13 respondents involved in this particular analysis. The next line ~hows 
- 14 d - TIS ional space and connects which of the 13 clusters are the closest 1n we, 
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them leaviI1:g 12 clusters, where 11 of them are one respondent each and the 

12th cluster contains two respondents. The next line shows which respondents 

are closest if the number of clusters is reduced to 10, and so on. When, on 

th~ bottom :;J;:ine, there is only one cluster present, it shows all 13 respondent 

members of that cluster.) 

As indicated, these results suggest that a decision maker cannot rely on 

constituent groups forming among these respondents either in tenns of job 

categories, in terms of geographic location 'within job categories, or in tenns 

of geographic location. This finding remains constant from both the initial 

and fol19YtUP MAUM questionnaire data and for 14 attributes or 25 attributes. 

Question 2. How did the attributes chosen a priori by the DSO eval

uation team co~are with those suggested by the respondents in the initial 

MAUM instrument? There are a number of ways to respond to this question as 

a review of Table 7 reveals. For e:lCaIlIple, if the number of respondents 

assigning a rank of #1 to a given attribute is the comparison criterion, 

the original 14 attributes did not corapar~ well with the 11 suggested by 

the field. If, on the other hand, the number of respondents suggesting that 

an attribute belongs in the "top 14" is the criterion, the original 14 com

pared reasonably well with the 11 from the field--perhaps because ties were 

allowed and in a number of instances all 25 attributes were listed in the 

top 14. Another way of examining the data is to compute the average rank 

order assigned to each attribute by taking the number of votes for each rank 

and multiplying this number by the rank, summing these totals and dividing 

by 52 (subjects). The resulting number represents the average rank'assigned 

by the 52 respondents in the fqllow-up round. Table 8 displays this informa

tion along with the mean rank order of the initial 14 attributes and the mean 

rank order of the 11 suggested by the field. A simple t test shows that t = 

3.705, indicatipg a significant difference between the mean rankings of the 
.,~ 
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initial 14 attributes and the 11 suggested by the field. Simply stated, and 

ccn..finning what seems to be the visual impression, the respondents genera.lly 
.\\ 

liked "their" attributes better than "ours." 

Perhaps the major message in the data is that the respondents thought 

there should be more than 14 attributes to consider in evaluating DSO pro

grams. It does seem clear that the most important attribute (38.5 percent 

of the respondents ranked it number one) is the status offender's perceptions 

of self worth, an attribute omitted from the original 14 selected by the 

national evaluation team. Moreover, if the average rankings are a valid 

indicator of respondent preferences, only A8--status offenders attitudes 

toward observing the law--would represent the initial list of attributes 

whereas eight of the field suggested attributes would be included in the 

top nine attributes to evaluate DSO programs. 

Additional interesting findings showed up in a comparison of occupa

tional categories and the rankings assigned to attributes. For example, 

although A8--stattls offenders' attitudes towards observing the law--showed 

up as the most important of original 14 attributes, no respondent within 

the occupational categories of police, judicial or elected official ranked 

this attribute first. The first rankings came from corrections and human 

service job categories. In the case of Al4~-level of the status offenders' 

school performance relative to his school mates--the lone Time 2 education 

respondent ra~ed it number 14 of 25 attributes to consider. In general, 

as the data indicated in response to question one, a person's job category 

did not necessarily lead to any hard and fast rules about which attributes 

were the most important in evaluating DSO programs. 

Question 3. How do the additional 11 field-suggested attributes affect 

the clustering of respondents? As indicated in the response to question one, 

the data suggest again that neither job category nor geographic pattern emerged 

in the clustering of the 52 follow-up respondents . 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

TABLE 7 

A COMPARISON OF THE 14 ORIGINAL MAUM ATI'RIBlJfES WITH THE 11 ADDITIONAL 
ATTRIBUTES SUGGESTED BY THE 109 RESPONDENTS TO THE INITIAL MAUM QUESTIONNAIRE 

Number of Follow-up Questionnaire Respondents * Assigning this Attribute a Rank of 
~ •• I 

Attribute 'tfl Top 5 Top 14 Bottom 11 Bott'orn 5 #25 Most Frequent Rank Assigned 

No. Of Arrests Per Year 2 12 35 17 .9 1 Rank 10 by 6 Resp. 

Court Appearances 0 9 36 16 7 0 Rank 9 by 6 ~esp. 

Serious Delinquent Offenses 1 8 34 18 12 0 Rank 7, 11, J.I~ by 5 Resp. Each 

Time with Family 3 17 35 17 6 0 Rank 5, 11 by 5 Resp. Each 

Perceptions of the 8erious-
ness of an Offense 1 13 41 11 3 1 Rank 11 by 6 Resp. 

Perception of CJS 
Effectiveness 3 15 36 16 5 0 Rank 2 by 7 Resp. 

Parental Knowledge of 
80's Whereabouts 4 18 37 15 3 0 Rank 5 by 5 Resp. 

'\\ 
Attitudes tn Observing 

the Law 6 19 43 9 3 1 Rank 1, 3 by 6 Resp. Each 

I. Minor Delinquent Offenses 0 3 32 20 10 1 Rank 7, 12 by 6 Resp. Each 

J. Annual Cost Per SO 0 9 30 22 12 2 Rank 13, 19 by 5 Resp. Each 

K. Perceptions of Offense 
like Truancy 0 9 39 13 9 2 Rank 14 by 6 Resp. 

L. Frequency of Contact Among 
SO Programs 1 10 32 20 9 0 Rank 9 by 5 Resp. 
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TABLE 7 (cont'd) 

Attribute #1 Top 5 Top 14 Bottom 11 Bottom 5 #25 Most Frequent ,Rank Assigned 

M. Percent of SOs placed in 
Locked Facilities 3 14 35 17 8 1 Rank 4, 5 by 5 Resp. Each 

N. School Performance 1 12 35 17 8 1 Rank 11 by 5 Resp. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
O. Community Support 5 17 41 11 3 1 Rank 4 by 6 Resp. 

P. Family Service Programs 8 31 47 5 3 0 Rank 1, 5, 6 by 8 Resp. Each 

Q. Educator's Attitudes to SO 0 10 33 19 5 1 Rank 5 by 5 Resp. 

R. Parents Attitudes Toward 
SO Programs 0 15 42 10 5 G Rank 6 by 6 Resp. 

s. Program Staff Qualifications 3 18 41 11 2 0 Rank 2, 3 by 5 Resp. 

T. Program Follow-up 6 16 43 9 3 1 Rank 1, 6 by 6 Resp. , 

U. Number of SOs Employed 1 11 39 13 7 0 Rank 5, 7 by 5 Resp. 

v. Involvement in Other 
Activities by 80s 1 14 36 16 3 0 Rank 15 by 6 Resp. 

W. Positive Involvement with 
Peers 0 22 43 9 2 0 Rank 2 by 9 Resp. 

X. 80s Perception of SO Programs 2 13 37 15 7 0 Rank 2, 9, 16 by 5 Resp. Each 

Y. Perceptions of Self Worth 20 33 46 6 0 0 Rank 1 by 20 Resp. 

, . . , .. , ...... 

* There were 52 respondents involved in comparing the 14 original attributes with the 11 suggested by the field. 
Also, since respondents could tie-rank any mnnber of attributes, the ntmlber of ''yates'' for any rank could range 
from none to 52 so for example, in theory, at least, each attribute could have 52 votes for rank #1, for rank 
#2, and so on. 
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TABLE 8 
MEAN RANKINGS OF WE 14 ORIGINAL ATTRIBUTES 

AND THE 11 FIELD SUGGESTED ATI'RIBUfES 

Average Rank Order 

Al. The average number of arrests per status offender per year. 

A2. The proportion of status offense arrests that result in 
court appearance. 

A3. The average number of serious delinquent offenses (such as 
robbery) that might occur in a six-month period, regardless 
of whether these offenses come to the attention of justice 
authorities. 

A4. The amount of time status offenders spend with family. 

AS. Status offenders' perceptions about the seriousness of an 
offense such as ~obbery. 

A6. Status offenders' perceptions of justice system effectiveness. 

A7. Parental knowledge of whereabouts of status offender. 

A8. Status offenders' attitudes toward observing the law. 

A9. The average number of minor delinquent offenses (such as 
truancy) that might occur in a six-month period, regardless 
of whether these offenses come to the attention of justice 
authorities. 

AlD. The annual cost in dollars per individual status offender. 

All. Status offenders' perceptions abo~t the seriousness of art 
offense such as truancy. 

Al2. Frequency of contact between programs set up to provtde ser
vices to status offenders and other social service agencies 
or institutions. 

Al3. The percentage of arrested status offenders placed in locked 
facilities w~le waiting for a court appearance. 

Al4. Level of the status offenders' school performance ::telative 
to his school mates. 

Average Rank for all 
Standard Deviation 
Highest Average Rank 
Lowest Average Rank 

14 = 11.37 
= 1.195 
= 8.90 
=13.42 

11.46 

11.23 

12.76 

10.80 

10.13 

10.42 

10.50 

8.90 

13.42 

13.36 

11.67 

11. 75 

11.30 

11.48 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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TABLE 8 (cont'd) 

Attribute Average Rank Order 

Als. 

Al6. 

Al7. 

Al8. 

Al9. 

AZO. 

A21. 

A22. 

A23. 

A24. 

A25. 

Amount of community support generated for status offender 
program. 

Availability of program services to status offender's family. 

Attitudes of educators toward status offenders. 

Attitudes of status offender'S parrents towards program. 

Qualification and training of program personnel. 

Nature and extent of program client follow-up. 

Number of status offenders employed. 

Status offenders involvement in recreational pursuits cul-
tural, and other acts. ' 

Status offenders positive involvement with peers. 

·Status offenders perceptions of program. 

Status offenders perceptions of self worth. 

Average Rank for all 11 = 9.01 
Standard Deviation = 1.828 
Highest Average Rank = 5.42 
Lowest Average Rank = 11.94 

9.36 

6.23 

11.94 

9.25 

8.96 

9.23 

11.11 

8.96 

8.17 

10.50 

5.42 
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It was noticed, however, that the addition of attributes did cause 

some shifting and" change who clustered where. This suggests that 

----- - - --~~--~ ---_. -

as clusters form, a change in the number of evaluation attributes considered 

may produce significant shifts in how' constituents find themselves clustered. 

It should be pointed out clearly at this point that a conclusive answer 

to question 3 may not be possible within the context of this DSO program 

evaluation. In an evaluation using SMART, the attribute rankings and import

ance weights are only part of the evaluation process. Any final evaluation 

figures of worth developed by a respondent for some a.lternative DSO program 

under consideration is compared by taking a linear combination of both his 

importance weights and program impacts as "translated'" to worth by his value 

curves. Drawing inferences about changes in respondent clustering on overall 

(SMART-computed) figures of worth based on assigned importance weights or 

rank orders alone, may be very misleadinz. Frequently, individuals disagree 

rathe.r strongly about ranking and importance weights assigned to individual 

attributes, yet, they agree overall on alternative figures of merit and 

rankings in spite of these differences. In fact, this is one of the major 

advantages of using such a technique (Gardjner, 1974). The clusters of in

dividuals that may form to support a given DSO program based on a complete 

SMART evaluation may be very different from those that form based on ranking 

and rating of attribute dimensions alone. Moverover, they may be affected. 

very differently by the addition or deletion of attributes. To develop a 

clear and definitive answer to question 3 within the context of this eval

uation, overall evaluation scores should be computed with complete program 

impact data using the entire SMART process, and with sensitivity analyses 

performed on the number of attributes involved. In this way, the clustering 

of individuals could be looked at in terms of th~ir overall evaluations, not 
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just one component of their value models. Since such scores canno.t be com

puted in this study due to the lack of program impact data for all ,25 attri

butes, one can only guess'at the true effect of 11 additional attributes on 

the evaluation process and on cluster formation. Yet, it is the shifting of 

individuals among clusters in response to changes in the number of evalua

tion attributes that underlies the true intent of question 3. If, however, 

the evaluation were to be conducted based on ranks and ratings alone, it 

would appear that changes in the num~er of attributes do have the effect 

of shifting the individuals among the clusters formed. 

Question 4. Did respondents change their minds between the initial and 

follow-up questionnaire'ort the rank ordering of the attributes? Before res

ponding directly to this question, a s~ort discussion is in order. This 

question is asking for causal inferences about any changes observed in the 

data between the initial and follow~up rounds of the MAUM questionnaire. 

Changes in how respondents rank order a list of 14 to 25 attributes may be 

produced by many factors and their interactions. Yet, two fundamental fac

tors can be identified: (1) there is a true change in how the respondents 

feel about the rankings between Time 1 and Time 2, or (~) the respondents 

feel pretty nruch the same about the attributes but are unable to reproduce 

their original rankings (random error). It is well.krro:WIl" that individuals 

have difficulty in reproducing a rank ordering of any list of attributes even 

without a change in values just because of the information overload involved. 

And this difficulty increases as the number of things to be ranked increases. 

Even for those individuals who have very strong feelings about the items to be 

ranked, only the top few and the bottom few seem to remain relatively constant 
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from ranking attempt to ranking attempt. The i terns in the ''middle'' seem to 

fluctuate due to random error. In this instance, there are 14 attributes to be 

ranked during the initial round and 2S attributes to be ranked in the 

follow-up. Hence, we may draw the following ground rules: "If a respon-

dent produces relatively the same ranking from Time 1 to Time 2, his (or 

her) values have probably not changed and the rankings probably reflect a 

true value system. If, on the other hand, the rankings change from Time 

I to Time 2 it may represent a true change in the respondents value system, 

or it may just be a product of random error in the ranking process. In 

the latter case, it would be very difficult to ll1£er which factor was the 

true cause of the ranking changes. 

Table 10 shows tpe correlations between the initial and follow-up 

rankings for the 14 original attributes for the 41 subjects that completed 

both questionnaires. * It should be emphasized that the second ranking of 

the 14 original attributes .was completed in the con.text of ranking all 25 

attributes in the follow-up questionnaire and the influence of this. con

fotmding factor is unknown. As can be seen from Table 10, 16 correlations 

were statistically significant (.10 or less). Of these 16, only one con

sisted of a reversal (negative correlation) that may represent a true rever

sal or confusion on how to complete the rankings, producing a reversal be

tween the ranking efforts. The mean correlation for those with statisti

cally significant, positive correlations was .656 with a range from .862 to 

.473. It probably can be said that these respondents held pretty much the 

same value system in terms of attribute rankings for both the initial and 

follow-up round in spite of the approximate four month interval between 

*Only 41 individuals responded to'both the Time 1 and Time 2 MAUM question
naires. 
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questionnaire administrations. Of th 26 e respondents with rankings that 

produced no significant correlations from Time 1 to Time 2, there is 

little to aid in inferring to which cause the lmy correlation could be 

attributed. One might suspect that the primary cause was random error , 

especially since there were only eight negative correlations produced 

compared to 33 positive correlations. The error was probably not random 

in its truest sense since such an error would lead to about as many 

positive correlations as negative ones. Yet, one might reasonably argue 

that while the basic rankings were about the same there was a lot of ran

dom error in assigning ranks within that basic ranking structure (for ex~ 

ample, number 4 and S were reversed and so on). While this ~rgument is 

plausic>le, it should be taken as just that, plausible but not statistical-

ly supported "fact." 

TIle conclusion to be drawn from the data in Table 10 is that 

the respondents seemed to retain- the basic ranking structure over the four 

months tested,but that specific attributes were juggled around within that 

basic structure. Hence, one might well conclude that subjects probably 

did not undergo a major shift in values between questionnaire administra

tions since there is no evidence to support a conclusion to the contrary 

and some evidence to support this conclusion. 

Question 5. How do the evaluation attributes cluster among themselves? 

A reasonable question that one might ask involves the issue of overlapping 

or redundant attributes on the attribute list. Such an overlap might ac

count for the difficulty in reproducing rankip.gs between questionnaire ap

plications. Also, for teclmical reasons, it is not desirable to have highly 

positively correlated attributes on the evaluation list in ~~T. This 
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TABLE 10 

CQRRELATIONSBETWEEN THE 'INITIAL .AND FOLLOW-UP MAUM 
RATINGS FOR TIlE 14 ORIGINAL MAUM attributes for 41 SUBJECTS 

. . . ~ - .. . - .... " .. 

Subject Correlation Significance 
, . . . . ... . .. . . .... " ........ 

Arizona Elected Official ... 197 .49 

Arizona School Administrator .022 .93 

Arizona Social SerVices .407 ,14 

Arizona Social Services -.167 .56 

Arizona Social Services .637 .01 

Arizona SOcial Services .397 .15 

Arizona Social Services • 128 :66 

Arizona Social Services .426 .12 

Alameda Social Services .516 .05 

Alameda Social Services .563 .03 

Alarneclil Social Services .-862 .0001 

Alameda Juvenile Justice Comrn -.304 .29 

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Cd;rmn .371 .19 

Connecticut Social Services .. 587 .02 

Connecticut Social Services .314 .27 

Connecticut Citizen .584 .02 

Connecticut Cl~rgy .059 .83 

Connecticut Elected Official .797 .0006 

Connecticut Judicial .659 .01 

Delaware Social Services -.719 .003 

Delaware Social Services .509 .06 

Delaware Judicial .202 .48 

Delaware Legal Services .167 .56 

Delaware Social Services -.179 .53 

Delaware Social Services .139 .63 

Delaware Social Services •. 04S .87 

DelawaTe Police .315 .2'7 

Delaware Judicial .224 ..44 

\ 
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TABLE .. lO . {cont "d) 
"" ....................... & '" ..................... . . . , 

Subject 
.......... 

29. Illinois Delinquency Prevention -.254 .37 
30. ' Ulinois Pollce .,..079 .78 
31. Ulinois Corrections .188 .51 
32. Illinois Corrections .473 .08 
33. South Carolina Citizen .008 .97 
34. Spokane Judicial .808 .0005 
35. Spokane Police .379 .18 
36. Spokane Police .338 .23 
37 . Clark County Elected Official .533 .04 
38. Clark County City, Manager' ....109 .7Q 

39. Clark County Clergy .5S9 .03 
40. Clark County Polic~ .624 .01 

41. Clark County Citizen .716 .004 
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leads to possible double counting in the evaluation. For example, if 

there were only five attributes and four were highly positively corre

lated, then instead of establishing worth of alternatives based on two 

independent worth dimensions, one of those dimensions would in fact be 

contributing 80 percent of overall worth. 

Figures 3, 4, & 5 shaw how the attributes cluster for the initial admin

istration with 109 respondents, how those same 14 attributes cluster ,for the 52 

Time 2 fo110w~up respondents, and how' the 25 attributes in the follow-up 

round clustered in the views of the 52 respondents. The cluster analysis 

procedure is the same used earlier except that the cluster procedure be~ 

gins with 14 (or 25) groups of one attribute each and gradually forms 

clusters until there is just one group with 14 (or 25) attributes in it. 

In Figure 3, there appears to be some reasonable (Le., intuitively 

appealing) clustering of attributes. For example, Al--·the average number 

of Cl:rrests per status offender per year--and A2--the proportion of status 

offense arrests that result in court appearance--are the two attributes 

most closely related. In fact~ these two may represent a situation of 

double counting of two highly positive correlation attributes .. Similarly, 

the clustering of the three attributes involving perceptions of the status 

offenders would seem to form a reasonable group. On the other hand, it is 

not clear why A3--the average ntmlber of serious delinquent offenses (such 

as robbery) that might occur in a six month period, regardless of whether 

these offenses cOlJle to the attention of justice authorities--and Al4-·1eve1 

of the status offenders' school performance relative to his school mates-

should form a cluster although it is only after forcing the number of clus

ters to 7 (half the original 14) that these two form a cluster so they may 
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Figure 3. Cluster Analysis of 14 MAUM DSO Program Evaluation Dimensions Time 1 
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Figure S. Cluster Analysis of 25 MAUM Time 2 DSO Program Evaluation Dimensions 
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be rela.tively distant in the cluster space. In the views of the 52 Time 

2 respondents (Figure 4) the attributes cluster somewhat differently 

although the comments made earlier in response to question 3 apply here 

also. The stroTlgest cluster remains arrests and court ~ppearances, but 

in the view of the Time 2 respondents these two attrib~tes are no longer 

the closest. Instead, both A3 and A9, each dealing with counting delin

quent offenses (the fomer seridus ones, the latter minor ones) are the 

closest in meaning. One might conclude, as in question 3, that clustering 

is a function of those responding (or viewing the attributes involved). 

When the Time 2 respondents' data were used to cluster the 25 attributes 

(see Figure 5), the strongest cluster was' once again arrests and court 

appearances. The next two closest attributes were Hattitudes on observ-

ing the law" and "perceptions of the criminal justice system effective-

ness," a quite reasonable clustering if one took the view that the more 

effective the j~venile justice system is seen, the more likely one is to 

ob~y the law. Similarly, the clustering of, the attributes "parental lmowl

edge of status offenders whereabouts" and "amOlUlt of time spent with family" 

seems to be reasonable as does the clustering of "community support for the 

program" and "parental attitudes toward the program." The implicati,ons of 

these clust~rs in Figures 3, 4, & 5 are two: (1) the clustering, is affected by the 

mnnber of respondents asked to view the attributes, and (2) more importantly, 

there may be some instances of double cOl.mting among the 25 attributes being 

used to evaluate the DSO programs. Since future use of ,these data will concern , 
J~~, 

only the 14 attributes, only those instances where- both sets of respondents see 

strong clustering between any of these 14 attributes will be reviewed for 

possible elimination of attributes to prevent d,?uble counting. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Since the analyses presented here have been preliminary, a limited 

number of speculative conclusions can be made with respect to the 

larger population of people interested in DSO programs and their 

evaluation. 

I., The values of relevant publics can be brought into DSO'ptdgram 

evaluation. Although only a postcard pl;(Or notification was sent to :ces

pondents, al1d without any agreement to participate, 109 usa,ble evaluation 

instruments were returned of about 300 questionnaires sent (actually 150 

were returned but only 109 were usable). The respondents represented a 

wide'"range of job categories including, aIjong others, police, judges, pro

bation officers, and social workers over many program sites. Each 

respondent was one named as important to a local DSO program manager. 

The results are even more indicative that public values can be brought 

into an evaluation process because the questionnaire forms were very differ-' 

ent from those normally used in "tapping" public values (as a number of res

pondents indicated). Specifically, it would appear that the SMART version 

of multi-attribute utility measurement can be used via the mails to invol~e 

the public in evaluation efforts. This is the first time such a finding has 

emerged on the scale used in this evaluation. 

2. People probably won't cluster by region or job category the way one 

might expect them to. Although this finding must remain tentative since it 

is based on importance weights and attribute rankings alone (rather than on 

the full SMART computations of value), it does se~n that people cannot be 

expected to form clusters for or against some program based solely on geo

graphy or job category. Any attempt by local managers to develop and exploit 
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any regional or job category "advantages'" in the development of status of

fender deinstitutiona1ization programs may not produce the results expected. 

This finding would appear to be counter.,.intui tive, since similar occupa

tional groUPings may be expected to share common values. However, the DSO. 

program represents a currently developed instance of the relatively new 

movement to deinstitutionalize formerly incarcerated categories of deviants. 

During the early phases of new social movements uncertainty and confusion are 

connnon respecting their meaning and implications for occupational interests. 

3. Let "teal"people 'help pick the evaluation dimensions to evaluate 

programs. A very important finding about evaluation emerged from the data 

in this evaluation: there is more than one way to develop the dimensions to 

be used in evaluating programs. For example, in this evaluation there were 

at least four potential sources of value dimensions: (1) the "list't that 

is implicit in the Juvenile Justice and.l;lelinquency Prevention Act of 1974 

itself, (2) the list that could have bee~ developed by the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinque~cy Pr~vention staff who are responsible for implementing 

the Act, (3) the list that may have been thought conceptually or scientifical

ly important by those involved in formally evaluating deinstitutionalization 

programs that are established as a result of funding from the Act, and (4) 

the list that the relevant public would have considered importimt in evaluat

ing deinstitutionalization programs. A major problem with such a multiplic

ity of attribute generating sources is that they may--.and proha,blywill--all 

generate different lists! 

In this evaluation the Office of Juvenile Justice and.Delinquency Pre

vention dictated certain attributes tl¥Lt in turn we7ie contracted for in the 
I"~ 

national evaluation. Also, measurability' and dat9;:/~ccess reasons influenced 
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attribute sel'ection by the national 
evaluati.on team. Moreover, the na-

tional evaluation team did not empha' ha 
. Slze w t relevant publics might con-

sider important. Rather, the t "b . 
. a trl utes were selected in part for concep-

tual and scientific purposes Th" "" 
, • 15 compos 1 te llst was then submi.tted to a 

relevant public for their input. TIl 1 
e resuts of this attribute. "generating" 

process comparison are clear in the' data and should be ". 
:i no Surpr1se. If one 

takes the view. that the relevant public knows. what 
it wants to consider in 

evaluating a program better than "experts" do the ~ "t" 1 ." 
, ln1 l.a , Compos1te llst 

of attributes developed in this national evaluation 
left much to be desired. 

If, on the other hand, one takes the view that national policy makers and 

other experts know what dimenSions should be considered in evaluating pro-. 

grams better than the relev~'t public, the initial attributes could be viewed ' 
more favorably. 

A most interesting situation OCcurs when national policy makers consid

er views of the relevant public important in generating attributes for eval-
ua tion purposes. AI thou h t d" . 

g ex raor tnarily cumbersome and time consuming, 

this study has demonstrated that the public could be inv'Olvedin setting up 

evaluation dimenSions in SMART evaluat1"ons... Th 
e importance of identifying 

whose values (step 1 of MAUM) are to be served in a program eva,luati,on cannot 

,be overemphasized. Step 4 (identifying the value dimensions) cannot be suc

cessfully carried out until the question of "whose values" has clearly been 

answered. Failure to resolve that critical question properly raises the 

risk of a program evaluation developing very thorough' value'models:'foT rela-

tively unimportant value dimensions in MAUM steps 2 through 10. 
This evalua-

tion has shown that given a list of, fOT example, 14 attributes Cl; group of 

public respondents will complete the instruments necessary to produce a value 

887 

:.1 

I 
t 

f 
i 
I 
f 
I r 
t 
t 

, 



:~ 

.. 

, , 

! 
I 
I , I 

I 
'I 
I 
I 

, i 
i , , 

J 

I:' ' j .~ 
:1 
J 

-53-

model, yet the~e is little guarantee that the l4-attribute-based-evaluation

model will be able to establish teal figures of worth for alternative pro

grams under consideration since the 14 attributes may just as easily be the 

least important 14 as well as the most important 14 in the eyes of the pub-, 

lic. Such a "wrong" set of attributes for the "right" public may lead to 

severe implementation problems following program selection based on the 

alternative evaluation models, especially if the right "public" has the 

value system that really counts duri,ng p~ogram :implementation. 

4. Develop the evaluation befotedeveloping the ptdgtams-t6Deeval~ 

uated. While it is very difficult for most funding agencies to develop a 

complete evaluation design before fLmding the programs to be evaluated, it 

is reasonable to expect that SMART steps 1 through 4, for example, be com-

pleted prior to ftmding programs. With SMART step 4 completed, the data nec

essary for accomplishing the evaluation will be identified and can be made 

pal,/t of the. requirements in the program funding to preclude prob1e1l).s of 
/ 

after-the-fact data gathering or, worse, missing evaluation data. The rea-
, 

son for this is clear: 

Ei ther new individuals with new value systems or submerged; 'tiIiadCriowl:

edged, or new attributes may affect an ultimate evaluation~ While this is a 

very complicated issue involving completed SMART procedures and sensitivity 

analyses as well as issues about how to combine different individuals' 

value models, there is some indication in these preliminary analyses that 

either new individuals or additional attributes may affect the computations 

leading to overall figures of worth'for any'given set of alternatives being 

evaluated. Going from 10.9 :.to 52 respondents and from 14 to 25 attributes 

seemed to affect either the clustering of respondents (in the former'case) 
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or the clustering of attribu.t~s (in the latter). However, in the absence 

of a sOlmd ~tatistical measure of this effect and completed SMART eval

uations, this finding must remain tentative. 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

NAME __ ~ __ ~ ______________ ~ __ Title 
(Pl ease Print) --------------------

--- PLEASE CHECK ~ERE iF YOU WOULD LIKE TO BE INFORMED OF THE RESULTS OF 
THIS SURVEY. 

«, 
There are three parts to this questionnaire. Part I asks for your 

views about the. relative importance of 14 factors to be considered in 
ev~luating status offender programs. Part II asks for your preferences 
about different amounts of each evaluation factor considering just that 
factor by itself. Part III asks for your con.nents about the "completeness" 
of the current list of 14 factors. Please complete the questionnaire in 
order. We are interested in your .personal preferences, so there 'are no 
"right

ll 

or IIwrong" answers. We estimate that the length of time to com
~~ete thi~ questionnaire will be about one hour. 
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PART I 

On page 3, you will find 14 Evaluation Factors (i.e., impa'cts) ,that 
we consider important for the purpose, of evaluating the merits of any pro
posed program to treat ~tatus offende~s. We would like you to review thls 
list and then indicate your views as to the relative importance of each 
factor on the list as follows: 

1. Please consider the 14 factors (and only these 14) and then 
RANK ORDER them in decreasing order of importance to you, 
with number 1 being m~st important and the least important 
last. (tie~ are acceptable) 

2. Once you have rank-ordered them, please reflect on their relative 
importance to you. How much weight does each factor carry 
relative to the other factors as you would use them to evaluate 
a Status Offender program if there were one in your community? 
P1 eas/e write the weights you would assign to each factor to 
reflect its relative impurtance to you. 

a. Do this by assigning a weight of 1Q to the least important 
factor (lowest rank) as a common starting point. 

b. Next, for the factor with the next highest rank, assign, it 
a weight to reflect its importance compared to the lowest 
factor. For example, it may be hal1f, again as important to 
you as the lowest factor. If so, it would receive a weight 
of 15. If it is twice as important, it would receive a 
weight of 20. 

c. Then go to the next most important factor and compare it to 
the one just completed and repeat the process. 

A factor .with a weight of 40 is twice as important as one with 20 and half 
as important as one with 80, and so on. A factor with 50 is as important as 
one with 20 and one with 30 taken together. 

There are no limits to the weights you assign. When finished, you will 
have weighted all the factors to reflect their relative importance to you. 
Page 2 shows a simplified example of how this is done. 
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'" STEP 1. 

00 
to 
\J"I 

I; 

BE'iIEtf LISI OE E'lAWBIION EACTQRS 
( A FACTOR = A -THING TO CONSIDER- ) 

'" it 

EVALUATION FACTORS 

/','1 

A. PURCHASE PRICE 
I( -B. COMFORT 

C. STYLE 

D. HANDLING 

E. GAS MILEAGE 

F. SAFETY 

/ 

-~~---~- -~--

.. 

. 

. 

EY~LE: EV~LU~TI"G ~UTO~~BILES 

/' 
STEP 2. 

LINE 1 

LINE 2 

LINE 3 

lIilE " 
LINE 5 
LINE 6 

)'. 

" , 
"; 

RANK ORDER E'iLU.UAI I DH ElltIOBS 
TO REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE 
IMPORTANCE TO YOU AS YOU 
EVALUATE AUTOMOBILES. 
TIES ARE ACCEPTABLE. ENTER 
THE LETTER CORRESPONDING TO 
THE MOST IMPORTANT FACTOR 
LISTED IN STE~ 1 ON LINE 1. 
ENTER THE SECOND HOST 
IMPORTANT ON LINE 2, AND SO ON. 
IF ANY TWO FACTORS ARE EQUALLY 
IMPORTANT, PLACE BOTH LETTERS 
ON THE SAME LINE. FOR THREE-
WAY TIES, PLACE THREE LETTERS 
ON THE SAME LINE, AND SO ON. 

RANK ORDER 

(MOST IMPORTANT) 
•••• I • I • I •• 

~I'I"" 
~ 
~,~ ~A.T!E! ••••• 

_~ .~L~A~T.I~P9R!A~T! • 
(EMPTY IN THIS EXAMPLE) 

/ 

1I 

___ ••• "1" •.•••• 

n 

/ 

~/~~~~~~~~~/ 
--.. STEP 3. tlElGUT TUE EYALUAIIOO FflcroBS 

ASSIGN 10 POINTS TO TIlE LEAST 
IMPORTANT FACTOR AND THEN 
INDICATE YOUR OWN OPINION ABOUT 
THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EACH 
FACTOR BY ASSIGNING WEIGHTS 
ACCORDINGLY. (NO UPPER LIMIT ON 
WEIGHTS) I ~ ~ __________________ V 

I •••• 

ASSIGN tiEl GilTS 

:-f~~ , 

· '0 ~10 POINTS ASSIGNED 
, , .... AS REFE'RENCE TO 

• LEAST IMPORTANT 
, FACTOR 

. ~~~~ii:li::i:::':lT"T 
....... 

PURCHASE PRICE (60) POINTS IS 
TWICE AS IMPO~TANT AS GAS ' 
MILEAGE (50 POINTS~ m THIES 
AS IMPO[lTIINT. AS SAFETY DR ' 
COMFORT) (BOTH ~IED AT ~ POINTS) 
AND SIX TIM~S AS IMPORTANT AS 
HANDLING 1u POINTS) 

I 
~ 
I 

I,. 

. .' . I 
....... ~-~ ,.' -~-- ,~'~- -.•. } ~-, .. ,' -.;,-;",,,~:.~,"" -.-,~-... ·-~",~~-·""" __ -""··""",,,,_~_~ __ ~.~W(,,',,o--i\'I'" 
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STEP 1 -- REVIEW THE FOLLmlWG FACTORS IN TERMS OF 

TIlEIR U1PORTAIICE HI EVALUATING STATUS OFFENDER 

PROGRI\MS: 

EVALUATION FACTORS 

A. THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF ARRESTS PER STATUS OFFENDER PE~ 
YEAR. TYPICALLY. ARRESTS OF INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDERS 
MIGHT RANGE FROM 0 TO 10 OR MORE PER YEAR. 

B.THE PROPORTION OF STATUS OFFENSE ARRESTS THAT RESULT 
. IN COURT APPEARANCE. 

C. THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF SERIOUS DELINQUENT OFFENSES (SUCH AS 
ROBBERY) THAT MIGHT OCCUR IN A SIX MONTH PERIOD. REGARD
LESS OF WHETHER THESE· OFFENSES COME TO THE ATTENTION OF 
JUSTICE AUTHORITIES. 

D. THE AMOUNT OF T./ME STATUS OFFENDERS SPEND WITH FAMILY. 
Eo STATUS OFFENDERS' PERCEPTI ONS ABOUT THE SER 10USNESS OF AN 

OFFENSE SUCH AS ROBBERY. 
F. STATUS OFFENDERS' PERCEPTIONS OF JUSTICE SYSTEM EFFECTIVENESS. 
G. PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF WHEREABOUTS OF STATUS OFFENDER. 
H. STATUS OFFENDERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD OBSERV'ING THE LAW. 
I. THE AVERAG~ NUMBER OF MINOR DELINQUENT OFFENSES (SUCH AS 

TRUANCY) THAT MIGHT OCCUR IN A SIX MONTH PERIOD. REGARDLESS 
OF WHETHER THESE OFFENSES COME TO THE ATTENTION OF JUSTlCE 
AUTHORITIES. 

J. THE ANNUAL COST IN DOLLARS PER INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDER 
SERVED ($200 WOULD ~E THE APPROXIMATE COST OF SHORT-TERM 
COUNSELING ONLY AND $4~OOO THE APPROXIMATE COST OF 
RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENT INCLUDING A WIDE VARIETY OF SERVICES). 
STATUS OFFENDERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE SERIOUSNESS OF AN 
PFFENSE SUCH AS TRUANCY. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

F~EQUENCY OF CONTACT BETWEEN PROGRAMS SET UP TO PROVIDE 
SERVICES TO STATUS OFFENDERS AND OTHER SOCIAL SERVICE 
AGENCIES OR INSTITUTIONS. 
THE PERCENTAGE OF ARRESTED STATUS OFFENDERS PLACED IN LOCKED 
FACILITIES WHILE WAITING FOR A COURT APPEARANCE. 
LEVEL OF THE STATUS OFFENDER'S SCHOOL PERFORMANCE RELATIVE 
TO HIS SCHOOL MATES • 

·~_!..__:_:;_;::..~'!!:."'r~.-::~~;;::':'~~~:'~.:-:.t;·\j<>.~-tr~._J:_·~~r_,..,...,P" ......... ""~' __ .".c(_~_, .. ,¥_ .... _.". 

~: 

EVALUATING STATUS OFFENDER PROGRAMS 

STEP 2. BANK ORDER E~ALUaI[OH EACIOHS STEP 3. ~IEIGHT TIlE EVALUATION FACTORS 
TO REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE IMPORTANCE • ASSIGN 10 POINTS TO THE LEAST 
TO YOU AS YOU EVALUATE AUTOttoBILES. 
TIES ARE ACCEPTABLE. ENTER THE 

IMPORTANT FACTOR AND THEN 
INDICATE YOUR OWN OPINION 

LETTER CORRESPONDING TO THE MOST ABOUT THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
IMPORTANT FACTOR LISTED IN STEP 1 OF EACH FACTOR BY ASSIGNING 
ON LINE 1. ENTER THE SECOND MOST WEIGHTS ACCORDINGLY. (NO 
IMPORTANT ON LINE 2~ AND SO ON. UPPER LIMIT ON WEIGHTS) 

LINE 1 
LINE 2 

LINE 3 

LINE 4 
LINE 5 
LINE 6 
LINE 7 
LINE 8 

LINE 9 

IF ANY TWO FACTORS ARE EQUALLY 
IMPORTANT~ PLACE BOTH LETTERS ON 
THE SAME LI NE • FOR THREE-WAY TIES • 
PLACE THREE LETTERS ON THE SAME 
LINE. AND SO ON. 

RAtlK ORDER ASS I GN ~/E I GHTS 
(HOST IMPORTANT) --_ ............ , ......... , .. _---

---, .... '" ............. ,----
•••• , • I •• "., ,----. . ....... . .. 

---'- .......... . . ..... . . 
......... . ....... . 

•. _- • • • • • • • • • • • • • , I • • • • • •••• _-'--__ 

f ••••••••••••••••••••••• ........... • I •• .. , .. ,----
LINE 10 __ 

, •••••• t t" ••• ... " .. ,. ,----
LINE 11 ___ . . . . . . . . , . . . . . I • • 1, •• ' ___ _ 

LINE 12 __ .......... , . II. II II •• , ___ _ 

LINE 13 -- •.•• f · 
LINE 14 ___ •••• ;-<" ••• 

I ••••• .......... _---
. . . . • • t •• 
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PART 2 
In Part I of this questionnaire we were interested in how you felt 

about the relative importance of each evaluation factor--one compared with 
the other. In this part :lof the questionnaire, we are interested in how you 
feel about varying amounts of e,ach particular factor considered one at a 
time, independently of the other factors. For example, IIHow do you feel· 
about more and more (or less and less) cost per status offender to run th,e 
treatment program, regardless of what is happening on the other factors?" 
(To answer this, assume everything else is equal. The only thin9 that is 
changing is the amount, or level of performance--dollar cost--on, this single 
factor) . 

On Page 5 you will find one of the evaluation factors for an automobile 
" 

used as an example of how to follow the four steps necessary to complete 
Part 2. In some cases it may appear obvious as to what the IIBest" and 
"Worst" sample points are (Steps 2-4) that are to be placed at 100 and 
zero. However, it is the relative worth to you of the remaining sample 
points that is of importance in evaluating program impact. 

After reviewing the example on page 5, please turn to page 6 and complete 
the questionnaire. 
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EXM1PLE: EVALUATING AUTOf-lOBILES 

STEP 1. CONS mER "GAS NI LEAGE" BY ITSELF. 

FACTOR: GAS t1ILEAGE 

RANGE: 6 MILES PER GALLON (HPG) 

TO 

60 11ILES PER GALLON 

I STEP 2. CGrISIDER "SAr1PLE" MILEAGES. IJ 

FACTOR: GAS m LEAGE 

6 MPG 15 MPG 25 MPG 35 MPG 50 MPG 60 ~IPG 

, 
STEP 3. SELECT THE BEST GAS m LEAGE 

PLACE IT AT 100 HORTH ponns. 

60 MPG 

. + 
0 •.• 5 •••• 10., •• 15 •••• 20 •••• 25 •••• 30 •••• 35 •••• -10 •• ' .. 45 •••• 50 ..... 55 •••• 60 •••• 65 •••• 70 •••• 75 •••• 80 •••• 85 •••• 90 •••• 95 •••• 100 

WORTH POINT SCALE 

STEP 4. SELECT THE WORST GAS mLEAGE 
PLACE IT AT ZERO WORTH POINTS. 

~MPG ., ~o . 
/ ,MPG 

0 .••• 5 •••• 10 •••• 15 •. , .20 •••• 25 •••• 30 •••• 35 •••• 40 •••• 45 •••• 50 •••• 55 •••• 60 •••• 65 •••• 70 •••• 75 •••• 80 •••• 85 •••• 90 •••• 95 •••• 100 

WORTH POINT SCALE 

STEP 5. PLACE THE REf1A IN I NG ISM1PLE" 
GAS MILEAGES ON THE WORTH SCALE 
(RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) 
SO THAT DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR 

LoCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE \ _ 

WORTH TO YOU. ~ J ~ 
(.. MI~G ~ IS" M~G ~.s- MPG '3S"MPG 5'oMPG 40 MPG 

/' ' '/, f I X 
0 •••• 5 •••• 10 .... 15 •••• 20 .... 25 .... 30 .... 35 ... ;40 .... 45 .... 50 .... 55 .... 60 .... 65 .... 70 .... 75 .... 80 .... 85 .... 90 •••• 95 •••• 100 

WORTH POINT SCALE 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 5. 

EVALUATION FACTOR A 

CONSIDER THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF ARRESTS PER STATUS OFFENDER, PER YEAR. TYPICALLY, ARRESTS OF 

INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDERS MIGHT RANGE FROM 0 - 10 OR MORE PER YEAR. 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SAMPLE OF POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF ARRESTS ~ER YEAR 

o 2 4 6 8 10 or more 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "BEST II AND PLACE IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER IIWORST II AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE..TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO 
THAT DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 

0 .... 5 ..•. 10 .... 15 .... 20 .... 25 ..•. 30 .... 35 .... 40 .... 45 .... 50 .... 55 .... 60~ ..• 65 .... 70 ..•. 75 ...• 80 .... 85 .... 90 .... 95 ...• 100 
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WORTH POINT SCALE 
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1 " STEP 2. 
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STEP 3. 

STEP 4 ... 

STEP 5. 

EVALUATION FACTOR B 

CONSIDER THE PROPORTION OF STATUS OFFENSE ARRESTS THAT RESULT IN COURT APPEARANCE. THIS FACTOR HAS 
A RANGE OF 0% to 100%. 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SAMPLE OF POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

O···· ........... noarrests go to court 
25% ..............• ~ of arrests go to court 
50% .......•....•.. ~ of arrests go to court 
75% ............... 3/4 of arrests go to court 

100%······ ......... al1 arrests go to court 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "8EST" AND PLACE IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "WORST" AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE 8EST AND· WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEI~ RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 

0 .... 5 .... 10 .. ~.15 ...• 20 ..•. 25 .•.. 30 •... 35 ..•. 40 .... 45 .... 50 ..•. 55 .... 60 ... ,65 .... 70 .... 75 .... 80 .... 85 •..• 90 •... 95 .... 100 

WORTH POINT SCALE 
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STEP 1. 

, 

J STEP 2. 
:! 
H 
1I 
H 

11 

1 
STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

EVALUATION FACTOR C 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SAMPLE POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

NUMBER OF TIMES OFFENSE COMMITTED 

o 3 6 9 12 15 or more 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CO~\SIDER THE "BESr' RESPONSE A J~VENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. i: 

:1 
I, 
\~ 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CON~IDER THE "WORST II RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE . 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 

... ); 

O .... 5 .... 10 •..• 15 .... 20 •.•• 25 ..•. 30 ••.. 35 ••.. 40 .... 45 ...• 50 .... 55 .•.• 60 •.•• 65 .•.. 70 •... 75 ...• 80 c, •• 85 ••.. 90 .... 95 .... 100 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

. " 

(I 
EVALUATION FACTOR 0 

CONSIDER THE AMOUNT OF TIME STATUS OFFENDERS SPEND WITH FAMILY. STATUS OFFENDERS IN VARIOUS PARTS . . 

OF THE UNITED STATES HAVE BEEN ASKED THE QUESTION, "How much time, if any, do you spend with 
your family?" THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 1 (ALL OF THEIR TIME) to 4 (NONE OF THEIR TIME). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

1. .............. all of their time 
2 ............... some of their time 
3 ..•............ very 1 ittle time 
4 ............... none of their time 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE IIBEST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE r~IGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE IIWORST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. " 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BESJ AND WORST) SO 
. THAT DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 

H! 

/I ' 

0 .... 5 ...• 10 .... 15 .... 20 .... 25~ ... 30 ..•. 35 .... 40 .... 45 ...• 50 .... 55 .... 60 .... 65 .... 70 .... 75 .... 80 .... 85 .... 90 .... 95 .... 100 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

EVALUATION FACTOR E 

CONSIDER STATUS OFFENDERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE SERIOUSNESS OF AN OFFENSE SUCH AS ROBBERY. 
THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 1 (EXTREMELY SERIOUS) TO 7 (NOT AT ALL SERIOUS). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

1 ..•.....•.•.... extreme1y serious 

2 

3 

4 ............... somewhat serious 

5 

6 

7 ......... , ........ not at all serious 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "BEST" AND PLACE IT AT 100 ON THE .WORTH POINT SCALE. 
(POINTS 2, 3, 5, '6 ARE NOT LABELLED BUT SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE WORTH SCALE.) 

SELECT THE' POINT IN STEP 'TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER' "WORST" AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE ~JORTH POINT SCALE (-RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5 . 

--~-----------------. 
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EVALUATION FACTOR F 

CONSIDER STATUS OFFENDERS· PERCEPTIONS OF JUSTICE SYSTEM EFFECTIVENESS. STATUS OFFENDERS WERE ASKED 
WHETHER OR NOT THEY AGREED WITH THE STATEMENT, IIIf kids get caught breaking the law they are almost 

always punished." THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 1 (AGREE STRONGLY) TO 6 (D~SAGREE STRONGLY). 

CONSIDER THE fOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 
c' 

1· .. · ...•........ ~~ree strongly 

2 ...•........... agree pretty much 

3 ......•.•..•... agree a little 

4 ............... dis·agree a Httle 

5 ............... disagree pretty much 

6 ............... disagree strongly 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP -TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "BEST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE IIWORSTr'1 RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
I. 

IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 
Il' 

PLAcE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORtH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND. WORST) SO'THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LocATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 
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WORTH POINT SCALE 
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STEP 1. 

STEP ~. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

EVALUATION FACTOR G 

CONSIDER PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF WHEREABOUTS OF STATUS OFFENDER. STATUS OFrENDERS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR 
NOT THE Y AGREED WITH THE STATEMENT., "My pa ren ts us ua 11 y k now where I am." TH I S FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 
1 (AGREE STRONGLY) TO 6 (DISAGREE S"tRONGLY). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

l.··· ........... agree strongly 

2 .••••...•..••. . agree pretty much 

3···· .... : ...... agreea little . 

4 ...... ~ ........ disagree a little 

5··· ..•.. ~ •....• disagree pretty much 
6··· ............ disagree strongly 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "BEST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "WORST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 
IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

~, 

1/ 
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EVALUATION FACTOR H 

CONSIDER STATUS OFFENDERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD OBSERVING THE LAW. STATUS OFFENDERS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR 
NOT THEY AGREED WITH THE STATEMENT, "It is alright to get around the law if you can get away with it." 
THIS FACTOR:HAS A RANGE OF 1 (AGREE STRONGLY) TO 6 (DISAGREE STRONGLY). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 
1 ......•.......• agree strongly 
2 .•........•.... agree pretty much 
3 ....... : ....•.. agree a little 

\~~<,---
.~ 

1,- 4 ....•.•.••..•.. disagree a little 
5 •.....•...•.••. disagree pretty much 
6 .........•.• : •. disagree strongly 
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STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

SELECT THEP'OINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE IIBEST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE IT AT 
100 ON THE 'WORTH' POI NT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "WORST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE IT AT 
fERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALL 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STE~P TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
. !! . ~: 

DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. , 0 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

EVALUATION FACTOR I 

CONSIDER THE AVERAGE NUr~BER OF MINOR DELINQUENT OFFENSES (SUCH AS TRI:JANCY) THAT MIGHT OCCUR IN A 
I, 

SIX MONTH PERIOD, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THESE OFFENSES COME TO THE ATTENTION OF JUSTICE AUTHORITIES. 

STATUS OFFENDERS HAVE BEEN ASKED THE QUESTION, "How many, times in the last six months' have you 

skipped classes while at schoQ-l Or left school early without pennission?" THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE· 

OF 0 TIMES TO 15 TIMES OR MORE. 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SAMPLE POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

NUMBER OF TIMES 

o 3 6 9 12 15 or more 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER 'THE ,t BEST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 

IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH 'POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "WORST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 

IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE • 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 

DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THUR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 
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STEP 1: 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

, 'I , 
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EVALUATION FACTOR J 

CONSIDER THE ANNUAL COST IN DOLLARS PER INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDER SERVED. THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 
$200 ($200 would be the approximate" cost of short-term crisis counseling only) TO $14,000 ($14,000 

wou1d be the approximate cost of residential placement including a wide variety of services). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLO'~ING SAMPLE OF POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

COST PER INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDER SERVED 

$200 $1,000 $4,000 $14,000 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "BEST" AND PLACE IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT,SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "WORST" AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALr::; 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIV~ WORTH TO YOU. 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

, , 
I 

EVALUATION FACTOR J 

~ . , 

(fONSIOER THE ANNUAL COST IN O~LLARS PER INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDER SERVED, THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 

$200 ($200 would, be the approximate cost of short-term cris,is counseling only) TO $14,000 ($14,000 
would be the approximate cost of residential placement i~cluding a wide variety of services). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SAMPLE OF POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

COST PER INDIVIDUAL STATUS OFFENDER SER~/ED 
$200 $1,000 $4,000 $9,000 $14,000 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER IIBEST II AND PLACE IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT,SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER IIWORST II AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE RE~!AINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DiSTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH'TO YOU. 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 

I 
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EVALUATION FACTOR K 

CONSIDER STATUS OFFENDERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE SERIOUSIiESS OF AN OFFENSE SUCH AS TRUANCY. THIS FACTOR . .' 

HAS A RANGE OF 1 ( EXTREMELY SERIOUS) T(! 7 (NOT AT . ALL S'ERI.OU,S). 

4 .. .' ........... . somewhat serious 
5 

6 

7 ............... not at all serious 

SElECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "BEST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE 

IT AT 100 ml THE WORTH POINT SCALE. (Paints 2, 3, 5, 6 are not labeled but should be placed on the worth scale.) 

. 
SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "WORST" RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND' PLACE :' 

IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 
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STEP 1. 

S:rEP 2. 

STEP 3. 

STEP 4. 

STEP 5. 
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EVALUATION FACTOR L 

(, 
I! 

CONSIDER FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BETWEEN'PROGRAMS SET UP TO PROVIDE SERVICES TO STATUS OFFENDERS AND 
OTHER SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES OR INSTITUTIONS. THIS FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 1 (NO CONTACTS) TO 4 
(CONTACTS SEVERAL TIMES A WEEK). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

I' ., 

1 ............... no contact between service providers and other agencies 
2 ............... contact less than once a week 
3 •..•...... ~;'~ .. '. c~ntact about once a week 
4 .....•......... contact several times a week 

';1 

I ..... 
-.J 
I 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "BEST" RESPONSE AND PLACE IT AT 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "WORST" RESPONSE AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT 
SCALE. 

PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 
DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORTH TO YOU. 
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STEP 1. 

STEP 2. 

STEP 3 .. 

STEP 4. 
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STEP 5. 
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EVALUATION FACTOR M 

IN SOME JURISDICTIONS, LOCKED FACILITIES ARE PROVIDED FOR DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS PRIOR TO 
COURT'~PPEARANCE, CONSIDER THE PERCENTAGE OF ARRESTED STATUS OFFENDERS PLACED IN. LOCKED FACILITIES 
WHILE WAITING FOR A COURT APPEARANCE. THIS FACTOR HAS A, RANGE OF m~ (NO STATUS OFFE;DERS PLACED 
IN SUCH FACILITIE~ TO 100% (ALL ARRESTED STATUS OFFENDERS PLACED IN ~UCH FACILITIES). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SAMPLE OF POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

O% ...•..•........ no arrested status Offenders placed in locked detention 
facilities while waitin~ for a court appearance. 

25% ........•...... \ of arrested status offenders placed in locked detention 
facilities while waiting for a court appearance. 

, 50% ...•........... ~ of arrested status offenders·placed in locked detention 
. facilities while waiting for a court appearance. 

75% ......•......•. 3/4 of arrested status offenders placed in locked detention 
;, facilities while waiting for a court appearance. 

100% ...•... ; ..•.... al1 arrested status offenders placed in locked detention 
facilities while waiting for a court appearance. 

SELECT nlE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "BEST" AND PLACE IT AT· 100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 
.:, 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO THAT YOU CONSIDER "WORST" AND PLACE IT AT ZERO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE. 

PLACE THE REfwtAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST Mm WORST) SO THAT 
1 ' 

DISTANCES BETWEEN THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR, RELATIVE WORTH TO 'YOU . 
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ST£P 2. 

STEP 5. 
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EVALUATION FACTOR N 

CONSIDER LEVEL OF THE STATUS OFFENDER'S SCHOOL PERFORMANCE RELATIVE TO HIS SCHOOL MATES. STATUS 

OFFENDERS WERE ASKED THE QUESTION, "How would you describe your grades at school compal~ed to 

other kids in your same sch~ol year?" THIS 'FACTOR HAS A RANGE OF 1 (MUCH BETTER) T05 (MUCH WORSE). 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS ON THE RANGE GIVEN IN STEP 1: 

\ 
'I 

1 •••••••••• (). ••. much better than school rna tes ' 

2 •••• " .•••••••••• better than school mates' 

3 •••••• ' ••••••••• about the same as schoolmates I 

4 ••••••••••••••• worse than school mates' 

5 ••••••••••••••• much worse than school mates' 
\ • u 

SELECT THE POINT.,IN STEP T~'O THAT YOU CONSIDER THE "BESTir RESPONSE A JUVEN'ILE MIGHT GIVE AND PLACE IT AT 
'\ 

100 ON THE WORTH POINT SCj,LE. 

SELECT THE POINT IN STEP TWO TIiAT YOU CONSIDER THE "WORST," RESPONSE A JUVENILE MIGHT GIVE AND" PLACE IT AT 

.,' ZERO ON THE WORTH POINt SCALE. 

" 
'PLACE THE REMAINING POINTS IN STEP TWO ON THE WORTH POINT SCALE (RELATIVE TO THE BEST AND WORST) SO THAT 

DISTANCES BETWEEN .THEIR LOCATIONS REFLECT THEIR RELATIVE WORT~, TO YOU. 
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PART 3 

1. Obviously, there a,r'e other important factors to be considered in planning I, 
(Jr (!w)llJatinq status offender programs: We would like to ask yo.ur help in 

identifying additiona~ factors you personally consider important. We do not 

maintain "'that these 14 factors areexhad'stive. Please indicate your sugg~s

tions in the space provided below, being as specific as possible in d~scribing 

them. 
SUGGESTIONS FOR AOOIT'IONAl FACTORS 

" 

2. If, prior to recelvlng this questionnaire, you were exposed to meetings, 
. . 

literature," other QuestioJ,maires, etc., surrounding the treatment of status 
',:) , 

offenders, please answer the following: 

In the last six months, have you (check all that appl~) 

served ~s a member of aBoard of Oi rectors for a yputhservi ce agency? 

responded to any other que;tionn(1ire specifically about status offenders? 

attended, as a particip,ant, any meeting about tQe treatment of status 

offenders? 

been th~. recipient of ma'ilings, such as newsletters., brochures~"etc., 

primari ly about the treatment of st~tus offenders? 0 .. 

Thank you aga'in for yo~ par~ci'~iPation in ~,his ni!t2tpnal e"aluation study. 
/ D 

~ ( 
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ATI'ArnMENT 2 

THE MAUM TIME 2 TNSTRtfMENT 

(Selected Portions On1J);~" 

* Only those portions of the instrument that differed from the Time 1 
MAUM instrument are included in this attachment. 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

NAME TITLE _________ _ 

(Please print) 

There are two parts to this questionnaire, Part I asks for your views 
about the relative importance of 25 factors to be considered in evaluating 
staJus offender programs. Part II asks for your preferences about different 
amounts of each evaluation factor considering just that factor by itself. 
Pleas,e complete the questionnaire in order. We are interested in your 
personal perferences, so th~re are no "right" or "wrongll answers. 
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PART I 

On page 5 you will find the first of four pages of answer sheets for Part I. 
Each answer sheet has space for evaluation factors that have been rank-ordered 
and space for locating ties, if there are any, for any par'ticula.r factor ranking. 
You will also find enclosed in this questionnaire an envelope that contains 25 
pieces of paper. Each piece of paper has typed on it an evaluation factor {i.e., 
impact) that is considered important for the purpose of evaluating the merits of 
any proposed program to treat status offenders. The 14 factors that are on green 
paper are the same 14 that were in the original questionnaire you received and 
completed for us. The 11 factors that are typed on the white paper are the 11 

that you, those of you who returned the first questionnaire, suggested to us as 
additional factors you consider important. We would like you to review this 
combined set of "green" and "white" evaluation factors and then indicate your views 
as to the relative importance of each as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

... 

Please consider these 25 factot:s and .only these 25, and then RANK ORDER 
them on a desk top or table top ignoring the color differences in 
decreasing order of 1mportance to you, with number 1 being the most 
important and the least important last. Ties are acceptable. (One way 
to help in rank ordering them is to make three "piles" at first where one 
pile has' those that are most imp~rtant to you, another pile has those least 
important to you, and the third pile has those that fall in between. Then 
by ranking those factors within piles you can more easily find an overall 
ranking of the 25. Remember for this step, please i.gnore the different 
colors in establishing your rank ordering. 

Once you have rank-ordered the factors and are satisfied with the rank 
order, please transfer the factors to the answer sheets preserving the 
rank order. This can be done by peeling off the backs and Jl,Jst pressing 
the papers onto the answer sheets in the spaces provided. Ties will be 
placed across the an.swer sheets and the rank order will be placed "Up and 
down" the sheets as shown in the example. 

Once the factors are placed on the answer sheets, please review those 
factors on green paper only (ignore those on white) where ever they 
may be on the rank ordering on the answer sheets. Please reflect on 
their relative importance to you. How much weight does each green factor 
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carry relative to the other green factors as you would use them to 
evaluate a Status Offender .program if there were one in your 
community? Please write the weights you would assign to each green 
factor to reflect its relative importance to You. 

E~' .... 

a. Do this by assigning a weight of 10. points to the 
least important green factors (lowest rank ordered 
green factor) as a cornmon starting point. 

b. Next, for the green factor with the next highest rank, 
assign it a weight to reflect its importance compared 
to the lowest green factor. For example, it may be 
half again as important to you as the lowest green factor. 
If so, it would receive a weight of 15 points. If it is 
twice as important, it would receive a weight of 20 points. 

c. Then go to the next most important green factor and com
pare it to the one just completed and repeat the process. 

A green factor with a weight of 40 is twice as important to you as one with 
20 and half as important to you as one with 80 and so on. A green factor with 50 
points is as important as one with 20 and one with 30 taken together. 

There are no limits to the weights you assign. When finished, you will have 
weighted all 14 green evaluation factors to reflect their relative importance to 
you and rank-ordered all 25 evaluation factors (both green and white) on the 
answer sheets. Page 3 shows a simplified example of how tnis 'is done with auto
mobiles. 
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EXAMPLE: EVALUATING AUTOMOBILES 

I~TEP 1. OPEN ENVELOPE PIND REVIEW·~IST OF EVALUATION FACTORS 

(A Factor = a "thing to consider") 

(6 original factors on green 

? A 
STEP 2. RANK ORDER THE EVALUATION FACTORS WITHOUT REGARD TO COLOR 

AND TRIINSFER RANKING TO ANSWER SHEETS 

To reflect their relative importance to you as 
you evaluate automobiles. Ties are acceptable. 

F""", ... ~ Rank orderAon table or desk top first and then 
·transfer to answer sheet by peeling off backs C;o RANK 1 

and f;ticking them in proper place. The most ~ So 
important factor regardless of color is placed . I:>· White not Weig~t;ed :::: 
on ~'ank 1. The second most important factor is 
placed on rank 2. If two factors tie· for any Gas mfleage 15 ~3() RANK 4 
rank. place them side by side on that rank. twice as import-~~~ RANK. 5 

ant as safety 'I. 

~--------. ~ RANK 6 

EVALUATION FACTORS 

ANSWER SHEET 

--~.....,---
Trade in Va~ue (white) ~ 

. ~ (two new fc::ctors shown on white papet' 
Braking abi~ity' (white) ~ 

white not weighted _ RANK 7 (Least important 

-------------------------~~----.----------------~~ 
STEP 3. WEIGHT THE GREEN EVALUATION FACTORS ONLY 

1.O 
/-I 
00 

Assign 10 points to the least important 
green factor and then indicate your own 
opinion about the relative importance of 
each other green factor by assigning 
weights accordingly. No upper limit 
on weights. 

I . ~" -E-mp-t-y -in-th-i-s -, !xample 

l1east important grefn factor 
has 10 points ass gned 

-3-

Purchase price (60 points) 
is twice as important a.s gas 
R1fleage(30 points) and four 
times as important as safety 
or comfort(both tied at 15 

points) and six times as 
important as handling (10 
points) • 

I 
I 

I 
t 

BEGIN PART I 

STEP 1. OPEN ENVELOPE AND REVIEW LIST OF EVAl.UATION FACTORS 

STEP 2. RANK ORDER THE EVALUATION FACTORS WITHOUT REGARD TO COLOR 
AND TRANSFER RANKING TO ANSWER SHEETS THAT FOLLOW 

STEP 3. 

To reflect their relative importance to you as 
you evaluate DSO programs. Ties are acceptable. 

Rank order the factors on a table or desk top 
first and th~n transfer to answer sheet by peel
ing off becKs and sticking them in proper place. 

The most important factor regardless of color 
is placed on RANK 1. The second most important 
factor is placed on RANK 2. If two (qr more) 
factors tie, place them on the same RANK line. 
{Use reverse side if necessary.} 

WEIGHT THE GREEN EVALUATION FACTORS ONLY 

In the space provided, assign 10 points to the least 
important Green factor and then indicate your own 
opinion about the relative importance of each other 
Green factor by assigning weights accordingly. No 
upper limit on weights. Ignore the white factor$ 
during weighting. 

I 
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CHAPTER XXI 

COIvlPARA'TIVE COST ANALYSIS 

OF 

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION PROG~~ 

Peat, Mannck, Mi tchell.,& Co. 
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PEAT. MAB.WICK. MITCHELL~& Co. 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 

555 SOUTH FLOWER STREET 

LOS ANGELES. CALIFOliNXA. 90071 

Dr. Solomon Kobrin 
Social Science Research Institute 
950 West Jefferson Boulevard 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, California 90007 

Dear Dr. Kobrin: 

June 30, 1978 

Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. (PMM&Co.) has completed its engagement for the 

Sdcia1 Science Research Institute (SSRI) to develop a comparative cost analysis of the 

Deinstitutionalization qf Status Offender (DSO) action grant program. The coverletter portion 
" 

of this report includes background and DSO Program information and describes the 

engagement'S' objectives and scope, the approach undertaken ,by PMM&Co. to accomp~h the 

engagement objectives, key assumptions and a summary of the results of our work. Detailed 

descriptions and unit costs of the prdgram elements are included in the Jurisdiction sections of 

the main body of the report as well as a discussion of the primary tasks required to complete 

the study to be used as a guide for future studies. 

\\ 

BACKGROUND 

In'January 1976, DSO Program grants were awarded to 11 jurisdictions across the 

country through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) from the 

.Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the U.S. Department of Justice. The 

purpose of these grants was to develop com~unity-based alternatives for juvenile status 

offenders as opposed to institutional placeme~t~' The National Institute for Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) of the OJJDP concurrently awarded a grant to the 

University of Southern California's Social Science Research Institute., to conduct a national 

evaluation of the OJJDP's DSO Program. 

of th~ 11 jurisdictions receiving program grant funds, eight have been included in the 

national evaluation by SSRL.From the eigiht, three jurisdictions were subsequently chosen by 
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SSRI and PMM&Co. for cost analysis based upon differences in program approach, the 

condition and availability of financial and statistical data for both the program and 

comparative preprogram periods, as well as the expected level of support from jurisdictional 

agencies. 

DSO PROGRAM 

To assist readers unfamiliar with the DSO Program, the following brief summary of 

the program objectives is provided to facilitate understanding of the report. 

The major goals of the DSO Program as set forth in the "National Evaluation Design 

for the Deinstitutionalization of/Status Offender Program" focus on the removal of juvenile 
.~ " 

status offenders from secure detention and,correctional institutions and the development of 

community-based treatment and rehabilitative, service~ to be used as an alternative to secure 

detention and institutional commitment. For purposes of the cost analysis contained in this 

report, detention and correctional services are referred to as juvenile ju~~ice services. 

Alternative services are referred to as social services. 

To estimate the costs associated with the DSO Program, the status offender 'must be 

defined to identify the target population of the program, and accordingly the study., Status 

offenders are those minors who have committed juvenile status offenses (as contrasted with 

delinqueIlt offenses) and, as a result of these acts, have been ~ligible for services provided by 

the juverile justice program authorities in the selected jurisdictions. Juvenile status offenses are 

acts which, if committed by an adult, would not constitute a law violation. Examples of status 

offenses include running away from home, incorrigibility, truancy, or possession of alcohol or 

tobacco. Delinquent o(fenses, on the other hand, are acts (such as burglary or r~bbery) which 

would constitute a violation of Federal, state, or local laws if committed by an adult. 

''- In addition to the proper definition of the target population, the service elements of a 

prog;am must be defined, the components of the elements identified, and the units of service 

of the e~ements determined for cost analysis purposes. A program is an assortment of service 

elements made available by a jurisdiction's agencies to a. target population with specific needs . 
. : h '. 

Service elements r~~resent specific types of direct services. Service element components exist 

when an element is provided by more than one agency. For example, counseling in a 

jurisdiction is a service element and when counseling is provided through various c~htract 
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agencies, each contract agency becomes a component of the overall counseling service element. 

Units of service include detention days, referrals served or youths served. 

ENGAGEMENT OBJECI'IVES 

The "National Evaluation Design for the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offender 

Program" suggested the need for program cost data tQ;,allow jurisdictions and the LEAA to 

make cost comparisons (1) before and after deinstitutionalization, (2) among 

community-based programs and possibly (3) by and among xouth careers (tracks). 

The overall objective of the engagement has been to provide program cost data to 

SSRI to facilitate cost comparisons by the In.stitute. Specific cost data requested by SSRI were 

full unit costs of service for program service elements or components and the full total costs 

for the corresponding program element or component. The specific project objectives set forth 

in PMM&Co.'sproposal were to: 

SCOPE 

Identify specifically the types of cost information desired by the I.n~titute ,,' 

Determine the condition and availability of financial and statistical data in 
the selected jurisdictions 

Collect and compile the required financial and statistical data with· the 
assistance of SSRI and its local evaluators 

Perform the various cost analyses to develop fully costed preprogram and 
program costs and unit of service costs for service structures relating to status 
offenders 

Prepare an outline of the major task's undertaken to conduct the comparative 
cost analysis of the DSO Program. 

The scope of the engagement covered estimating the full costs associated with serving 

the status offender population in three selected jurisdictions for the DSO Program period and a 

prior preprogram period. (Note: The term "full costs" is defined under the caption 

APPROACH appearing later in this section of the report.) These costs are to be estimated for 

the service elements and displayed on a unit cost basis as well as total service element costs. 
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Jurisdictions and Study Periods 

Time periods corresponding to SSRI's preprogram and program evaluation time 

periods were selected by SSRI and PMM&Co. for cost analysis in the three jurisdictions. The 

jurisdictions and study periods are: 

New Castle County, Delaware 
PMM&Co. cost period 
SSRI evaluation period 

Pima County, Arizona 
PMM&:Co. cost period 
SSRI evaluation period 

Spokane County, Washington 
PMM&:Co. cost period 

SSRI evaluation period 

Service Elements ' 

Preprogram 

July 1, 1975 -June 30, 1976 
May 1, 1975 - April 30, 1976 

July 1, 1974 -June 30, 1975 
July 1, 1974 - June 30, 1975 

January 1, 1975-
December 31,1975 

January 1, 1975 -
December 31, 1975 

Program 

July 1,1976 - June 30, 1977 
July 15, 1976 -August 31, 1977 

July 1, 1976 - June 30, 1977 
August 1, 1976 - June 30, 1977 

July 1, 1976 - June 30, 1977 

July 15,1976 -August 31,1977 

The primary service elements associated with status offenders for the preprogram and 

program periods are listed below. Descriptions of each element ru;e contained in the bod.y of 

the report. 

Preprogram 
period elements 

Police 
Court intake 
Detention 
Hearings 
Probation 
Incarceration 
Social service programs 

Program 
period elements 

Polic~ 
DSO screening unit 
Shelter care home 
Group home 
Foster home 
Multiple service center 
Outreach intervention 
Counseling 

In some cases, status offenders received preprogram-type services during the program 

period. The cost impact of these preprogram elements is include(rin the program period costs. 

!) 
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To the extent possible, cost pools (an accumulation of the costs associated with 

providing a service) were developed to capture the full cost for each service element listed 

above. These cost pools (or elements) and their unit and total costs are displayed in the tables 

at the end of the individual Jurisdiction sections of this report. The main body of the 

Jurisdiction sections provides descriptions 'of the cost pools/elements to add clarity to 

jurisdiction terminology or unique approaches undertaken by jurisdictions in providing service 

elements. In some cases, cost pools do not directly correspond to service elements for reasons 

discussed under the caption Limitations. Diagrams are also included in the Jurisdiction sections 

in the body of the report to display typical youth careers (tracks) of the preprogram and 

program periods. (Note: Typical youth careers or tracks are a series of service elements which 

correspond to the typical preprogram or program.) 

. Status Offender Population 

For the program period, the status offender population includes youths who received 

services from the DSO grant program elements after being processed by the DSO screening 

,unit. The screening unit generally was responsible for several activities including diversion of 

the youth from the juvenile justice system, evaluation of the eligibility of the youth for 

inclusion in the target population, and referral of the youth to an appropriate DSO grant 

program element. In some cases, the population was expanded to include those status 

offenders who were referred to program elemen.ts which were not funded by the DSO grant. 

Also covered in the expanded population were "walk-in" referrals, i.e., those status offenders 

who entered the program system of elements without having been processed by the screening 

unit. 

To enable 'comparison between program and preprogram costs, status offenders 

deemed to be "ineligib!e" by the DSO screening unit for the DSO Program were added to the 

program population described above. These youths were not diverted from the juvenile justice 

system and were subsequently processed by service elements identical to the preprogram 

juvenile justice dements. This category of status offender could not be eliminated from the 

preprogram population because of limitations in preprogram classification records. 

Accordingly, they were included in the program population for cost comparability. 

The preprogram period status offender population is comprised of all youths who had 

committed status offenses previously described under the caption DSO PROGRAM. 
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For cost analysis purposes, PMl\1&Co. relied on the jurisdictions' agencies' definition 

of status offenses, and therefore those youths deemed to be status offenders. 

Limitations 

PMM&Co. performed this analysis in accordance with the objectives, scope and 

approach set forth in conjunction with SSRI and within the limitations inherent in the 

financial and statistical data relating to program efforts which require support from multiple 

agency Ifunctional organizations. 

Financial and statistical data used in this cost analysis were not audited by PMM&Co. 

and accordin.gly we express no opinion on them. PMM&Co. has relied upon fmancial and 

statistical data provided to us by the following sources: 

Financial data: 
C-, 

Financial records of relevant agencies providing services to status 
offenders 

Statistical data: U 

SSRI 

Local progra.m evaluators 

Program statisticians 

Relevant agencies. 

Where information was not available because of record limitations, to complete the 

cost analysis of a service element, it has been so designated on the appropriate table. The 

normal limitations of public agencies' financial and statistical records which resulted in 

reduced analysis were the following: 

Nonexhtent data could not be recreated. 

Data from nonsummarized records prepared at the transactional level and not 
maintained in good form for accurate and timely summarization were not 
considered accessible and were therefore not recreated for use. 

More precise and directly relevant material could not be readily furnished by 
the agency at the time of the study. . 
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It should be emphasized that PMM&Co. was engaged by SSRI to determine program 

and preprogram costs of juvenile justice and social service program elements associated with 

status offenders. In this capacity, this report does not present specific conclusions or 

recommendations regarding program efficiency and I or effectiveness. 

APPROACH 

The basic approach to the conduct of the engagement was to perform comparative 

cost analyses of the program period and preprogram period service elements which provided 

services to the jurisdictions' status offender population. The cost analyses include all costs, 

direct and indirect, associated with providing these services. However, separate ptesentation of 

direct and indir)!lct costs was not required by SSRI. Direct and indirect costs of the 

jurisdictions' agencies are the following: 

Direct costs of the jurisdictions' agencies': 

Sal~es a~d all fringe benefits, including pensions for personnel providing 
sel:Vlces directly related to status offenders 

Materials and supplies and other expenses utilized by personnel providing 
services directly related to sta.tus offenders. 

Costs of contracting with private outside organizations,. to perform 
services directly related to status offenders. While these cost~ are a direct 
cost to the jurisdiction, the reimbursement made by the ageqcy includes 
the contract organization's.indirect costs. 

Indirect costs of the jurisdictions' agencies': 

Salaries and other expenses associated with SUperVISIng and 
administrating personnel providing services to status offenders. For 
example, a pro rata share of the Governor's Office expense would be 
allocated to state agencies _ 

Facilities costs for working spaces of dir~ct and indirect personnel. These 
indirect costs are included in public-calculated facilities charges (in lieu of 
. dr:preciation ch;lrges) or in direct rent user, charges included in agency 
budgets . -" f, . • .~. ;' _ 

--
Centralized public agency indirect servic~s, such as treasury, accounting, 
purchasing or building maintenance. 
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The general approach used to complete the comparative cost analysis Was the 

following: 

Identified the typical status offender youth career (tracks) and basic service 
elements asspciated with the program or preprogram 

Reviewed the organizational structures of agencies proViding the service 
, elements and, by using staff classifications and salary ordinances, determined 

the direct salary costs of the element . 

Ascertained the types of centralized indirect services provided to the direct 
service agency and determined the agency's organizational relationship to the 
central government 

Allocated the indirect costs of centralized services and administration and 
facilities to the service elements using an appropriate alloc:.:.cion basis. The 
accuracy of this allocation is usually limited by the availability of data; 
however, the number of staff or salary costs are generally accepted as' 
reasonable bases. 

\1 

Selected the most suitable work load measure for service elements and 
identified and organized work load' data relating to the elements I;; 

Determined the proportion and/or unit cost of service element costs 
associated with status offenders. The accuracy or completion of this step was 
highly dependent on the quality and quantity of work load statistics. 

Certain costs were adjuste,d to facilitate preprogram-to-program cost comparisons. The 

preprogram costs have been adjusted for inflation of salaries and other costs. In addidoll, 

identifiable program start-up costs were amortized over five years so that program operation 

costs were not overstated. 

At the outset of the study, the following specific work plan was developed to 

implement the general~pproach described earlier: 

Determine preliminary data requirements of the Institute for the cost 
analyses 

i\ Assess jurisdictional accounting and operating systems for data availability 
and integrity 

Update data preliminary requirements based upon availability 
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Present l'esults to the Institute for review and concun:ence 

Establish costing assumptions and guidelines for the study based upon the 
Institute's requirements and data limitations 

i; .. 

Collect and compile data from jurisdiction~ 

Prepare cost analyses 

Outline cost analyses tasks for use by other agencies desiring to conduct 
~imilar cost analyses in the future 

:;:, Prepare final report. 

I 

T~le full cost analysis approach utilized by PMM&Co. is one of several approaches 

which could have been used. For example, direct or differenri.al costs could hav~ been used 

instead of full costs. However, because the full costs of services provided by agencies with large 

administrative structures are generally not realized . utilizing other approaches, the full cost 

approach was selected. Also, a cO,st-benefit analysis could be used in addition to the cost 

comparison analysis. This report has provided cost data to the Institute for its subsequent 

evaluation of the change in cost structure in relation to the benefits of the DSO Program. It 

should be emphasized that a cost-benefit analysis was beyond the scope of PMM&Co. 's 

engagement. 

KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

The key assumptions that were made to complete this study are discussed below. 

These assumptioT.!i'! relate to the general structure of the study, the methodology for service 

el~ment costing, the costing of the status offender youth and th/oe adjustment of co.st~ for 

analysis. The assumptions relating to the general structure of the study were as follows: 

1':'. 

That a fully costed service element approach constir.utes a reasonable basis for 
comparative cost analyses 

That the comparative fiscal periods chosen constitute a reasonable basis for 
comparative cost analysis of the preprogram (in~titutional) and program 
(deinstitutional) approaches to child service. 
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The cost methodology used to identify cost pOIJis corresponding to service elements 

and subseq}.1.ently used to determine the total direct and indirect costs associated with that 

element required several assumptions which were as follows: 

That records, documents and verbal information obtained froqI ~ite agency 
personnel reasonably reflect costs and activities related to youth s~rl\rices 

" 

" 1'\ 
That organizational charts provided to PMM&Co. or developed by! PMM&Co. 
from interviews with agency personnel and personnel listings !rei~~mably 
reflect location and job responsibilities of agency personnel " 

That distribution of personnel and/or personnel costs constitutes a reasona,ple 
basis for allocating other expenses " 

That the various consolidated statewide and countywide cost allocation plans 
for the jurisdiction constitute a reasonable basis for the allocation of total 
statewide and countywide central and administrative services for the 
appropriate fiscal years 

That the units of. service selected for the service ele~ent ~omponents' unit 
costs represent the work load of the service element components 

That the work load of the youth careers (tracks) entrance element represents 
the total number of status offenders referred to the jurisdiction, and 
therefore constitutes a reasonable basis to calculate the average urlit cost to 
the jurisdiction for serving a status offender. 

Determining the proportion of service element costs that were applicable to only 

status offenders required several assumptions. Data was not readily available which would 

facilitate discrimination of cost differences between youths being seIVed by a service element. 

The assumptions used were as follows: 

That status offenders are juveniles deemed to be status offenders by the 
relevant service agencies 

That for any given service element, juvenile delinquents and status offenders 
receive similar units of service and therefore have similar unit .costs. (Note: It 
is recognized that juvenile delinquents and status offenders generally receive 
dissimilar units of service and quantities of units of service from any given 
service element; however, service records' limitations necessitated this 
assumption for costing purposes.) 

That for any given agency se~~,ce element, males and females receive similar 
treatment and therefore have similar unit costs. 
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND SOCIAL SERVICE ESTIMATEQ COSTS (1) 1(2) 

FOR STATUS OFFENDERS 

Fiscal service eeriods Change* in estimated cost 
Preero~am Pro~am Unit 

Total Service Unit Total Service Unit Total cost cost 
Jurisdiction cost mix: cost cost mix: cost $ % % 

New Castle County, Delaware: 
Juvenile Justice Services $ 1,213 50% $ 388 14% ~( 825) (68)% 

. Social Services 1,228 50% 2,428 86% 1,200 98% 

Total jurisdiction estimated cost $ b.441. 100% $ 4,173 $ 2;816 100% = = 
$ 3,313 $ 375 == 15 % (21)% 

Pima County, Arizona: 
Juvenile Justice Services $ 1,130 59% S 100 8% $(1,030) (91)% 
Social Services 791 41% 1,123 92% 332 42 % 

Total jurisdiction estimated cost S 1,921 100% S 630 $ 1,223 100% S 520 $( 698) (36)% (17)% = = = 

Spokane County, Washington: 
J uvenUe Justice Services $ 436 77% $ 111 20% $( 3i5) (75)% 
Social Services 129 23% 437 80% 308 239 % -

Total jurisdiction estimated cost $ 565 100% S 759 $ 548 100% S 544 $( 17) ( 3)% (28)% = = = = = 

* Increase (decrease) 

(1) Basedcpon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 
(2) Total costs are in thousands (SOOOs omitted). 
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Several assumptions are used to make adjustments to preprogram cost data in order to 

facilitate preprogram-to-program cost comparisons. These assumptions were as follows: 

That application of an inflation index to preprogram costs materially 
eliminates distortions caused by inflation for the preprogram and. program 

comparative cost analysis 

That the identification and amortization of program start-up costs results in 
service element costs similar to the costs of an ongoing program operation. 

Imprecise Statistical Data 

When work load data was not originally captured by agency personnel and 

summarized in a fashion suitable for element analysis, infon;ned estimates by operating 

personnel were obtained. Reasonable estimates such as average lengths of service or status 

offender component of total census work load were used with other corroborating data to 

complete the analysis. When data was virtually nonexistent for a. service element, estimates 

could not be used; such instances are designated "Nt A" in the report:. 

- STUDY RESULTS 

The overall results of the jurisdictio~ cost studie~ are included as a comparative 

summary of juvenile justice and social service estimated costs on Table I on the facing page. 

The total costs on Table I are suppcJrted by the jurisdiction summaries of juvenile jus~ice and 

social service element estimated costs at the ~eginning of each Jurisdiction section on 

Tables II, V and VIII for New Castle County, Pim~' CoUrtty and Spokane County,respectively. 

The jurisdic~l.~:m summaries are supported by the detailed element tracJ?ng costs on Tables III 

and IV for N;w Castle County; Tables VI and VII for Pima County; and Tables IX and X for 

Spokane County at the end of the respective sections. rr;~e element tracking cost tables include 

unit costs as well as total costs for the agencies providing, service elements. 

Summary of Jurisdiction Analyses 

Table I highlights the shift in status offender cost between juvenile justice services and 

social services from the preprogram period to the program period as demonstrated by the 

change in the service mix. proportions of total costs. The cost impact of the DSO Program was 
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similar in the three jurisdictions to the extent that juvenile justice service estimated costs 

declined absolutely as well as propo~iona1ly in relation to total estimated cost, while social 

service estimated costs increased absolutely as well as proportionally in relation to total 

estimated cost. It should be pointed out that the decline in the cost of juvenile justice services 

is only in relation to the cost of serving status offenders. In addition, the average unit cost of a 

status offender referral to the jurisdiction for services declined from the preprogram to the 

program period in all cases. 

The financial impact of the DSO Program on the cost of serving status offenders 

appears to be favorable based upon the decline in the average unit cost of serving a status 

offender and the shift of cost from juvenile justice to social service programs. 

It should be pointed out that the following observations should be considered when 

reviewing this analysis: 

The decline in cost may not be an actual cost savings to the jurisdiction unless 
the juvenile justice elements are reduced to the extent that they served status 
offenders in the preprogram period. If juvenile justice services are not reduced 
~hen s.tatus offenders are no longer served and, if these services are facing 
mcreasmg work loads, then the apparent decline in costs for status offenders 
could represent fucure cost savings to the jurisdiction because growth of the 
juvenile justice service system could. be postponed until the work load reaches 
tbe ~ystem c:apa.city. 

The costs of services in the three jurisdictions are understated to the extent 
that information was not available to estimate the costs of certain service 
~le~ents. ~ocial se~ces appeared to be more understated than juvenile 
Justlce services. The Impact of these cost understatements is to reduce the 
magnitude of the estimated cost shift from juvenile justice to social services. 
For example, if the omitted costs were determined and included in the 
summary, social service costs would have increased in both periods but to a 
~eate~ extent in. the program period. This observation is based upon 
mtervlews and available work load statistics which indicate that the greatest 
understatement of costs is in the program period social services area. 

T~i; impact of the program period social services cost understatement on the 
aV(;i.:\Se unit cost to the jurisdiction is to increase the average unit cost 
primarily in the program period. While this impact appears to partially negate 
the favorable decline in the average unit cost, further artalyses indicated that 
this impact would be minimal. 
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Police costs could not be adequately estimated for inclusion in our report 
because financial and statistical data regarding status offenders was not 
readily available. How~verr our review determined that police procedures·:m 
relation to status offenders which would affect costs did not substantially 
change. While a change in the number of police contacts may have occurred, a 
significant change in the unit costs could not be identified. 

Comparability and Analysis 

Preprogram-to-program cost comparability has been facilitated by the adjustment of 

preprogram costs for inflation. In addition, identifiable program start-up costs were amortized 

over five years. However, short-term distortions ~ unit costs may exist because of changes in 

facility or ~ervice utilizations due to changes in work load. Allocation of indirect costs may 

also obscure comparability; however, every effort was made to make preprogram and program 

costs comparable by using similar allocation techniques where possibl~. 

Jurisdiction-to-jurisdiction comparability of cos~ data to determine relative 

efficiencies is generally not valid. The reasons for this noncomparability of jurisdictions 

include: 

Deinstitutionalization had started prior to the DSO action grant program in 
the juriSdictions; however, progress toward total deinstitutionalization was 
varied when the action grant program started. ~ecause the jurisdictions' 
deinstitutionalization efforts varied at the start of the action grant, the 
relative successes of the jurisdictions' DSO action grant programs cannot be 
judged solely from this data. 

Service element components differ due to varying jursidictional approaches to 
service delivery as well as differences in cost, accumulations reqUired by 
juriSdiction financial and statistical systems. In addition, varying degrees of 
intensity 6f service delivery for service elements are not indicated. Therefore, 
the relative jurisdiction efficiencies for service elements cannot be judged 
solely from this data. 

The fully costed approach utilized in this analysis obscured 
jurisdiction-to-jurisdiction comparability because of varying indirect cost 
allocation techniques as well as the differences in administrative _ structures. 

Variations in general regional cost-of-living indices between the jurisdictions 
obscured direct jurisdiction-to-jlirisdiction comparability. 
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Recommendations for Future Studies 

The results of the cost analysis presented in this report could have been more precise 

if cost data requirements had been defined prior to program start-up and cost data collection 

efforts had been more closely monitored and coordinated. -Based upon this experience, 

P~4&Co. recommends that systems for accumulating and reporting fmancial and statistical 

data be generally improved I in the juvenile justice and social service agencies noted in this 

report. These systems improvements will inlprove grant reporting of interim progress and final 
results to funding agencies. 

* * * * * 

We appreciate the cooperation and assistance we received from the numerous agencies 

Cilld their personnel, and especially the staff of the Institute. Without their valuable 

_. cooperation, preparation of this report would not have been possible. 

Very truly yours, 
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I - INTRODUcrION 

The following comparative cost analyses of three DSO Program jurisdictions are a part 

of the 'Social Science Research Institute's evaluation of the DSO grant program for serving 

status offenders. Each jurisd~ction's status 9ffender cost data was accumulated, analyzed and 

reported for comparability Between the pn!program and program period costs. Comparison of 

jurisdictions for relative efficiency is not appropriate because of the reasons set forth in the 

"Comparability and Analysis" subsection of the cover letter of this report . 

Each jurisdiction section presents background information and cost data for all major 

service elemen,ts starting with the jurisdiction's initial contact with the status offender through 

the jurisdiction's final disposition of the youth. The background information provided iIi each 

section includes a diagram of the preprogram and program process of serving status offenders 

and a narrative description of the process. In addition, the' element descriptions include an 

identification of significant component direct and indirect costs, the cost methodology behind 

the cost analysis, and unit costs. Further background information regarding the jurisdiction 

analysis includes a description of the jurisdiction's indirect cost allocation, inflationary 

adjustment, and any significant cost omissions which may have occurred because of 

unavailable data. 

J urisdic:tion cost data is pres~t~9.n sum~ary and detail form in each section. Costs 

are presented in summary form by juve~ justice and social services elements for both periods 

in the "Jurisdiction ~indings" subsection of each Jurisdiction section. These summary costs 

are the basis of the mix calculations presented in Table I in the report cover letter: Detail costs 

behind the jurisdiction summ""ries are presented at the end of each jurisdiction section in table 

format. 

The last section of this report is an outline of the general tasks and records which were 

used to complete this report. This sec~ion has been included to provide guidance to others who 

may desire to conduct a similar study in the future. 
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II - NEW CASTLE COUNTY COST ANALYSIS 

Data was accumulated for two study periods in order to determine the cost of 

providing services to status offender juveniles in New Castle County, Delaware. Fiscal year 

ended June 30, 1976 was selected as the preprogram cost period and fiscal year ended June 30, 

1977 was selected as the program cost period. Cost .data relating to both fiscal periods was 

accumulated for all major service elements starting with the jurisdiction's initial contact with 

the status offender through the jurisdiction's final disposition of the youth. 

The State of Delaware Family Court in New Castle County was the primary evaluation 

and referral agency for juvenile status offenders during both periods; however, during the 

program period the court's DSO intake unit was established exclusively as the status offender 

screening unit to improve evaluation and referral services' delivery to status offenders. Cost 

data was also accumulated for other juvenile justice and social service agencies which provided 

direct services to status offenders during both fiscal periods. . '. 'f 

Full costs of services as described in the Approach section of this report were 

determined by allocating the costs of indirect administrative and support services to the costs 

of all services provided directly to status offenders. The majority of the services to stat lis 

offenders were provided by state agencies d~g both study periods. Accordingly, the State of 

Delaware's consolidated Statewide Cost Allocation. plan was us~d to apply the costs of central 

support service agencies to the agencies directly servicing status offenders. The costs of all 

other general statewide adminis.trative agencies were also allocated to the direct service agency 

costs. Charges for the use of state-owned buildings or rent were re.flected in agency 

expenditure. data used to determine the cost of service elements. Where pension and other . 
employee costs were not reflected in agency cost data, salary costs were adjusted to reflect the 

costs of the statewide pension plans. 

Appropriate preprogram period cost elements were adjusted for inflation to program 
, . 

period price levels usirig the rate of the cost-of-living salary incre~es paid to state employees 

during the study'time period in order to facilitate comparability of costs between the two 

periods. Cost-of-living increases were based upon the Philadelphia consumer price index. 

Purchase of service contract rates which did not change were not adjusted for inflation. 
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Table II 

NEW CASTLE COUNTY, DELAWARE j 

SUMMARY OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND SOCIAL SERVICE EI.EMENTS 
ESTIMATED COSTS FOR STATUS OFFENDERS 

Services 

Juvenile Justice Services: 
Local Courts 
Family COllrt 
Corrections 

Subtotal 

Social Services: 
Family Court (DSO intake) 
Family COllrt (SP) 
Special Services 
Shelter Care 
Group Homes 
Counseling 
Foster Care 
Child Protective Services 
Medical Evaluation and Treatment 

Subtotal 

Total jUrisdiction estim~ted'~osts 

Status offender contact at system entrance: 
Family Court: Complaints and Intake 
Fanaty~CoUrt: DSO Intake 

Tot;d contacts 

Average unit cost to the jurisdiction for 
status offender contacts 

Based upon unaudite~ data available at the time of the study. 
. " 

n 

Prep~ogram Program 

N/A N/A 
$ 307,567 135,450 

905,367 252,216 

1,212,934 387,666 

129,744 
28,481 25,180 
22,888 106,602 
N/A 41,990 
13,409 97,392 
17,983 70,611 
64,210 114,979 
64,055 37,518 

1,017,042 1,,804,373 -
1,228,068 2,428,389 

~ 

$2.441,0.02 2,816,055 

585 
850 

585 850 =:: ,...., 

4z173 3z313 
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The estimated cost of serving status offenders in New Castle County for both periods 

can be only pa.,1'tiii-Uy determined because of incomplete work load statistics and/or cost data 

regarding status ofi'enders. These omissions primarily existed in delivery of social services. 

Generally, the social service agencies maintained total work load statistics for the agency; 

however, in most cases a social service agency was not concerned with the specific offense 

category of the youth, and accordingly did not make such a determination in their records. 

Without an indication of the component of status offenders in total work load, an estimate of 

total status offender costs could not be made. In this case, only unit costs could be estimated 

using total work load. Nevertheless, cost observations can be made regarding the status 

offender population in the preprogram and program periods. 

This Jurisdiction sectio!1 will describe the service elements' function and cost 

components as well as contrast the preprogram and program element differences. In addition, 

our estimated youth tracking unit costs and total costs for the preprogram and program 

elements used by status offender youth ar(~ presented in Tables III and IV, respectively, at the 

end of the Jurisdiction section. 

]URISDICIION FINDINGS 

Estimated costs for New Castle County are summarized in-Table II on the facing page 

by juvenile justice and social service elements. The mix of the cost of services provided to 

status offenders in New Castle County, Delaware shifted from the preprogram to the program 

period, resulting in proportionately less costs being incurred by status offenders for juvenile 

justice services. As computed in Table I in the cover letter of this report, juvenile justice 

services accounted for approximately 50% of tht~ total costs incurred for the status offender 

population in the preprogram period. Dur4lg ~he program period, juvenile justice services 

accounted for only 14% of the total cost after the estimated juvenile justice cost for status 

offenders declined 68% and the social services cost for status offenders increased 98%. In 

addition, the average unit cost to the jurisdiction for serving a status offender declined 21% to 

$3,313 from $4,173. The average unit costs are calculated on Table II. 

In certain cases, an estimated cost for status offenders could not be determined 

because of data not being available (N/A). The impact of these omissions appears to understate 

the shift of costs from juvenile justice to social services and overstate the decline in unit costs. 

These observations are based upon agency interviews and other available data and indicate that 
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status offenders received more social services in the program period than the preprogram 

period because of the increased orientation toward evaluation, diagnosis and referral as a result 

of the DSO program. Further analysis indicates that unit costs would still decrease if all costs 

could have been determined. For example, total jurisdiction costs would have had to increase 

approximately 45% for the unit cost to have remained constant. The omissions were not that 

significant. 

The average unit cost calculation uses the referral work load of the court's complaints 

and intake unit and t.he DSO intake unit because the intake units generally received all youth 

entering the jurisdiction's youth career tracks. It should be noted that while the intake unit 

work load can be used to calculate an overall average unit cost of the jurisdiction's contact 

with a status offender, the intake work load is not indicative of the magnitude of the total 

system work load. because of varying youth career tracks, varying levels of intensity at which 

services are. provided, and the varying lengths of stay in any given element. 

DESCRIPTION OF PREPROGRAM AND 
PROGRAM PERIOD ELEMENTS 

The typical youth career track elements for the preprogram and program periods are 

described in this subsection and displayed in Diagrams I and II, on the facing and following 

pages, respectively. 

During the preprogram period, juvenile status offenders were generally referred to the 

Family Court by police, local community courts, citizen complaint or par~nts. Youth 

contacted by police during Family Court hours were referred to the Family Court. Youth 

contacted by police at night or on weekends were referred to local community courts which, 

in turn, referred them to the Family Court generally via detention at Bridge House. The local 

community courts had the option of referring status offenders to shelter care prior to Family 

Court processing; however, this option was seldom used in the preprogram period. During the 

program period, Mary House Association was established to receive local court referrals in lieu 

of detention; however, the general youth career track options did not significantly change. 

The Family Court received arrest and detention cases into arrest processing during 

both periods and complaint cases into the intake units during both periods. Subsequent to 

intake, the youth career track in both periods then generally included hearings with referrals to 
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social services, probation or incarceration. Contrasting the Family Court procedures for both 

periods will facilitate a general understanding of the procedures for both periods. 

Family Court arrest processing and intake of status offenders changed from the 

preprogram to the program period with the establishment of the DSO intake unit. During the 

preprogram period, the Family Court received arrest and detention cases at the bail detention 

unit for arrest processing, which included a preliminary hearing before a judge. Those youth 

not dismissed at the preliminary hearing were returned to detention pending receiving by the 

complaints and intake unit. During the program petjod, status offender arrest and detention 

cases still received arrest processing; however, status offenders bypassed the bail detention unit 

and the complaints and intake unit which were specifically structured for juvenile delinquents 

and received the arrest processing and intake services only from DSO intake counselors. The 

status offender arrest processing policies were also changed to provide that all status offenders 

be removed from detention each working day at the beginning of Family Court working hours. 

Detained and arrested status offenders are then received at arrest processing and, 

where possible, are retumei:l home pending subsequent intake processing by the DSO intake 

utP,t. Where status offenders could not be returned home pending intake, shelter care was 

provided. When cases could not be disposed of at the receiving level, the court provided 

judicial hearing services and probation services which did not significantly change from the 

preprogram to the program period. 

Referral of status offenders by the court to social service agencies could occur at any 

point in the Family COU:-:t youth career track during both periods. For example, psychologist 

and substance abuse counseli."lg services were used by the court in both periods to better 

evaluate the youth cases: In addition, Co:rpmunity Legal Aid Services were provided to some 

youth in both periods and, in the program period, special intensive mental diagnostic services 

were provided by Ithe Delaware Curative Workshop to enhance the court's youth evaluation. 

Also, youth could be referred direc.tly to any social service agency by the intake unit and 

thereby bypass any further court processing. 

The major agencies providing direct services to juvenile status offenders during the 

preprogram and progt'am periods include the State of Delaware Family Court, Department of 

Corrections and the Department of Health and Social Services. The Department of Health and 

Social Services provided services to status offenders primarily through the separate Divisions of 
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Social Services (DSS) and Mental Health (DMH). In addition, police agencies, local courts and 

private contract agencies provided services to the status offender population during the 

preprogram and program periods. 

Police Agencies 

The police agencies providing referrals to courts during both periods included the 

Delaware State Police, New Castle County Police, Wilmington Police Department and several 

other municipal police dep~ments. Police agencies refer status offenders to the New Castle 

County Family Court as either paper or physical referrals. A youth referred by paper is 

released after contact and ordered by citation to appear at the Family Court. A physical 

referral occurs when the youth is taken into custody and transported to a local court or 

Family Court. Use of a paper or a physical referral was circumstantial and could apply to 

delinquents or status offenders. As a result of our review, we could determine no substantial 

change in police procedures and, accordingly, costs for referring the average status offender to 

a local court or the Family Court. 

Local Courts 

Local courts include Justice of the Peace (Magistrate) Courts, the Wilmington 

Municioal Court or Alderman's Courts. Local courts generally received police contacts which .. 
occurred in the evenings or weekends. The local court would conduct a hearing and the youth 

was generally referred to detention or shelter care, or was released to parents. 

The local court element costs include the total expenditures of all individual courts in 

New Castle County as direct costs, and allocated indirect costs which include the statewide 

Administrative Office of the Courts. Unit costs were calculated using total costs and total 

number of cases handled by the courts. Available statistics did not differentiate status offenses; 

therefore, the status offender component of local court work load could not be determined. 

Family Court 

Family Court preprogram and program element costs were determined by identifying 

staff associated with service elements and then assigning to the eleme!.ts all costs directly 

identifiable with the element staff. Indirect administrative costs of the Family Court and the 
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appropriate proportion of the Administrative Office of the Courts' costs were subsequently 

allocated to the service element costs. Court statistics relating to the specific elements' work 

load were then used to arrive at unit costs as well as the proportion of the elements' costs 

which applied to status offenders. 

The New Castle County Family Court provided juvenile justice services and several 

special social services ,to status offenders. The primary juvenile justice services included arrest 

processing prior to intake~ court intake unit (complaints and intake during the preprogram and 

DSO intake during the program), hearings, and probation services. The primary special 

programs (SP) included a court psychologist and substance abuse counseling. The Family 

Court preprogram and program elements are further described in the following subsections for 

added clarity: 

Arrest Processing Prior to Intake - Preprogram processing of arrest referrals 
prior to intake costs an average of $250 to receive arrest referrals from police 
or detention facilities, to prepare for a preliminary hearing and to conduct a 
preliminary hearing, as opposed to $142 for the program period. This element 
includes the direct costs of the bail detention unit for the preprogram period 
and a portion of the DSO intake costs for the program period. The special 
bail detention unit was bypassed by status offenders in the program period, 
and DSO intake counselors performed arrest processing in addition to intake 
processing. The element also included direct costs of the Judicial preliminary 
hearing and allocated indirect costs. 

Intake - The preprogram complaints and intake unit processing of referrals 
cost an average of approximately $149 to receive referrals, to fIle the 
appropriate legal paperwork, and to attempt a voluntary settlement of the 
case. This element includes the direct costs of the complaints and intake unit 
and allocated indirect costs. The program pSO intake unit performed a 
similar function for approximately $152, essentially no change in cost. The 
program element includes the direct costs of the DSO ,intake unit and the 
allocated indirect costs. 

Hearings - The average cost of a. judicial hearing was $91 for the preprogram 
and $63 for the program to conduct a predispositional, adjudicatory or 
dispositional hearing. Although there were several different types of hearings, 
the costs for all hearings were accumulated into a single element even though 
costs of individual hearings may vary by type. This element includes the 
direct costs of judicial services and the investigation counselors who generally 
provide youth background information to judges in support of hearings. 
County Attorney and Public Defender costs were not included in the cost 
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element because they generally did not attend status offense hearings. This 
element also includes allocated indirect costs. The reduction in hearing cost 
reflects the reduced number of investigations required in the program period 
to support the hearing process for status offenders. 

Probation - Probation services cost an average of $1.69 per probation day in 
the preprogram and $1.52 in the program period for each day a case remains 
open. Individual cases can require greater or lesser costs depending on the 
level of intensity of attention to a youth by a probation counselor. This 
element includes the direct costs associated with probation counselors and 
the allocated indirect costs. 

SP/Psychologist - In the preprogram period, the court incurred a total cost 
of approximately $12,000 to provide psychological evaluation services to 
status offenders and approximately $9,000 in the progrilm period. The total 
~ltatus offender costs are based upon the proportion of status offenders to the 
total court intake work load which may have used this service. This element 
includes the direct costs of a court-retained psychologist and indirect 
allocated costs. 

SP ISubstance Abuse. Counseling - The court incurred a cost of 
approximately $16,000 to provide alcoholism counseling services to status 
offende~s in both periods. The total 'status offender costs are based upon the 
proportlon of status offenders to total court intake. This element includes the 
direct costs of court alcoholism counselors and indirect allocated costs. 

Corrections 

Preprogram and program element costs of the State Department of Corrections were 

determined by identifying costs associated with the Bureau of Juvenile Correction facilities 

and subsequently using departmental statistics to determine the proportion of the total work 

load applicable to status offenders. The primary juvenile correctional elements serving New 

Castl~ County status offenders include Bridge House for detention and Ferris School and 

Woods Haven-Kruse School for incarceration. Unit costs of juvenile correctional facilities 

generally increased, reflecting lower facilities utilization because of an overall reduction in 

total work load. These elements are described in the follOwing subsections for added clarity: 

~ridge House - Short-term detention services cost an average of $39 per day 
m th: preprogram period and $55 in the program period to detain a youth 
pendmg court processing. This element includes total Bridge House 
expenditures as direct costs and allocated indirect costs. 
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Ferris School for Boys- Incarceration services cost an average of Sl1,OOO 
per male youth in the preprogram period and $16,500 in the program period 
for long-term custody imposed by a court's adjudication. Because this 
institution ser;~s youth from all over the state, the total status offender work 
load was adjusted to reflect the New Castle County component based upon 
the county 1~'!ferral source statistics for all youth in custody. This element 
includes to-tal Ferns School expenditures as direct costs and allocated indirect 
costs. 

Woods Haven-Kruse School for Girls - Incarceration services cost an ave11lge 
of $18,000 per female youth in the preprogram period and $41,000 in the 
program period for long-term custody imposed by a court's adjudication. This 
significant increase in unit cost is a dramatic example of the impact of an 
overall reduction of work load on the unit cost. Because this institution serves 
youth from all over the state, the total status offender work load was 
adjusted to reflect the New Castle County component based upon the county 
referral 50urce statistics for all youth in custody. This element includes total 
Woods Haven-Kruse expenditures as direct costs and allocated indirect costs. 

Parole - Parole (Aftercare Services) costs an average of $1,500 per youth 
released from long-term custody in the preprogram period and Sl,aOO in the 
program period. This element inCludes the direct costs of all Aftercare 
Services personnel of the Bureau of Juvenile Corrections and allocated 
indirect costs. 

Social Service Agencies 

The primary social services provided to status offenders during both periods were 

special services, short-term shelter care, group home residence, counseling services, long-term 

foster care, child protective services, and medical evaluation a~d treatment. Special shelter 

care, group home and counseling services were provided by private agencies operating on a 

contract basis with the state while protective services and medical evaluation and treatment 

were provided by the state Divisions of Social Services (DSS) and Mental Health (DMH). 

Foster care service uses the DSS placement services to place a youth in a state contract 

relationship with a private family or, in some cases, professional foster parents. 

The private contract agency elements include the direct costs of expenditures by state 

agencies to contract agencies for services provided to status offenders. The indirect costs of the 

private contract agencies are included in the state payment; however, contract, grant and 

general administration costs of the state are nol: included in the private contract agency costs. 
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These costs are estimated to be approximately 20% of the amounts disbursed to contract 

agencies. For example, to reflect state adminis~ration in the private contract agency costs, 

these specific costs in Tables III and IV should be adjusted upward by 20%. 

Contract agencies were either paid in lump sum by grant to serve varying numbers of 

youth referrals up to a maximum or they received a fixed rate for each youth served. The unit 

cost on a fixed rate will not vary; however, average unit costs on lump sum payments can vary 

with work load. The wide divergence in contract agency average unit costs within service 

elements and from preprogram to program period appears to be the result of varying work 

loads unless otherwise stated. 

Description~ of private contract and state social service agency preprogram and 

program elements are provided in the following subsections within their appropriate service 

element subsection: 

Special Services - Special contract services include Community Legal Aid 
(CLASI) services for an average cost of S121 per youth. served in the 
preprogram period and S343 per youth served in the program period. The 
Alpha Project of the court was a special medical evaluation program element 
which cost a fixed rate of $360 for each youth served. 

Short-term Shelter Care - Shelter care services were provided by Bellefonte 
Shelter for ~,n average cost of approximately $904 per youth served in the 
preprogram period and $664 in the program period. The Mary House 
Association was established late in the -program period and served status 
offenders at an average cost of $873 per youth served. 

Group Homes - Preprogram group residence services were provided by 
Camelot, Pine Street, Seton Villa and Duncan Road Academy for a fixed rate 
of approximately $11 per day in residence. In addition, Turning Point' 
provided residence and counseling services for an average cost of 
approximately $3,600 per youth served. Program group residence services 
were expanded to include the Mary Herring and Sienna Hall group homes at 
the s~e fixed rate of $11 per day. Turning Point provided residence and 
counseling services in the program period for an average cost of 
approximately $4,600 per youth served. 

Counseling - Preprogram and program counseling services were provided by 
Family Services of Northern Delaware, Catholic Social Services and Union 
Baptist Center for an average cost of approximately $112, $338 and $511, 
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respectively, for each youth served during the preprogram period and $284, 
$351 and $510, respectively, for the program period. Family Services of 
Northern Delaware was the New Castle County counseling agency receiving 
DSO funds. in the program period to provide counseling services to status 
offenders on short notice versus counseling by appointment at some future 
dat~ when the urgency of the situation had passed. The increase i;irt:"l.l,nit.cost 
for Family Services of Northern Delaware reflects the increJed !eost of 
providing immediate unscheduled counseling services to status offenders. Cost 
data for Delaware Guidance Service was not available. 

Long-term Foster Care - Foster care services were provided to status 
offenders by the state DSS placement services section at an average cost of 
approximately $550 per youth placed in foster care during both periods and 
approximately $5.42 per day of residence in ordinary foster care. The 
placement element includes the direct costs of the DSS placement section, 
other related DSS costs and allocated indirect costs,. During the program 
period, a professional foster parent element was created for placement of 
problem children in a foster setting under the direct "parental" care of a 
trained psychologist. This . element was provided for an average cost of 
approximately $24 per day in residence. 

Child Protective Services - Protective services were provided to status 
offenders by the state DSS protective services section at an average cost of 
approximately S1,1 00 per youth served in the preprogram period and $987 in 
the program period. This element includes the direct costs of the DSS 
protective services section, other related DSS costs and allocated indirect 
costs. 

Medical Evaluation and Treatment - Medical evaluation and treatment 
services were provided by the state's Division of Mental Health (DMH). 
Governor Bacon Health Center of the DMIi. provided resident psychological 
evaluation and treatment services at an average cost of approximately $60 per 
day in residence as a patient during bo'ch periods. The Delaware State 
Hospital (DMH) adolescent program pr.ovided se~ces similar to the Governor 
Bacon Health Center for an average cost of approximately $46 per day in 
residence as a pat~ent in the preprogram period and $57 in the program 
period. The increased unit cost of the adolescent program in the program 
period reflects a declining use of the adolescent program. The adolescent 
program was terminated during the period and youth were transferred to the 
Governor Bacon Health Center. The Bureau of Substance Abuse Alcoholism 
Program provided services to youth with alcoholic problems through services 
of differing intensity and unit cost. While a significant number of status 
offenders were referred to these programs, their component of total work 
load could not be specifically identified. These elements include the direct 
costs of the program, other related DMH costs and allocated indirect costs. 
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Description 

POLICE AGENCY: 
Referral 

LOCAL COURTS: 
Justice of the Peace Courts 
Wilmington Municipal Court 
Alderman's Courts 

.FAMILY COURT: 
Arrest Processing prior to Intake 
Complaints and Intake 
Hearings 
Probation 

Subtotal 

Special Programs: 
Psychqlogist., 
Substance Abu~e Counseling 

Subtotal 

NEW CASTLE COUNTY~ DELAWARE 
PREPROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH TRACKING COSTS 

Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1976 

Unit of service 

Referral 

Referral 
Referral 
Referral 

Referral 
Referral 
Hearing 
Probation Day 

Referral 
Referral 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 

S 

, 

Estimated 
E~,timated Estimated cost for 

cost number status 
Eunit of units offenders 

N/A 354 N/A 

20.619 N/A N/A 
23.351 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A N/A 

250.27 473 $ 118,378 
149.52 585 87,469 

91.46 721 65,943 
1.69 21,170 35,777 

307,567 

N/A N/A 11,970 
N/A N/A 16,511 
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Description 

CORRECI'IONS: 
Detention (Bridge House) 
Incarceration: 

Ferris School for Boys 
Woods Haven-Kruse School for Girls 

Parole 

Subtotal 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES: 
Special Services: 

Community Legal Aid (CLASI) 
Short-term Shelter Care: 

Bellefonte Shelter 
Group Homes: 

Camelot (Diamond State) 
Pine Street 
Seton Villa 
Turning Point 
Duncan Road Academy 

Subtotal 

Counseling: 
Family Services of Northern Delaware 
Catholic Social Services 
Union Baptist Center 
Delaware GuicfW,1ce Service 

Subtotal 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time nf the study. 

. / 

/ 

Unit of service 

Detention Day 

Youth 
Youth 
Youth 

Youth 

Youth 

Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Youth 
Resident Day 

Youth 
Youth 
Youth' 
Youth 

S 

Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

39.20 

11,201.00 
18,060.00 

1,523.00 

121.10 

904.00 

11.10 
11.10 
11.10 

3,648.33 
11.10 

112.95 
338.13 
511.37 
N/A 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

4,149 

26 
25 

N/A 

189 

N/A 

N/A 
910 
298 

N/A 
N/A 

22 
5 

27 
27 

S 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

162,641 

291,226 
451,500 

N/A 

905,367 

22,888 

N/A 

N/A 
10,101 

3,308 
N/A 
N/A 

13,40,? 

2,485 
1,691 

13,807 
. N/A 

17,983 
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Description 

Long-term Foster Care: 
DSS - Placement Caseworker Cost 
DSS - Maintenance Payment 

Subtotal 

Child Protective Services: 
DSS - Protective Services 

Medical Evaluation and Treatment: 
DMH - Governor Bacon Health Center 
DMH - Delaware State Hospital: 

Adolescent Program 
DMH - Bureau of Substance Abuse Alcoholism Program: 

Fortnight 
New Castle County Alcohol Detox 

Subtotal 

Total preprogram estimated cost 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study . 
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Description 

POLICE AGENCY: 
Referral 

LOCAL COURTS: 
Justice of the Peace Courts 
Wilmington Municipal Court 
Aldermen's Courts 

FAMILY COURT: 
DSO Intake 
Arrest Processing prior to Intake 
Hearings 
Probation 

Subtotal 

Special Programs: 
Psychologist 
Substance Abuse Counseling 

Subtotal 

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

NEW CASTLE COUNTY, DELAWARE 
PROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH TRACKING COSTS 

Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1977 

Unit of service 

Referral 

Referral 
Referral 
Referral 

Referral 
Referral 
Hearing 
Probation D!lY 

Referral 
Referral 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 

j. 
/ . 

Est'imated 
cost 

per unit 

N/A 

$ 19.51 
26.28 

N/A 

152.64 
142.64 

63.49 
1.52 

N/A 
N/A 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

587 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

850 
536 
702 

9,490 

N/A 
N/A 

$ 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

129,744 
76,455 
44,570 
14,425 

135,450 

9,107 
16,073 

25,180 
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Description 

CORRECfIONS: 
Detention (Bridge House) 
Incarceration: 

Ferris Scbool for Boys 
Woods Haven-Kruse School for Girls 

Parole 

Subtotal 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES: 
Special Services: 

Community Legal Aid (CLASI) 
Alpha Project (Delaware Curative Workshop) 

Subtotal 

Short-term Shelter Care: 
Bellefonte Shelter 
Mary House Association 
Individual Foster Care 

Subtotal 

Unit of service 

Detention Day 

Youth 
Youth 
Youth 

Youth 
Youth 

Youth 
Youth 
Resident Day 

S 

Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

54.85 

16,508.00 
41,492.00* 

1,829.00 

343.50 
360.00 

664.00 
873.06 

9.42 

* The increase in unit cost from the preprogram period is indicative of a dramatic impact of 
lower facilities usage on operating unit costs. 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study . 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

2,337 

5 
1 

N/A 

172 
132 

N/A 
33 

1,399 

S 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

128,184 

82,540 
41,492 
N/A 

252,216 

59,082 
~7,520 

_ .106,602 

N/A 
28,811 
13,179 

41,990 
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Description 

Group Homes: 
Camelot (Diamond State) 
Mary Herring 
Pine Street 
Seton Villa 
Sienna Hall 
Turning Point 
Duncan Road Academy 

Subtotal 

Counseling: 
Family Services of Northern Delaware 
Catholic Social Services 
Union Baptist Center 
Delaware Guidance Service 

Subtotal 

Long-term Foster Care: 
DSS - Placement Caseworker Cost 
DSS - Maintenance Payment, Professional 
DSS - Maintenance Payment, Ordinary 

Subtotal 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 

-, 

Estimated 
cost 

Unit of service per unit 

Resident Day $ 11.10 
Resident Day 11.10 
Resident Day 11.10 
Resident Day 11.10 
Resident Day 11.10 
Youth 4,639.73 
Resident Day 11.10 

Youth 285.81 
Youth 351.43 
Youth 510.96 
Youth N/A 

Youth 554.03 
Resident Day 24.06 
Resident Day 5.42 

.~ 

I . 
./ 

" 

Estimated 

I 
"'& 

Estimated cost for 
number status 
of units offenders 

I N/A N/A 
2,376 $ 26,374 
1,251 13,886 I 3,235 35,909 
1,912 21,223 
N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

97,392 

158 45,158 
7 2,460 

45 22,993 
27 N/A 

70,611 
.-

,.. 

105 58,173 \ 

2,361 56,806 
N/A N/A 

114,979 
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Description 

Child Protective Services: 

DSS - Protective Services 
Medical Evaluation and Treatment: 

DMH - Governor Bacon Health Center 
DMH - Delaware State Hospital: 

Adolescent Program 

DMH - Terry Children's Psychiatric Center 
DMH - Wilmington Mental Hygiene 'Clinic 
DMH - Community Mental Health Center 

DMH - Bureau of Substance Abuse Alcobolism Program: 
Community Alcoholism Clinic 
CARP 
Fortnigllt 

New Castle County Alcollol Detox 

Subtotal 

Total program estimated cost 

Based upon unaudited data available at tile time of the study. 

:.~ ... " 

'1 

,.., 

/ 
I 

Estimated Estimated Estimated cost for cost number status Unit of service fer unit of unit~ offenders 

Youth $ 987.32 38 $ 37,518 
Patient Day 

59.96 29,298 1,756,708 
Patient Day 

57.00 N/A N/A Youth 
10,816.95 3 32,451 Youth 

1~4.71 25 3,368 Youth 
438.73 27 11,846 

Youth 
195.01 N/A N/A Youth 
207.35 N/A N/A Youth 
96.22 N/A N/A You til 

581.74 N/A N/A 

1,804,373 

$ 21816 1055 
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III - PIMA COUNTY COST ANALYSIS 

Data was accumulated for two study periods on the cost of providing services to status 

offenders in Pima County, Arizona. Fiscal year ended June 30, 1975 was selected as the 

preprogram period, and fiscal year ended June 30, 1977 was selected as the prC?gram period. 

Cost ckta relating to both fiscal periods was accumulated for all major service elements starting 

with the jurisdiction's initial contact with the status offender through the jurisdiction's final 

disposition of the youth. 

The Pima County Juvenile Court was the primary evaluation and referral agency for 

status offenders during both periods; however, during the program period, the court's Mobile 

Diversion Unit (MDU) was established exclusively as the status offender screening unit to 

improve evaluation and referral services delivery to status offenders. Cost data was also 

accumulated for other social service agencies which provided direct services to st~tus offenders 

in Pima County during both fiscal periods. 

In order to arrive at fully cos ted services as described in the Approach section of this 

report, the Pima County Central Service Cost Allocation' Plan for the fiscal year ended 

June 30, 1976 was used 'as the basis of allocating indirect support costs to County agencies for 

the preprogram and program periods. The plan,. includes the support costs of all central service 

agencies, including depreciation expense for physical plant. Pension and other employee costs 

were included in the salary components of the direct and indirect service agencies. 

Preprogram period cost elements were adjusted for inflation to program period price 

levels using the consumer P?ce index in order to facilitate comparability of costs between the 

two periods. County employee salaries were not subject to a freeze during the study time 

frame and received, salary increases based upon the increased cost of living during the study 

time frame. 

This jurisdiction section will present the jurisdiction findings and describe the service 

elements' functions Clnd cost components as well as contrast the preprogram and program 

eleme~t differences. In addition, our estimated youth tracking unit costs and total costs for 

the preprogram and program elements used by status offender youth are presented in 

Tables VI and VII, respectively, at the end of this jurisdiction section. 
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Table V 

PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA 
SUMMARY OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND SOCIAL SERVICE ELEMENTS 

ESTIMATED COSTS FOR STATUS OFFENDERS 

Services 

Juvenile Justice Services: 
Juvenile Court 

Social Services: 
Juvenile Court (MDU) 
Juvenile COUrt (SP) 
Shelter Care 
Foster Care 
Group Homes 
Outreach Counseli'-lg 
Other DSO agencies 

Subtotal 

Total jurisdiction estimated costs 

Status offender contact at system entrance: 
Juvenile Court: Receiving and Evaluation 
Juvenile Court: Mobile Diversion Unit 

Total contacts 

Average unit cost to the jUrisdiction for 
status offender. contacts 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 

.$ 1,130,492 

361,097 
32,092 
10,372 

387,268 

790,812-

.$ 1,921,321 

3,052 

3,052 

.$ 630 

Program 

100,012 

41.6,668 
107,742 
161,147 
N/A 
N/A 

191,971 
245,680 

1,123,208 

1,223,220 

417 
1,937 

2,354 

520 
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JURISDICTION FINDINGS 

Estimated costs for Pima County are summarized in Table V on the facing page by 

juvenile justice and social service elements. The mix of the cost of services provided to status 

oHenders in Pima County, Arizona shifted from the preprogram to the program period, 

resulting in proportionately less costs being incurred by status offenders for juvenile justice 

services. As calculated in Table I in the cover letter of this report, juvenile justice services 

accounted for approximately 59% of the total costs incurred for the status offender 

population in the preprogram period. During the program period, juvenile justice services 

accounted for only 14% of the total cost after the estimated juvenile justice cost for status 

offenders declined 91% and the social services cost for status offenders increased 42%. In 

addition, the average unit cost to the jurisdiction for servi..ng a status offender declined 17% to 

$520 from $630. The average unit costs are calculated on Table V. 

The average unit cost calculation uses the referral work load of the court's receiving 

,and evaluation unit and the Mobile Diversion Unit (MDU) because the intake units generally 

received all youths entering the jurisdiction's youth t:areer tracks. During the program period, 

approximately 20 youths or less were identified as having entered the youth career tra,ck 

without passing through the MOU. These youth were not included in the program unit cost 

calculation. It should be noted that while the intake'unit work load can be used to calculate an 

overall average unit cost of the jurisdiction's contact with a status offender, the intake work 

load is not indicative of the magnitude of the total system work load because of varying youth 

career tracks, varying levels of intensity at which services are provided, and the varying lengths 

of stay(/io. any given element. 

DESCRIPTION OF PREPROGRAM 
PERIOD ELEMENTS 

The typical youth career track elements for the preprogram' period are described in 

this subsection and displayed on the following page in Diagra~'n III. 

During the preprogram period, juvenile status offenders were referred to the Juvenile. 

Court intake unit by parents, citizen complaints or the police. Those status offenders not 

returned home or referred to a shelter care were generally held in detention pending a judicial 

hearing. Judicial hearings generally resulted in status offenders leaving the system, being put on 
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probation or being referred to other social service agencies or special court programs< The 

youth track elem~nts for the preprogram period as reflected in Diagram III are not intended to 

represent all tracks which may have occurred by exception. Costs of institutionalization in 

incarceration facilities were not determined because, by the preprogram period, essentially all 

status offenders were being placed with other social service agencies after court processmg. 

The major agencies providing direct services to juvenile status offenders during the 

preprogram period include the Tucson Police Department, Pima County Sh~riff, Pima County 

Juvenile Court and other social service agencies operating on a contract basis with the Juvenile 

Court. 

Police and Sheriff 

The Tucson Police and the Pima County Sheriff's departments refer status offenders 

to the Pim~ County Juvenile Court as either paper or physical referrals. A youth referred by 

paper·is released after cont~ct and ~rdered by citation to appear at Juvenili'i~urt. A physical 

referral is when the youth IS taken mto custody and traniJported to the Juvenil~ Court. Use of 

a paper or a physical referral was circumstantial and could " apply to delinquents or status 

offenders. As a result of our review, we could determine no substantial change in procedures, 

and accordingly costs, for referring the average status offender to Juvenile Court. This 

dete~.iL.nination is based upon data provided by the police and sheriff'S: dep~ments and 

personnel interviews. 

Juvenile Court 

Juvenile Court program costs were determined by identifying Staff associated with 

services and pr.ograms and then assigning all costs directly identifiable with the services or 

programs. Special prograrp fund expenditures from the records of the Juvenile Court w~re used 

as the 'basis-for estimating the costs of social services provided to status offenders because the 

court ad~strated and funded these programs. After indirect costs were'included in the cost 

elements, court statistics relating to the specific services' work loa'd were~ed to arrive at ,unit 

costs as well as the proportion of the cost element which applied to status, offenders. In all 

cases, the unit cost for providing a service to '~status offender was as§~medto be.similar to a 

delinquent's unit cost because differences in service intensity could ~ot be determined for a 

given element. 
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The Pima County Juvenile Court provided juve~ile jllstice services and several special 

social services programs. The primary juvenile justice services included receiving and evaluation 

(intake), detention, hearings, and probation. The special programs (SP) included Voluntary 

Intensive Probation, Oasis, Project Carrera and supplemental nonlicensed foster care. Other 

special programs of the court. were not included because of limited status offender 

participation. The Juvenile Court preprogram elements are further described in the following 

subsections for added clarity: 

Receiving and Evaluation. - Each referral to the Juvenile Court cost an 
average of $67 for processing, evaluation and crisis intervention. This element 
includes the direct costs of receiving officers, probation officers, Court Clerk 
and County Attorney personnel and adjustment counselors and allocated 
indirect costs, 

r 
Detention - The average cost per detention day was $72 for providing a 
supervised ~,d secure de'tention for juveniles. This element includes the direct 
costs of staff assigned to the Juvenile Court detention facility, other related 
costs, and allocated indirect costs. 

Hearings - The average cost of a judicial hearing was $82 for all hearings 
including preliminary, adjudicatory and disposition hearings. Although there 
were several' different types of hearings, the costs for all hearings were 
accumulated into a single element even though costs of hearings may vary by 
type. This element includes 'the direct costs of judges, referees, County 
Attorneys and Court Clerk personnel and probation officers and allocated 
indirect costs. 

Probation - Probation services cost an average of $3 per probation day for 
each day a case remains open. Individual cases can incur greater or lesser costs 
depending on the level of intensity of service to a youth by a probation 
worker. This element includes the direct costs associated ,with probation 
officers and allocated indirect costs. 

SP/Voluntary Intensive Probation - The average cost of serving a youth was 
$482 to provide counseling services for parents and youth at a predelinquent 
stage and/or attempt to dispose of a law violation without the court process. 
This element includes the direct costs of probation officers and allocated 
indire,ct costs. 

SP /Oasis - The average cost per day in residence at Oasis was $97 for 
short-term residence as an alternative to detention. The element includes the 
direct Costs of operating the separate facility and assigned probation officer 
costs and allocated indirect costs. 
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SP/Project Carrera - The. average cost for serving a youth was $2,280 to 
provide job counseling services. The element includes the direct costs of 
probation officers and stipends for youth in search of a job and all0cated 
indirect costs. 

SP/Supplemental Nonlicensed Foster Care - The average cost for a resident 
day was $1 to provide short-term care as an alternative to detention when a 
child could not be returned home pending a court hearing. Generally, these 
children were placed with a relative. The element includes the direct cost of 
the maintenance payment only. with no allocated costs. This program 
accounts for a small portion of court activities. 

Social Service Agencies 

The primary social services provided to status offender juveniles other than the court's 

special programs during the preprogram period included short-term shelter care, individual 

foster care and group homes. The agencies providing these services to juvenile status offenders 

operated in a contract relationship with the Juvenile Court to provide, these services. The 

agencies and their costs are described in the following subsections under their appropriate 

service category: 

D 

Short-term Shelter Care - Short-term shelter care was provided to juvenile 
status offenders by Open Inn, Inc., for an average cost of $25 per resident 
day. The element includes the direct cost of disbursements to Open Inn, Inc. 
and allocated indirect costs for administration of the contract. 

Individual Foster Care - Long-term foster placement/' of a youth with a 
private family costs an average of just under $6 per resia;~nt day. The element 
includes the direct cost of a $150 per month maintenan;~e payment and other 
minimal expense reimbursements. Youth are placed in '\foster care by a court 
dispositional hearing and subsequently supervised by probation officers. 

Group Homes - The average cost for a resident day in a state-licensed group 
home is $24. The element includes the direct cost of the fixed rate 
maintenance payment to the group home under contract with the court. The 
$24 average of all the various group home rates was presented because' the 
number of status offender referrals to specific homes could. not be 
determined. Total costs and work load for status offenders is based: upon an 
estimate of total proportion of status offenders in relation to total group 
home placements. Youth are placed in a group home by, a dispositional 
hearing of the court and subsequently supervised by probation officers. 
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DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 
PERIOD ELEMENTS 

The typical youth career track elements for the program period are described in this 

subsection and dispiayed on the facing page in Diagram IV. 

Program period juvenile status offenders were referred to the court by parents, citizen 

complaints or the police. The Mobile Diversion Dnit generally replaced the intake unit for 

providing evaluation and referral services; however, some status offenders did pass directly 

through to the juvenile justice elements of the court without being diverted by the MDD. In 

addition to evaluation and referral services, the MDU provided crisis and outreach intervention" 

services. Subsequent to evaluation, MOU referrals were primarily to OSO agencies or special" 

court programs. The typical youth track elements for the program period reflected in 

Diagram IV are not intended to represent all tracks which may have occurred by exception. 

For example, several DSO agencies received referrals directly as awareness of their services 

. increased. 

f / 

Juvenile Court justice services of intake, detention, hearings and probation services 

were used in the program period. Jurisdiction statistics indicated that approximately 417 

status offep.ders bypassed LVIDU and. were processed by the juvenile justice elements of the 

Juvenile Cqurt. These status offenders were primarily out-of-county or out-of-state youth who 

were not eligible for the MOU services. Estimated costs for these youth were determined using 

preprogram.juvenile justice element unit costs since the ,elements did not change significantly. 

In addition",potentially 12 status offenders were referred back to Juvenile Court for processing 

because of not being suitable for DSO agencies after being processed through the DSO 

elements of.the' program youth career track. Since this represents less than 1% of the MOU 

referrals, the,'lcost data were ~ot separately accumulated and displayed for the program period. 

The ~ajor agencies providing direct services to juvenile status offenders during the 

program period. include th~ ~Tucson Police Department, Pima County Sheriff, Pima County 

Juvenile Court ~~d DSO~gencies operating on a contract basis with the Juvenile Court. 

Police and Sheriff 

There wa~ no significant change in police delivery of services to status offenders in the 

program period from the preprogram period. 
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Juvenile Court 

During the program period, the Pima County Juvenile Court reassigned the receiving 

and evaluation function of the intake u,nit to the newly created Mobile Diversion Unit and 

significantly reduced the practice of using the juvenile justice services of detention, hearings 

and probation, unless a youth was not eligible for MOU processing or ultimately was not suited 

to the OSO agencies in use during the period. Several special programs (SP) of the court 

continued to provide services to status offenders including Community and Family Services, 

Family Counseling and supplemental nonlicensed foster care. No significant change occurred in 

the juvenile justice court elements. Therefore, the preprogram unit costs were used to 

determine the estimated costs of the status offenders who were not eligible for the MOU. Also, 

the elements are not described a second time in the program section. The court's program 

elements are further described in the follOwing subsections: 

Mobile Diversion Unit - Each referral to the court's Mobile Diversion Unit 
costs an average of $215 for receiving, evaluation, crisis intervention, limited 
outreach intervention, and diversion to other OSO social services. This 
element includes the direct costs of personnel assigned to MOU and allocated 
indirect costs. 

SP/Community and Family Services - The Community and Family Services 
unit at Juvenile Court provided counseling services to status offenders at an 
average cost of $516 per youth handled. In addition to counseling, the 
caseworkers were responsible for the development: of the contract 
relationship vvith the DSO agencies. Those contracting costs were excluded 
from the costs of counseling and treated as start-up costs of the program. 

Family Counseling Agencies - The Juvenile Court contracted with various 
counseling agencies in addition to DSO agencies to provide counseling services 
to status offenders and their families. These services were I described as 
traditional counseling provided in a clinic to status offenders and/or their 
families. The element includes the direct costs of the disbursements made to 
the counseling agencies for services provided. 

Supplemental Nonlicensed Foster Care - There was no significant change in 
nonlicensed foster care services provided to status offenders from the 
preprogram period. 
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DSO Program Agencies 

Other than the social services provided by the court's special programs"soc~ ~ervic:s 

, aril b DSO p!'cgram contract agenCIes unng t e ere provided to status offenders pnm y y . . 1" 
w , d These services' included short-term shelter care, outreach counse mg seI'Vlces 
program peno . h' d their costs are further described in the and other special DSO programs. T. e agencles an 

following subsection under their appropriate service category. 

h 1 Car - As an alternative to .detention, the number of 
Short-term S e ter e - 1 • th ro am eriod to include Autumn 
shelter care facilities was e,xpanued m

1 
e p t ~om~s in addition to Open Inn 

H· S' gboard and TIme Out p acemen " h 
. ouse, pnn 'heir res ective average costs for serving a yout 

of the preprogram peno~. T S23l for Open Inn and S464 for Springboard. 
were $485 for Autumn °ailus,e'ble R"ferral unit costs were determined by the Time Out costs were not av a . ~. nil 
number of referrals in relation to total payments by Juve e Court. , 

• . . Ii ervices were provided to status offenders 
Outreach Gounseling - Counse ng s d 'b d as "nontraditional" by ten 
and their families in ,a mhanner escn e, d Unit costs were determined 

l' agencies dunng t e program peno • fr h 
counse mg £ al b . in relation to total payments om t e 
on an average cost-per-re err as~e . on a lump sum basis, and accordingly 
J uvenile Court. Payments were rna £ als th 

. old b afl'ected by the number of re err to e agency. the Unlt cost wo e II , 

. Special agencies' unit costs were also Oth r Special DSO Agencles - t 
al ~ d by the number of referrals in relation to totallilrhp sum paymen s 
~ cJ :::ne Court. The Old Congress Street School was a truant progr;:. 

y u . b 'N Direction for Young Women was a counse g 
PPEP was a JO . proLgr~· e:s an alternative approach to education. Again, 
program. Creatlve earnmg w . £ als h am 
the unit costs are affected by the number of re err to t e progr . 

Social Service Agencies 

h £ ed to Arizona State .. indicated that several yout, were re err , _ 
Jurisdiction statlStlcs . .' pal v-rde Hospital and 

. . . Child Protective ServIces, os· • e Depar~mentdof Ecohnomlc ~::~;::~ for these refe'r'rals were not identified and accumulated state-license group omes. ~ 

because of the limited amount of referrals. 
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PREPROGRAM V.ERSUS PROGRAM 
PERIOD ELEMENT COMPARISONS 

II 

OSOProgram changes during the program period in Juvenile Court service ~lements 
for status offenders were an expansion of an existing deinstitutionalization approac~ f",.thet 

than the introduction of a deinstitutionalization program. While Short-term detention of status 

offenders was used during court processing in the preprogram period, Judicial hearings 

generally did not result in referrals of status offenders to incarceration. Hearings were generally 

used to place the status offenders in state-licensed group homes. In the program period, status 

offenders entering the MOU bypassed the court's juvenile justice elements. The MOU was able 

to place stat~s offenders with DSO service elements without a Judicial hearing. Placement of a 

status offender in a state-licensed group home seldom occurred, resulting in fewer Judicial 
hearings that would be required to do so. 

',.'. 
Wide divergences of average unit costs for social services appeared to, occur because of 

varying agency referral work load. Contract agencies were either paid in lump sum by grant to 

serve varying numbers of youth referrals up to a set maximum"or they received a fixed rate for 

each youth served. The unit cost on a fixed. rate maintenance payment will not vary; however, 

average unit costs of service paid for by lump sum payment can vary with work load. For 

example, DSO agencies were lump sum co~tracts whi].e group homes were fixed daily rates. 

Social Service and DSO Program Agencies 

The change in referrals from official court actions to MOU actions resulted in a shift 

of referrals to OSO program agencies from official residential group and foster homes. The 

acttlal change in the official placement status offender costs could not be determined because 

payment records for official placement social service agencies did not specify offense 

. categories for placements; however, statistical data and court personnel interviews indicated 

that status offenders were primarily referred to DSO program agencies rather than being placed 
in official pl<lcement agencies. 
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Description 

POLICE OR SHERIFF: 
Referral 

JUVENILE COURT: 
Receiving and Evaluation 
Detention 

, Hearings 
Probation 

Subtotal 

Special Programs: 
Voluntary Intensive Probation (VIP) 
Oasis (Short-term Residence) 
Supplemental Nonlicens~d Foster Care 
Project Carrera 

Subtotal 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES: 
Short-term Shelter Care: 

Open Inn, Inc. 
Individual Foster Care 
Group Homes (Unspecified) 

~! Total preprogram estimated costs 
! 
" 

PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA 
PREPROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH TRACKING COSTS 

Fiscal Year Ended June 30,1975 

Unit of service 

Referral 

Referral 
Detention Day 
Hearing 
Probation Day 

Referral 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Referral 

Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 

£1 Based upon uqaudited data available at the time of the study. 
5;! 

. 
• 'I' 

/ 

Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

N/A 

$ 67.04 
72.56 
82.95 

3.36 

482.38 
97.66 

1.00 
2,280.68 

25.47 
5.92 

24.23 

--~---~------------~------------~-~,------~----------~----~--~'-'~'----~~~~----~~ 

Estimated 
number' 
of units 

2,577 

3,052 
9,815 

403 
53,655 

519 
807 

N/A 
14 

1,260 
1,752 

15,983 

S 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

N/A 

204,606 
712,176 

33,429 
180,281 ----

1,130,492 

250,355 
78,812 
N/A 
31,930 

361,097 

32,092 
1O~372 

387,263 

S 1,921,321 
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Description 

POLICE OR SHERIFF: 
Referral 

JUVENILE COURT: 
Mobile Diversion Unit 
R,.eceiving and Evaluation 
Detention 
Hearings 
Probation 

Subtotal 

Special Programs: 
Community and Family S~Mces 
Supplemental Nonli,censed Foster Care 
Family Counseling A\gencies: 

Tucson East 
Reading Clinic 
New Life 
Family Counseling: Agency 
PET (Parent Effect'iveness) 

PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA 
PROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH TRACKING COSTS 

Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1977 

Unit of service 

Referral 

Referral 
Referral 
Detention Day 
Hearing 
Probation Day 

Referral 
Resident Day 

Referral 
Referral 
Referral 
Referral 
Referral 

Based upon unaudited 'dat~~ available at the time of the study. 

, 
. " 

... ' 

, " 

I I _ 

Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

N/A 

S 215.11 
67.04 
72.56 
82.95 

3.36 

516.00 
1.00 

115.80 
294.23 
115.80 ! 

i/ 

115.80/ 
U5.8!) 

!J 

/' 
/f 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

2,010 

1,937 
417 
809 
161 

N/A 

45 
13 
14 
25 
11 

" 

$ 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

N/A 

416,668 
27»956 
58,701 
13,355 
N/A 

100,012 

64,500 
N/A 

5,211 
3,825 
1,621 
2,895 
1,274 
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Description 

Shining Star 
Youth Advisory Services 

Youth Involvement Outreach Services _ SPCC 

Subtotal 

Other Special DSO Agencies: 
Old Congress Street Sclloo} 
New Directions for Young Women 
Creative Learning 
Jobs for Youth - PPEP 

Subtotal 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES: 
Individual Foster Care 
Group Homes (Unspecified) 

Total program estimated costs 

'. ~+ 

Based upon unaudited data availahle at the time of the study. 

. ' .. 

Unit of service 

Referral 
Referral 
Referral 

R~ferral 
Referral 
Referral 
Referral 

Resident Day 
Referral 

/' 
/ >.,. 

';",' 

Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

S 617.01 
219.03 
93.68 

2,666.95 
752.84 
211.94 
349.00 

5.92 
N/A 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

58 
95 

135 

47 
135 
80 

5 

N/A 
20 

" 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

j 
H 
i' 

I: , 
~ 

offenders 

$ 35,787 
20,808 

/1 ,I 

Ii I, 

II 
12;647 & Ii , 

191,971 f 

, 
; 

125,347 
101,633 
16,955 
1,745 

i 

j 
~ 
fj 

245,68Q I I' I 
I / 

N/A ! 
I 

N/A ';:, 

i' J, 

S 1,2231220 
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IV - SPOKANE COUNTY COST ANALYSIS 

Data was accumulated for two study periods 'in order to determine the cost of 

providing services to status offender juveniles in Spokane County, Washington. The calendar 

yeal: ended December 31, 1975 was selected as the preprogram cost period and the fiscal year 

ended June 30, 1977 was selected as the program cost p,eriod. Cost data relating to both fiscal 

periods was accumulated for all major service elements, starting with the jurisdiction's initial 

contact with the status offender through the jurisdiction's final disposition of the youth. 

During the preprogram period, the Spokane County Juvenile Court was the receiving, 

evaluation, and referral agency for status offenders. During the program period, Youth 

Alternatives, Inc. operated the DSO program and was the screening unit for status offenders 

entering the program. Cost data was collected for these elements and other juvenile justice and 

social service agencies which provided direct services to status offenders during both fiscal 

periods. 

In order to ~frive at fully costed services as descri~rd\in the Approach section of this 

report, an estimate of countywide oveJrhead was used because Spokane County didnot have an 

indirect cost allocation plan. The estimated rate includes costs for all central service agencies 

and countywide or statewide general administration. ' 

All preprogram period cost elemen(~s were adjusted for inflation to program period 
il 

price levels using the consumer price index in order to facilitate comparability of costs 

between the two periods. During the time frame of the study, Spokane County employees 

received periodic wage increases as cost-of-liv:ing adjustments. 

The following Jurisdiction section will present findings for both periods, describe the 

service elements, function and cost components, and contrast the preprogram and program 

element differen,ces. In addition, our estimated youth tracking unit costs and total costs for 

the preprogram and program elements u,sed by status offender youth are presented in Tables 

IX and X, respectively, at the end of the J\urisdiction section. (f 

JURISDICTION FINDINGS 

/ 1I 

Juvenile justice and social services were pr.ovided to the status offender population in 

both periods. Social services include Youth Alte~atives, Inc., shelte~ and foster care, group. 
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Table VIII 

SPOKANE COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
SUMMARY OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND SOCIAL SERVICE ELEMENTS 

ESTIMATED COSTS FOR STATUS OFFENDERS 

Services 

Juvenile Justice Services: 
Juvenile CoUrt 
Institutions 
Juvenile Rehabilitation 

Subtotal 

Social Services: 
Youth Alternatives 
Shelter Care . 
Foster Care 
Group Homes 
child Protective Services 
Multiple Service Centers 
Counseling 

Subtotal 

rotal jurisdiction estimated costs 

Status offender contacts at system entrance: 

Preprogram 

$ 236,507 
186,957 

12,530 

435,994 

10,305 
8,389 

110,572 
N/A 

129.,266 

$ 565,260 

Juvenile Court: Intake Unit 745 
Youth Alternatives: Initial Contact: and 

Intervention 

Total contacts 745 

Average unit cost to the jurisdiction. for 
status offender contacts 759 

\1 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 

Program 

111,154 

111,154 

158,956 
3,178 

17,346 
215,269 

5,370 
4,314 

33,037 

437,470 

548,624 

343 

665 

__ }.008 

544 
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homes, multiple service centers and counseling, while juvenile justice services include the 

Juvenile Court's intake, detention, hearings and probation services as well as Institution's and 

Juvenile Rehabilitation's services. Police unit costs ,could not be determined, and accordingly 

could not be included in the cost comparison; however, it was determined by interview that, 

police handling pr:ocedures did not change significantly. Therefore, it is assumed that unit costs 

did not change significantly, and total costs varied with work load. 

Estimated costs for Spokane County are summarized in Table VIn on the facing page 

by juvenile justice and social service elements. The mix of the cost of services, provided to 

status offenders in Spokane" County, Washington, shifted from the preprogram to the program 

period, resulting in proportionately less costs being incurred by status offenders for juvenile 

justice services. As, computed in Table I in the cover letter of this report, juvenile justice 

services accounted for approximately 77% of the total costs incurred for the ,status offender 

population in the preprogr'am period. During the program- period, juvenile justice services 

accounted for only 20% of the total cost after the estimated juvenile justice costs for status 

offenders declined 75% and the social services estimated cost for status offenders increased 

239%. In addition, the average unit cost to the jurisdiction for serving a status offender 

declined 28% to $544 from $759. The average unit costs are calculated on Table VIII. 

The average unit cost calculation used the referral work load of the court's intake unit 

and Youth Alternatives because these units received all youth entering the jurisdiction's youth 

career tracks. It should be noted that while the intake work load can be used to calculate an 

average unit cost of the jurisdiction's contact with a status offender, the'intake work load is 

not indicative of the magnitude of the total system work load because of varying youth career 

tracks, varying levels of intensity at which services are provided, and the v~u-ying lengths of stay 

in any given element. 

DESCRIPTION OF PREPROGRAM 
PERIOD ELEMENTS 

The typical youth career track elements for the preprogram period are displayed on 

the following page in Di.wam V, and described in this subsection. 

o 

Status offenders were generally referred to the Juvenile Court intake unit by police, 

citizen complaint or parents. Those youth: not returned home or sent to a short-term receiving 
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SPOKANE COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
PREPROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH CAREER TRACK ELEMENTS 

Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 1975 
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home pending a hearing were placed in detention until a hearing was conducted. Youth were 

then generally placed on probation, referred to a social service agency or sent to correctional 

institutions. 

The major agencies providing direct services to status offerider, ~~veniles during the 

preprogram period include police, Juvenile Court, other social service agencies, correctional 

institutions and rehabilitatien agencies. 

Pelice and Sheriff 

Pelice unit cests fer referrals to the Juvenile Ceur{ intake unit ceuld ~otbe 

determined; howev.er, it was determined by interview with pelice persennel that handling 

precedures did net chilnge significantly. 

Juvenile Court 

. "The primary Juvenile Court activities for cest purpeses include the intake precess, 

detentien ,Of juveniles while in ceurt preces~~ judicial hearings and juvenile prebatien. 

.. ' 

Intake - Juvenile Ceu~{incurred an average of $55 fer intake evaluatien and 
precessing the yeuth; Salaries fer prebatien 'officers assigned te the intake 
unit was the majer cest in this element. Other cests included allecated clerical 
suppert, Space cost, ,maintenance and repair, allecated depreciatien, 
administrative cests fer the Juvenile Ceurt, and ceuntywide 'overhead. 
Prebatien 'officers assigned te the intake unit generally handled the less 
serieus cases such as status 'offenders and reviewed the infermatien presented 
to determine what actien sheuld be taken. 

Detentien Cost - The cest of detaining a youth fer court precessing averaged 
approximately $93 per day in detention during calendar year 1975. There 
were two majer cest elements in the detentien unit. These were salaries ,Of the 
staff assigned. te operate the detentien unit and the facilities cest ,Of the unit 
itself. In additien, feed, ether support costs such as clerical suppert, Juvenile 
Ceurt and ceuntywide 'overhead cests were alse allecated te the detention 
unit. 

Hearings - The average cest per ceurt hearing was $524 in 1975. The 
estimated cests ·fer all ceurt hearings were accumulated in ,One hearing cest 
peol, altheugh there were several different types of hearings. The number of 
hearings was compuf:ed using official petitiens and motiens. The majer cests 
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included salaries fd;r the Superier Ceurt judge assigned te Juvenile Court, 
salar~es ,Of bailiffs,;, salaries of ceurt reperters, cests ,Of public defenders, 
salanes ,Of the Ju~:enile Ceurt hearings' investigatien unit, space cest, 
administratien relateid te each ,Of the abeve items, and general countywide 
'overhead. 

. Probation - The ~pst of probatien services was appreximately $776 per 
yeuth . en prebatieil. This is the average cost, for all youth placed en 
probatIon. The actual cest per case could vary substantially. Seme cases 
r.equire intensive prebatien officer attentien, while ethers may require very 
little prebatien 'officer supervisien ever a leng span ,Of time. Salaries ,Of 
prebatiep. 'officers was the primary cest, including an allecated pertien ,Of 
prebatien 'officer salaries fi"em the cellrt investigatien unit. Countywide and 
Juvenile Ceurt administrative.l sup pert cests were, alse included. 

. Social Service Agencies 

Th~ primarf secial services previded te status ,Offender juveniles during the 

prepregram period were receiving hC')me shelter care, DSHS fester care and child pretective 
services and ether greup hemes serv~ces. 

Receiving Home Care - Receiving home average cests ,Of $12.66 per resident 
day were incu.rred te provide short-term living quarters te youth whese 
family situations required temperary removal frem the home. Resident day 
cests include the average maintenance payment to the agency. 

DSHS Foster Care - DSHS (State ,Of Washingten Department ,Of Secial and 
Health Services) fester care included the two majer cest elements ,Of 
caseworket: and maintenance .payment costs. DSHS fester care caseworker 
cest~ :-vere;apprexima~ely $419 per placement case. This is the average cest of 
seZ'Vlcmg ~~i yeuth assIgned te a DSHS fester care casewerker. Casewerker 
cests were! primarily salaries, with departmentwide and statewide indirect 
cests applied. The secend majer element ,Of cest for DSHS fester care was the 
maintenance payment ameunt. This is the average ameunt paid by the DSHS 
to a fester parent fer each youth day in fester care. 

DSHS Child Protective Services - The average cest ,Of each case sup(;rvised by 
a child protective services' casewerker was an estimated $190. Th~ majer 
cests were the salary ,Of the child protective services~ casewerker, plus 
departmentwide and statewide indirect cests. 

Group Homes and Other Social Agencies - This category includes the 
maintenance payment, fer greup hemes, institutiens and ether foster care. 
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Included here were the average amounts paid by the Department of Social 
and Health Services to Catholic Family Services,:Lutheran Family Services, 
other social agencies, Circle Bar I,Boys' Ranch, Kettle Falls Boys' Ranch, 
Morning ,Star aoys' Ranch, Good Shepherd Home, Shamrock Acres, 
Awareness House, and other private group homes. The costs for a foster ,care 
caseworker were not applied to these cases and adjustment for reimbursement 
to the state made by the parents of the youth was not madei 

DSHS Department of Institutions 

The Department of Institutions performs diagnostic and custody services with 

Cascadia providing the diagnostic s~rvices for detention and incart.~eration facilities. Cascadia 

evaluations of all youth committed to institutions generally tak'\e one month. After the 

'one-month evaluation, the youth was either returned to Juvenile COl.\rt or sent to other state 

institutions for long-term commitment. Each youth day ill residence at'the Cascadia diagnostic 

facility costs an estimated $71. The ma;jor ,c.ost elements were staff salaries and facilities 

maintenance, utilities and depreciation, as well as departmentwide and staltewide indirect costs. 

The average cost for the final placement in long-term commitment was\ approximately $56. 

This was a composite for all the institutions used by the state and inc1ud,ed all disbursements 

for operating expenses adjusted for depreciation and indirect costs. 

DSHS Bureau of Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Uuvenile Parole) 

The estimated cost for juvenile parole is $1,253 per youth. The salaries for state 

parole officers were the major cost element. Office support, departmentwi4e and statewide 

indirect costs were allocated to salaries. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 
PERIOD ELEMENTS 

\ rhe typical youth career track elements for the program period are displayed on the 

facing page on Diagram VI and are described in this subsection. 

Status offenders were referred to the DSO program by police or other sources. In 

most cases the referrals were made directly to Youth Alternatives, the program screening unit: 

In other instances, status offenders were referred to the Juvenile Court and were subsequently 
" 

,II 
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referred. to Youth Alternatives if eligible for the DSO Program. Some status offenders referred 

to the Juvenile Court were not subsequendy referred to Youth Alternatives. These youth then 

remained in the custody of the court and were subject to the preprogram youth career track 

elements as displayed on Diagram V and described in the previous preprogram subsection. 

The major agencies providing direct services to status offenders for the program period 

included police, J'.lvenile Court, Youth Alternatives, Inc. and .other social service agencies. 

Juvenile Court 

Status offender referrals to Juvenile Court were either referred to Youth Alternatives 

or were processed under the juvenile justice elements of the preprogram period. No significant 

change occurred in the court'/) juvenile justice elements. Therefore,. the preprogram unit costs 

wer~ used to determine the estimated costs of the' status offenders who were not eligible for 

referral to the Youth Alternatives' DSO Program. Also, the elements are not described a 

second time in the program section. 

The Juvenile Court incurred a cost of nearly $18 for each youth referred through the 

court to Youth Alternatives, Inc. Salaries of admitting officers in the Juvenile Court intake 

unit was the major cost element. Their time for 'preparing the appropria~e paperwork, 

determining the facts of the case and calling Youth Alternatives, Inc. was estimated by 

Juvenile Court. In addition, the costs for support activities and ov:erhead were also included in 

the estimate. 

Youth Alternatives, Inc. 

Youth Alternatives; Inc., a private agency, was the DSO program admuiistrator and 

diversion agency (screening unit) providir,'g the primary senices of initial contact and 

intervention and follow-up intervention. 

. , ~, 

Initial Contact and Int!!rVention - Y~uth Alternatives incurred an average 
cost of approximately 1,$1 92 per youth served for initial contact and referral. 
This element included(levaluatiofi of the case, crisis intervention and diversion 
to a social service CLI~ency if necessary. The major cost elements included 
youth worker salaries for time involved in ascertaining the situation, crisis 
intervention and ~election of the proper referral. Also -included was the 
administrative costs of Youth Alternatives, such as utilities: rent, overhead 
and support se1'Vlces. 

{,I 
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Follow-up Inte"ention Youth Alternatives incurred all average cost of 
approxima1;~ly $137 for each case that needed an additionai follow-up 
contact (outreach ~nteIVention) with the youth or family. These costs were 
similar to the cost of the initial contact; however, less youth worker time was 
involved to complete the follow-up contact, resulting in a lower cost per 
youth. The shorter time generally resulted from the fact that initial case 
workup had already been .prepared. 

Social Service Agencies 

The primary social services provided to status offenders were expanded in the program 

period to include emergency bed services, group homes services, DSHS foster care services and 
., 

child protective services, multiple service center services and counseling services. 

Emergency Bed Services - The cost for emergency bed services of $1.2.66 per 
day was computed from the maintenance payments amount paid by the State 
of Washington. Two primary organizations were used as emergency bed 
services (shelter home care). These were Leadership House' and Booth Care 
Center Emergency Bed Program. 

Group Homes - .The cost of services in group homes generally included the 
full cost of the home in accordance with objectives of this study. The cost per 
day was determined by dividing the total costs by the total number of 
resident days of care provided during the period. The cost per day varied by 
type of group home because the program varied. Cost data was obtained for 
Good Shepherd Home~Shamrock Acres, St. Joseph's Children's Iiome,~9t!t 
Care Center (regular program), Regina Hall and Galland Hall. . 

DSHS Foster Care - Two cost elements were included in this item, including 
the foster care maintenance payment of DSHS and the cost of DSHS foster 
cue caseworkers. Direct caseworker average c.asts of $619 per youth .iricluded 
salaries, as well as PSHS departmentwide and statewide indirect cost 
allocations. The resultant ftgure is the a.verage cost per case handled by a 
DSHS caseworker. The foster care maintenance payment of $4.33 was the 
average maintenance payment paid -by the State of Washington for foster 
family care services, computed as a cost per day of service. 

DSHS Child Protective Services -- The estim'ated average cost for youth 
referred to DSHS Child Protective Services was $179 per youth. This was 
determined by dividing the total child protective services caseworker cost, 
department overhead and state overhead by the number of youth served. 
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Multiple Service Centers - Counseling costs per visit hour account for the 
majC?,f costs in this category. These costs were determined primarily from 
records at Youth Alternatives, Inc. or from the agencies themselve.s.'Program 
costs were determined by dividing the total disbursements from Y ot."tth 
Alternatives by thetqtal number of youth referred from Youth.Altenlativ~s. 

Counseling Services -:- Counseling services wex::<;omputed on the basis of cost 
per youth or cost per visit hour depending on available information. Family 
Counseling Se~rice's cos~ of $14.12 per r>.Sit hour and Youth Help 
Association's cost of $25.72 per visit hour include salaries and indirect costs. 
Youth Resource Center's $24.97:'cost per y~uth 'includes all agency costs 
divided by the number of youth served. DSHS Delinquency PreventiQn 
CenterYs $546 cost per youth includes total program costs and'· 
departmentwide and statewide indirect costs divid~d by the number of youth 
served. 

1'./ 

PREPROGRAM VERSUS PROGRAM 
PERIOD ELEMENT COMPARISONS 

, .. ' ,. .', j\ '. 
The activities of the Juvenile Court during the preprogram period can bf: contrasted 

with the activities of Youth Alternatives during the program p~iriod. The major difference was 

an intensified diversion program rather than a deinstitutionaliz~';hon program because, prior to 

Youth Alternatives, Juvenile Court did not generally institutiorl.aJ.ize a large n:umber of youth 

(a1)proximatety ten during the preprogram year). F~r example, the preproq.-am Juvenile Court 

philosophy was one of diverting the youth from institutions to foster care and other group 

home agencies where possible. 

Youth Alternatives did not have an intake function. Once Youth Alternatives' 

personnel were called to handle a case, they would arrive on the Slcene and handle the case 

from an interve~tion standpoint, whereas Juvenile Court investigations were concerned with 

obtaining the facts fer heanngs. Youth Alternatives dld not perfornl the hearings investigation 
n 

function. 

.' 

, Services provi(ied by other agencies increased trom the preprogram period t9 the 

program period. The major category of increase w~ ~ultiple se~~cec~nters and ~o~seling. 
() " \-. .,' 

rhe type '} of services provided in group care did 130t change dr~natically. By reviewing th~ 

Dumber of semce agenci~s pr~viding multiple services and cou~e1ihg iIl the program period, it 

" (is C~vid(;m~ '<1. major change occurr~,~ in the services provided. 'In tHe preprogram period, some 

c,p~r::seling services were pr~vided by pr':Jb.ltion officers, but :these costs could ... not be 
c· 
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separately identified. There was an apparent thrust toward community services during the 

program period. PMM&Co. estimated community social and counseling agencies incurred cost 

of more than $40,000 during the prpgram period that was not evident during the preprogram 
,. 

period. \ 
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POLICE OR SHERIFF: 
Referral 

'JUVENILE COURT: 
Int~ke Unit 
Detention 
Hearings 
Probation 

Subtotal 

Description 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES: 
Receiving Home Shelter Care: 

Booth Care Center 
Individual Foster Care: 

DSHS - Placement Cost 
DSHS - Maintenance Payment 

SPOKANE COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
PREPROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH TRACKING COSTS 

Fiscal Year Ended December 31,1975 

Unit of service 

Referral 
" ~~; 

Referral 
Detention Day 
Hearing 
Referral 

Resident Day 

'Referral 
Resident Day 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 
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Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

N/A 

55.17 
93.23 

523.67 
776.84 

12.66 

419.44 
4.49 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

N/A 

745 
1,350 

115 
12 

814 

20 
N/A 

$ 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

N/A 

41,102 
125,861 

60,222 
9,322 

236,507 

10,305 

8,389 
N/A 

8,389 
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Descriptio!! 

Group Homes: 

Catholic Family Services 
Lutheran Family Services 
Other Social Agencies 

Circle Bar J Boys Ranch 
Kettle Falls Boys Ranch 
Morning Star Boys Ranch 
Good Shepherd Home 
Shamrock Acres Boys Ranch 
Awareness House 
Other Private Group Houses 

Subtotal 

Child Protective Services: 
DSHS - Protective Services 

INSTITUTIONS: 
Cascadia: 

Detention Diagnostic 
Incarceration Diagnostic 

Incarceration 

Subtotal 

JUVENILE REHABILITATION: 
Parole 

Total preprogram estimated costs 

Based upon unaudited data available at the tim(! of the study. 
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Unit of service 

Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident. Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 

Referral 

Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day . 

Youth 

, . 

S 

Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

5.44 
5.44 

N/A 
16.60 
16.60 
10.67 
15.01 
14.58 

9.51 
13.83 

189.93 

70.60 
70.60 
57.34 

1,253.00 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

182 
183 

N/A 
365 
730 

2,190 
IjIJ80 

548 
N/A 

2,555 

N/A 

122 
304 

2,736 
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Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

S 990 
996 

N/A 
6,059 

12,118 
23,367 
23,716 
7,990 
N/A 

35,336 

110,572 

N/A 

R,613 
21,462 

156,882 

186,957 

12,530 

S 565,260 
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Description 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES: 
Emergency Bed Service 
Shelter Care: 

Lea~'frship House 
Booth Care Center 

Group Home: 
Good Shepherd 
Shamrock Acres 
St. Joseph Children's Home 
Booth Care Center . 
Regina Hall 
Galland H~ll 

Subtotal 

Individual Foster Care: 
DSHS - Placement Cost 
DSHS - Maintenance Payment 

Subtotal 

Multiple Service Center&: 
Catholic Family Service 
Children's Hom~ Society 
Community M~htal Health Center 

Based upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 
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Unit of service 

Resident Day 
Resident Day 

Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day' 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 
Resident Day 

Referral 
Resident Day 

Visit Hour 
Visit HQur 
Visit Hour 

'. 

Estimated 
cost 

f.er unit 

$ 12.66 
12.66 

31.93 
14.77 
14.41 
46.16 
28.94 
63,06 

619.50 
4.33 

16.13 
39.71 
42.27 

!i 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

65,· 
186 

1,580 
23 

365 
331 

2,189 
1,278 

28 
N/A 

64 
21 

N/A 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

$ 823 

~355 

3,178 

50,449 
340 

5,260 
15,279 
63,350 

_80,591 

215,269 

17,346 
N/A 

17,346 --
1,032 

834 
N/A 
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Description 

Lutheran Family and child Services 
YMCA Youth Development 

Subtotal 

Child Protective Services: 
DSHS - Protective Services 

Counseling: 
Family Counseling Service 
Youth Resource Center 
Youth Help Association 
DSHS - Delinquency Prevention 

Subtotal 

Total program estimated costs 

Based,upon unaudited data available at the time of the study. 
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Unit of service 

Visit Hour 
Referral 

Referral 

Visit Hour 
Referral 
Visit Hour 
Referral 

/ 

.
" 

Estimated 
Estimated Estimated cost for 

I " cost number status 
per unit of units offenders r 

~ 

$ 22.65 12 S 272 I 1 , 
310.87 7 2,176 l. 

4,314 

179.00 30 5,370 

14.13 N/A N/A 
24.97 72 1,798 
25.72 790 20,319 

546.00 20 10,920 

33,037 

S 5481624 
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Description 

POLlCE OR SHERIFF: 
Referral 

JUVENILE COURT: 
Referral to Youth Alternatives 
Intake Unit 
Detention 
Hearings 
Probation 

Subtotal 

YOUTH ALTERNATIVES, INC.: 
Initial Contact arid Intervention 
Follow-up Intervention 

Subtotal 

SPOKANE COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
PROGRAM PERIOD 

YOUTH TRACKING COSTS 

Fiscal Year Ended June 30,1977 

Unit of service 

Referral 

Referral 
Referral 
Detention Day 
Hearing 
Referral 

Referral 
Referral 

Based upon unaudited data available at tbe time of the study. 
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Estimated 
cost 

per unit 

S 

N/A, 

17.59, 
55.17 
93.23 

52.3.67 
776.84 

192.80 
137.25 

"II 

Estimated 
number 
of units 

N/A 

243 
343 
730 

38 
N/A 

665 
224 

". () 

Estimated 
cost for 
status 

offenders 

S 

N/A 

.4,274 
18,923 
68,058 
19,899 
N/A 

111,154 

128,212 
30,744 

158,956 
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V -COST ANALYSIS TASKS 

The determination of the current financial impact on a governmental jurisdiction from 

policy changes can be assessed by comparative cost analyses such as these. In the event that 

others may desire to perform a similar study, we have generally outlined the tasks and records 

used to complete this study. In addition, observations are includedi,n the outline which 

address potential pitfalls that should be avoided. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOP~ AND APPROACH 

Prior to commencing the project defmition phase, the purpose of the study should be 

clear. For example, the purpose of the study could be to accumulate and present data, arrive at 

specific conclusions, make specific recommendations, and the like. Then, prior to conducting 

any analysis, the project objectives should be carefully defined, project scope should be 

established, and the appropriate approach should be selected from feasi~le alternatives. The 

defmition of these project elements generally will require some preliminary research. The 

importance of these preliminary step,~should not be underestimated. 

. . 
Objectives - The general purpose of the study will determine what specific 
objectives will be accomplished to complete the study. 

Scope - The scope of the study defines that which will be included in the 
study and in some cases that which will not. 

Approach - The approach of the project 'will be translated into a detailed 
work plan delineating specific tasks and subtasks to be completed (,11 order to 
reach the objectives of the study. 

COMPARATIVE COST ANALYSIS TASKS 

The understanding of this task outline will be enhanced by referring to the cover letter 

of this report for general background and perspective. The generalized tasks accomplished ~p 

complete this study are as follows: 'v 

Defme the program target population which was affected by the policy 
change~' In this case, status offenders were affected by the DSO Program, a 
change in juvenile jU,stice policy. " 
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Identify the primary service elements involved in the change of policy. In this 
case, specific juvenile justice and social service eleme~lts were involved in the 
c;:hange of policy. 

Determine the agencies which operated the identified service elements that 
provided services to the target population. For example, the State of 
Delaware Department of Corrections provided the service element of 
detention to status offenders. 

Acquire and review general background literature regarding the direct service 
eleme\1t agencies for general understanding. 

Examine the organizational structure of the agencies to determine the 
organizational group which most closely corresponds to the service element 
and determine the position classifications which correspond to the 
organizational group. These groups may be departments, divisions, sections, 
or supervisor units. For example, the State of Delaware Department of 
Corrections, Division of Juvenile Corrections, Bridge House facility provided 
detentipn services. In other cases, facilities provided several service elements 
and i~dividuai supervisors and their staff were service elements. 

Determine the indirect service and administrative agencies which support the 
direct service element agencies alid identify those costs if the cost study 
addresses full costs. In some cases indirect cost allocation plans are prepared 
by the jurisdiction's administration. 

Examine organizational financial reports and organizational work load reports 
for their relation to the identified service elements. Departmental-level 
reports should be examined as well as detailed reports to ensure that the 
perspective of the service element is maintained. 

Accumulate and organize specific fmancial and statistical records pertinent to 
the agencies and service elements. Specific types of records which were 
particularly useful include: 

Departmental expenditure summaries (program expenditure summaries 
<.U'e particularly useful when available; however, most agencies have only 
line-item: summaries). 

Departmental annual reports (in addition to financial data, annual. reports 
can provide narrative descriptions to assist in analysis, work load statistics 
and organizational information, and the like). 

Salary ordinances and position classification schedules' as the basis of 
personnel costs. 
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Department summary statistical reports indicating work load by service 
type. A service type may correspond to a service element. In some cases, 
supervisor-level reports are available for expanded detail. The use of 
statistical data should be subject to scrutiny, analysis and caution to 
ensure that the meaning of the data is fully understood "S well as the 
reliability. St~tistkal data confidence . levels are generally lower than 
financial data because different levels ,of internal control are applied to 
the systems which accumulate and report these data. 

Department'S budgets. 

Define cost pools corresponding to service elements and apply the 
appropriate costs to the p901s. Where possible, defme cost pools which 
correspond to work load reports for unit costing or cost proportioning. 

Cost pools constructed from position classifications are readily costed 
using the salaries for classification types from the salary ordinance and 
position classification records. 

. ....:; Other materials and supplies costs can then be allocated to the cost pools 
using the number of persons in the pool. 

General and administrative cost pools similarly constructed, or available 
by indirect cost plan or rate, are allocated to the element cost pools using 
an appropriate base st.ch as personnel head count. 

Apply statistical data to cost pools for unit costing or cost proportioning. 

Analyze and interpret cost data changes and relationships. 

/ The effective use of this outline assumes some general knowledge of cost accounting 
on ~he part of the reader, and we hope that these points will prove to be a useful guide in the 
cortlpletion of similar studies. 
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CHAPTER XXII 

PROGRESS Tm~ARD DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION: 
the impact of alternative programs on 
the incarceration of status offenders 

il 
Frank Ro Hell urn 
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PREFACE 

This research originated as part of the national evaluation of Deinstitu

tionalization of Status Offender (DSO) Programs conducted by the Social 

Science Research Institute, University of Southern California. The need for 

a special study on the detention and institutional commitment of status 

offenders was not apparen-ti: until the final months of the evaluation data 

collection period. The information required for this task was gathered during 

the first half of 1978, the final yea}' of funding for preparation of the 

national evaluation report. Research priorities in the last months of the 

project delayed the actual writing and preparation of this report until after 

the termination of the national evaluation. Material support in completing 

this study has been provided by Research Center West, National Council on 

Crime and Delinquency. 

Special acknowledgements are extended to Ms. Bonnie Lewin, former Project 

Monitor, and Dr. James C. Howell, Director, National Institute for Juven'i1e 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, at whose urging this special study was 

conducted; to the natic:\na1 DSO evaluation staff headed by Dr. Malcolm Klein 

and Dr. Solomon Kobrin; to. the participating local evaluations directed by 

Drs. Charles Logan~ Dean Rojeck, Ann Schneider, and Irving Spergel; to 

Marcia Empey,Dr. James Gal vin and Dr. Barry Krisberg of Research Center l4est; 

and to individuals in a number of organizations who contributed data for this 

study. 
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION 

Thi s report exami nes the progriess of ei ght major federa lly funded 

Deinstitutional ization of Status ,Offender (DSO) Programs iii achieving the 

goal of deinstitutionalization as defined in Section 223{a)(12) of the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974. At the 

inception of these programs in 1976, this JJDP section requirel1 that 

eligibility for formula grants to participating States must be conditioned 

on the acceptance of a plan that would commit a State to II, •• provide 

witnin two years after submission of the plan that juveniles who are 

charged with or who have conmitted offenses that would not be cr'iminal if 

committed by an adult, shall not be placed in juvenile detention or c~r

rec.tional facilities .. \0" During June of 1976, the Administrator of the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), in concurrence with 

Senator Birch Bayh, Chairnlan of the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate 

Juvenile Delinquency, established a SUbstantial compliance standard allowing 

acceptance of a 75% reduction in detention and correctional placements for 

States which were unable to achieve full compliance within the initial two 
, . 

year period. Although the terms of Section 223(a)(12) have been recently 

expanded by the 1977 amendments to the JJDP Act, this report is limited to 

a concern with deinstitutionalization as defined in the original legislation. 

Among the possible methods of assessing social programs, an obvious 

pragmatic appeal can be found in the straightforward inquiry that examines 

the impact of public funds in achieving a defined objective. The necessary 

information for this type of assessment is presented in the following 

tables. Table 1-1 provides an initial view of the extent to which the 
\'i 

1D04 

I ' , 

, 



, . 

" 

I 
J 
1 
1 q 
'! 
g 
1 
~ 1 

:1 
(I 
,~ 

':1 
! 

I 
,j 
:! 
i.J 

H 
Ii 
~ 
l 

I 
I 

1 
i 
i 
,j 

~ 
l r 
J 

~ 
tl 

n I, 
;~ 

'Ii 
~ I 
fi 
" 0 
,I 

J 
f-I o o 
U1 

--------------------------------------'-------

TABLE I-I: SUMMARY OF DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONAL COMfUTMENTS CO~1PARING PRE-PROGRAr·, AND PROGRAM 
PERIODS OF EQW\L DURATION FOR ALL EVALUATED DSO PROGRA~1S 

. . '\. 

Program Site 

PIMA COUNTY 

ALAMEM COUNTY 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

CLARK COUNTY 

SPOKANE COUNTY 

Totals: 

Percent of 
* Months Program 
Compared Period 

(N) 

15 

6 

12 

83% 

33% 

92% 

12 67% 

12 67% 

*** 4.8 20% 

12 67% 

18 86% 

91.8 62% 

Institutions Detention 
Pre- Pre-

Program Program Change Program Program Change Total Change 

(N) 

o 
(N) 

8 

(N) 

+ 8 

missing information 

126 

51 

73 

9 

- 53 

- 42 

statutory prohibition 

missing information 

8 

21 

206 

2 

7 

99 

- 6 

- 14 

-107 

(N) 

690 

(N)' ·{N) (N) (%) 

?J17 - 373 - 365 - 53% 

1100 ** 834 - 266 - 266 - 24% 

442 

647 

1783 

182 

666 

621 

6131 

540 + 98 + 45 + 8% 

702 + 55 + 13 + 2% 

824 - 959 - 959 - 54% 

214 + 32 + 32 + 18% 

440 - 226 - 232 - 34% 

330 - 291 - 305 ~ 48% 

4201 -1930 -2037 - 32% 

* The number of months used for comparison was determined by the availability of information during the program 
period. For example. Pima County data were for 15 months of the program (July. 1976 through September. 1977) 
and were used in a comparison with a 15 months per-program period (April. 1975 through June. 1976). 

** Figures for Alameda County are estimates representing 50% of the 1975 pre-program detentions and 50% of the 
1976 program period detentions. After six months of program operation in the latter half of 1976. the 
detention of status offenders was prohibited by state statute in Alameda County. 

*** Comparable detent1~n figures were available for only two of the five evaluated counties in South Carolina, 
and were limited to the first year of program operation. While 12 month comparisons were made in these two 
counties. the available data represents only two-fifths of the counties for one-half of the two years pro
program period (i.e •• 40% of 12 months): 
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DSO programs achieved deinstitutionalization by means of blocking or'pre

venting the secure placement of status offenders. Essentially, this table 

offers a comparison between the numbers of detained and institutionalized 

status offenders in the program period with the figures available during a 

pre-program period of equal duration. Examination of the column totals 

reveals the aggregate level of achievement for all DSO programs. The first 

column indicates that comparative data wer~ available covering 62% of the 

period in which DSO programs were fully operational prior to the termination 

of evaluation efforts on January 1, 1978. This figure is weighted toward 

the earliest months of operation and translates into an average for the 

DSO programs of 11.5 mon"ths activity out of a total of 18.5 operational 

months. The combined accomplishment of all programs in reducing the number 

of detained and institutionalized status offenders is shown in the final 
('\ 

columns of Table 1-1. In the pre-program perlod 6,337 status offenders 

were placed in secure facilities - 6,131 in detention and 206 committed 

to institutions. During a period of equal length in which the DSO programs 

were operational there were a total of 4,300 secure placements - 4,201 

detained and 99 institutionalized. The net'aecrease of 2,037 secure place

ments during the program period amounts to a 32% reduction from the numbe~ii 

of such placements occurring in the pre-program period. In summary, the 

overall DSO effort can be seen as having achieved a 32% level of deins~1.:i

tutionalizati~n of sta~us offenders during an average of 11.5 months,.,Of 

program activity. If this rate of reduction was maintained for a t':~o 
" 

, , ' 

year period, the programs would have attained about a 6.7% reducti(1n, or (, 

slightly less than the 75% substantial compliance stanB'ard set l.,;' LEAA. 
jl " 

!/ 

The results from an alternative method of assessing trl~:·.~fupact of ,<, .>"---

II 
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TABLE 1-2: PREDICTED AND ACTUAL DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS DURING THE 
PROGRAM PERIODS IN ALL. EV/l.LUATED DSO PROGRP~ SITES 

.1\ 
* With two exceptions the predicted program figures were obtained 

by continuing the pre-program detention trend throughout the prQgram 
period. For Al ameda. County the predicted figure represents the annual 
change betweo1 1974,..75 applied to one-half the 1975 figure (as an est
imate for the six months of program operation in 1976 prior to an ef
fective change in legislation preventing detention of status offenders). 
The predicted figure for South Carolina represents actual detentions in 
1975. Both exceptions were due to the unavailablfty of monthly detention 
figures during the pre-program period. 
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the programs on the detention of status offenders can be seen in Table 1-2. 

In contrast to the previous table whic" showed the absolute change in deten

tions, these results take into account.the trend in detention at each site 

before the program and allow a-measure of cliange relative to the pre-program 

experience. If the assumption is made that past performance provides an 

accurate estimate of futl.lre attainment, then the predicted figures in Table 

I -2 represent estim::.tes of what woul d have occurred in the absence of the 

DSO programs. The difference between predicted and actual cfetenti?ns is a 
, 

measure that attempts to separate the effect of the programs from"other 

factors influencing the detention of status offenders. This analysis offers 

a somewhat altered view of the impact of specific programs. In Pima County, 
it 

for instance, there was an existing trend toward reduced detention before 

the DSO program that would have yield an expected figure of 445 deta,~ned 
status offenders during the first 15 months of the program period. l~hen the 

317 actual detentions are compared to expected detentions (instead of the 
\,' .. 

pre··program total of 690 - see Table I-'i) the percentage change drops from 

a 53% to a 29% reduction. In other words, almost half of the change in 

detention for Pima County could be the result of policies that were already 

in effect pefore the start of the DSO program. In Connecticut there was also 
C< "'~--:--":',,:; 

'. 

a' declining trend before the program that would have yielded an expected 

, figure representing a 19% reductj·on from the pre-program level. In two of 

the three districts ifi tonnec~icut there was a reversal of th. previously 

established trend which amounted to a 37% increase in sta~ewide detention 

during the program period. In comparison to Table 1-1 the analysis of rela

tive change effects the magnitude but not the direction of program impact at 
-,') 

specific sites. The overall reduction in detention shown in Table 1-1 amounts 
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TABLE 1-3: Sur'1t·1ARY 9F EXPENDITURES FOR DSO PROGRAMS AND EVALUATIONS 

National 
Evaluation 

Sites 

PIMA COUNTY 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

WASHINGTON 

NATL. EVALUATION 

Program Funds Evaluation Funds 
~ a!!!!..Y!lt !!!!! a!!!!..Y!lt 

12/31/75 $1.403.532 
12/31/75 76.558 
FY 1978 247,500 

1.727.590 

4/ 9/76 
3/ 3/78 
9/ 1/79 

12/18/75 1.500.000 2/17/76 
FY 1978 . 471,796 

11/12/15 

12/ 3/75 

··11/12/75 

11/ 4/75 

1,971.796 

1.405,641 

1,405,641 

12/31/75 
12/31/75 

987,083 12/31/75 
12/31/75 
1/17/78 
4/ 9/79 

9137,083 

1,493,300 12/31/75 
12/31/75 
12/31/77 
8/16/78 

1,494 .• 300 

1,500,000 12/31/75 
12/31/75 

1,500.000 
,~ 

12/29/75 ** 104,799 
11/30/75 ** 55,055 
12/29/75 _.::;303.169 

3/ 1/76 
6/ 1/77 
5/28/78 

463,023 

FY 1975 
12/31/75 
12/31/75 
8/15/77 
7/ 5178 

$ 265,000 
49.558 
28.208 

342.696 

225.000 

225.000 

209.521 
22117 

211,638 

103,427 
68.783 
52.759 
31.167 

256,136 

f74.380 
51,617 

120,549 
68.845 

415.391 

222,745 
22225 

224,970 

80,000 
60,636 
28.383 

169.019 

57,455 
440,825 

4.460 
460,000 

--1Q.O -1304 
1,063,044 

Category 
Total 

$2,070,286 

2.196,796 

1,617,279 

1.243,219 

1,908,691 

1.724.970 

632,042 

1,063.044 

Evaluated Sites Total: 

* Clark County program 
** Spokane County program 

$9,548.433 $2,907.891 $12,456,327 

/ 
! 

• - .• I 

.~.------------.. ~'.--~----------~----------~~----~--~--~~--~~~,~.~~--~~~~-~~ 

1009 

i 
I' \ 
i . 
I,.·.' 
I' 
I. p. .. 
r 
I 
I . 

i 



.~. 

'~ j 

I , 
J 

I 
i 

j 
;': 
,1 
I 

"~,' f . , 

-7-

TABLE 1-3 (CaNT.): SUMt~RY OF EXPENDITURES FOR OSO PROG~~S AND EVALUATIONS 

Other Program Funds Program 
Sites date a~t 

ARKANSAS FY 1976 $ 552.985 
FY 1978 351.396 

904.381 

ELDORADO COUNTY FY 1976 49.166 
FY 1978 46.166 

95.332 

NEWARK. OHIO FY 1976 114.000 
114.000 

NATL. ASSEMBLY FY 1976 1.431.481 
FY 1978 948.581 

2.380.062 

Other Program Total: $ 3.493.775 

DSO Total: $13.042,208 

Evaluation Funds 

date a!!!.Y!!.t 

FY 1976 $ 169.221 
unspent - 89.778 

FY 1978 110.373 

Category 
Total 

189.816 $1.094.197 

FY 1977 29.125 
F 

i~9.125 124.457 

114.000 

2.380.062 

$ 218.941 3.712.7f6 
:,i 

$3i~ 126 .835 $16.169.043 

Combined Program/Evaluation Costs of DSO Programming Prior to January 1. 1978: 

Program Awards: 

(less FY 1978) 

Evaluation Awards: 

Total: 

Pel" Capita Deinstitutionalization Costs: 

$ 9.548.433 
f' 

719.296 
8.829.137 
2.907.891 

$ 1h737.028 

(based estimated expendiel:lres for 62% of the program period and a net 
reduction of 2037 detained and institutionalized status offenders -
see Table 1-1) 

Program Costs: $ 8.829.137(.62) / 2037 = $2.687 per capita 

Evaluation Costs: $ 2.907.891(.62) / 2037 z $ 885 per capita. 

_ .. ~,""""l"-,-"'-""-"""""-'~""--~·.--·--~""ftt~.,,,,,,"'r.""""~_~~·"'''''~ 
" - ,.. \. 
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to a 31% decrease, from 6,131 to 4,201, and is comparable to the relative 

reduction of 33% shown in Table 1-2 where a slightly longer period of program 

operation is represented in the data. 
"~\ 

The remaining information required in aSS~Ssing the impact of OSO funding 
1\ 

on deinstitutiona1izatiQn is contained in Tabt~ 1-3 which shows the full 

federal expenditure for programs and evaluation. Of the $16,169,043 in total 

OSO costs, various amounts must be deducted in arriving at a figure apportioned 
-* to the deinstitutionalization progress documented in Table 1-1. First, program 

and evaluation funds in the amount of $3,712,716 were for activities beyond 
., 

the scope of the national evaluation. This includes prograrrming conducted by 

the.priv~te, non-profit affiliates of the National Assembly, and DSO sites 

excluded from the national effaluation - Arkansas, Eldo.rado County, Cal'ifornia, 

and Newark, Ohio. In FY 1978 there were a.wards of $719,296 to Pima County, 

.Arizona and Alameda County, California for progranrning conducted after the 

c •• evaluation period. The remaining $11 ,737,028 represents program and evalu-

ation efforts directly related to the national and local evaluation of 

activities occuring before January 1, 1978. In allocating these costs, one 

last ·refinement is required. The data in Table 1-1 were obtained for only 

62% of the operational program period and the level of expendi ture must be " 

reduced by the same percentage to insure anequi'valence between the two data 

sets. The final figures in Table 1-3 have been adjusted to reflect this 

2t:rf~oportionate reduction in funding. 

If the level of federal expenditure for 050 was assessed solely in terms 

* . Tbe comparison is being made to the summary information in Table 1-1 for two 
reasons. First" unlike Table 1-2 the earlier table includes both detention 
and insitutional\'Qata. Second, the measure of absolute change without re
gard to previous trends is more consistent with the objectives of Section 223 
(a)(12) of the 1974 JJDP Act. 

1011 
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of having reduced the secure placement of status offenders, the findings in 

Tables 1-1 and 1-3 could be summarized in the following manner: the per 

capita cost in deinstitutiona1izing status offenders amounted to an estimated 

$3,542 - of this figure $2,647 was expended in program funds with an added 

$885 per child for the research th.at documented this outcome. In weighing 

these results, the pragmatic analyst might also wish to emphasize that in 

a separately conducted cost study of three DSO sites the average per unit 

cost of secure placement was approximately $98. In other words, the cost 

of deinstitutionalizing a single status offender was 36 times greater than 

the alternative of allowing secure placement. However, having explored •. ~ 

'bang-for-the-bucks' view of deinstitutionalization, an important question 

remains co~cerning the appropriateness of this method for assessing the DSO 

effort. There are at 1 east three major reasons for reject'jng thi s type of 

analysis when applied to federal initiatives similar to the Deinstitutiona1iz

at i o'n of Status .offender Programs. 

First, most of the resources available to DSO programs were used in 

creating alternatives to secure,~placement for status offenders and cannot 

be directly apportioned to activities aimed at reducing or preventing 

detention or correctional pl acement.. At each si te the deci sion to incarcerate 

. t With few remained a prerogative of law enforcement and the juvenile cour . 

exceptions the programs relied upon informal agreements and a general 
.:. 

willingness to divert status offenders. Efforts to secure the cooperation 

of officials in the actual deinstitution~lization ,,'rocess were largely an 

administrative function and consumed relatively little of the overall DSO, 

programming costs. 

Secondly, a per capita cost assessment of the aggregate program impact 
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obscures the differences both within and between program sites in reducing the 

rates of detention and correctional placement. These differences are especially 

apparent in Table 1-2 which shows a 57% reduction in detention for Illinois and 

a 37% increase for Connecticut. Within each of these states there are even 

more extreme differences among the separate program jurisdictions. 

Thirdly, the DSO programs did not represent a uniform appl"oach to the 

achievement of a Single objective. They were initially funded as locally 
. 

proposed models representing a range of alternative, non-traditional responses 

to status offenders. The extensive research and evaluation efforts directed 

at these programs were intended to document the success or failure of varying 

strategies and to suggest which program elements might serve as models for 

future efforts in responding to status violations. The purpose of the DSO 

effort, both programming and evalution, was to produce a knowledge base 

to be used in implementing the de'irnstitutionalization mandate of the JJDP Act. 

Viewed from this. perspective it would be totally inappropriate to judge the 

value of the DSO effort in terms of cost effectiveness in reducing the number 

of detained and institutionalized status offenders. 

The remaining sections of this report are concerned with the knowledge 

that can be gained from the DSO experience. The primary focus is not on the 

amount of progess achieved in deinstitutionalization, but on how these programs 

progressed in attempting to influence a redllction in detention and correctional 
\\ 

placement for status violations. Secti,on 2 contains a general discussion of 

data collection issues. Section 3 'IS the main body of the report and contains 

sections on each of the program sites. These sections begin with a brief 

description of the program structure and, depending on the availability of 

data, go on to explore the following fSsues perta.ining to deinstitutionaliz-
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1. Number of detained status offenders. 

2. Institutional commitments. 

3. Detention of non-resident status offenders. 

4. Length of detention. 

5. Gender differences 

6. Ethnic/Racial differences 

7. Net-widening. 

8. Rel abeling. 

While most of the above are familiar measures of impact, the latter two may 

require some explanation. 

N~(t-widening and relabeling are two possible unintended consequences of 

programs such as the DSO effort (Klein, 1979:181-186). The net-widening effect 

refers to the possiblity that creation of a program may have focused attention 

on status offense behavi or and c:'aused a greater number of cases to be brought 

within the system than might have occurred otherwise. In other words, a wider 

:net may have been cast over the youth population and involved within the 

system those who previously were not at risk of juvenile cou.rt processing. 

The relabeli~g effect can usually be,seen as an attempt to retain control of 

a youth by charging as delinquents those who would previou'sly have been handled 

as status offerlders. Other forms of relabeli.ng are also possible. While 

------.--------...--------------- - "'. 
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FIGURE 1-1: CHANGES IN THE RECORDED NUMBER OF DELINQUENCY AND STATUS 
VIOLATIONS AS INDICATORS OF NET-WIDENING OR RELABELING. 

DELINQUENCY 
VIOLATIONS 

Decreased or 
no Change 

Increased 

STATUS VIOLATIONS 

Decreased or 
no Change 

neither 

relabeling 

. 
Increased 

net-widening 

both 

a program to have influenced the number of recorded delinquency and status 

violations. When the only change associated with the establishment of a 

program was an increase in status violations, a tentative conclusion would 

be that net-widening had occurred. A decrease in reported status violations 

combined with an increase in delinquency would suggest the presence of re

labeling. A decrease or no change in both types of violations points to the 

presence of neither effect. And an increase in delinquency and status 

violations raises the possibility that both net-widening and relabeling occur

red as consequences of the program. These aggregate changes. in reported 

violations could also result from actual change in the incidence of juvenile 
I 

law violation and should not be taken as conclusive evidence of a program r 

impact. However, the available information was included in this report 

there are alternative methods of testing for these effects, the data in this " ". because both net-wi.dening and relableling are related to deinstitutionalization. 

Increased involvement. in the juvenUe justice system, or net-widening, is 

clearly in opposition to the intended purpose of deinstitutionalization. 

Relabeling represents an alternative explanation for apparent reductions in 

report were limited to aggregate figures on the number and type of offenses 

processed through the juvenile justice system. With this lev!:!l of information 

the same data can serve as indicators for the presence of either consequence. 

As illustrated. in Figure 1-1, there are four major possibilities for 
:, .\ ,. 
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o 

the institutional treatment of status offenders. When decreases are a result 
';7"~' .:: 

of merely relabelil1g from status to delinquency categories, defhstitutional-

ization has not occurred. 

The final part of Section 3 will offer a summary of findings on program 
~ Ii 

impact in reducing the leveh-~Iof detention and correctional placement for 

status violations. 

u 
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SECTION II: DATA COLLECTION 

The attempt to document./program accomplishments in deinstitutionalizing 

status offenders involved two separate data collection efforts. As originally 

designed~ the evaluation of DSO programs did not include a study of deinstitu

tionalizati'on. Rather, it was agreed that this information would be forthcoming 

from monftori'ng reports required of the participating jurisdictions. Although 

the submi.'ssi"on of these reports' was a seemingly automatic feature of the terms. 

under wh.ich program funds' were allocated, it became apparent during the second 

year of evaluatton that,the anttci'pated level of i'nformat+on would be unava5lable. 

Thi.s development neces s ita ted a revi' ston in plans fo r the nat tona 1 eva 1 ua t ton 

involvt,ng an i,'ndependent effort to obtahl data at th,e lo~al level. 
'I 

Tlt;:s secti.'on wi.ll revtew' the p~Ogress· or both data d~l1 ectton efforts, and 

wtll s'pectftcally' focus' on the followi.'ng; 0 I the di'fftculti'es and short-· 
/" 

CO.rnl:D~~ of th.e ori'9tnal feclerally mandated data col~ecti"on procedures; and (21 

the level of success in obtaini,'ng i'nformation unde'r the, revtsed procedures. 

These efforts offer va,luaJ11ei,'n.S,tghts tnto the' major problems, of data access 

ttl.at ~JtQuld be cQnsi'dered tn any· future effor.tl;)f a stmi'lar nature.. The purpose 

Qf tnts di,'s'cus'stQn 1'5: to poi.'nt out th,e va rtQus··l ~sson's;- that ha ve been 1 ea rned 
\'< 

~tn attempti:n~ to as'sess dei'nsti'tuti'ona 1 i'zation, and to famtli artze the reader 
"\ 

wttb. th,e qual ttY. of th,e data. c(;mtai,'ne.d i,n the sunse.quent s,ecttons of 1;hi:sr report. 

The r~a.der wh.os:e' i:mmedta,te i,'nterest does: not i"mr,olve data coll ecti'on i s'sues is 

e,n,cQLwagecl tQ omi,1; th,i's secti:on an,d proceed to th,e s,uo~tanti.;Ve dtscuss'i,Qn.. 

The Qri:gi:lial ·Oes';:gn ". , 

In phnni.ng th.e nattonal evaluati.'on of DSO programs, dect~i~ons were made 
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to gather variQus types of information related to the secure custody of status 

offenders. This ~as especially apparent in the requirements for client-centered 

offense histories, as well as for the system rates and cost studies included in 

the national design (U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1977). Clearly, however, these 

data were not intended to provide measures of program impact in reducing the 

rates of detention and correctional cormtitment for status violations. This 

omission resulted from neither an oversight in designing the research nor from 

a judgement to devalue detention and correctional experiences as evaluation 

measures. Instead, the reason for neglecting a study of deinstitutiona1ization 

. was an early assumpti on, shared by' the evaluators and the fundi ngagency, Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), that the necessary 

information would be obtainable from monitoring ~eports generated at the state 

level. Unfortunately, this assumption proved to be unwarranted. 

The requirement for state monitoring of compliance in deinstitutionalizing 

sta.tus offenders ·is found in Section 223(a)(14} of the JJDP Act of 1974 (U.S. Dept. 

of Justice, 1974). Under this provision participating states were to submit 

annual reports of the number ,of status offenders placed in secure detention 

and correctional facilities. In June, 1976, the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA) provided further specification of the need for base-line 

comparison data and the metha:fs to be utilized in measuring comp1i'ance. 

During the summer of 1977, in the final months of a two year evaluation period, 

the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP), 

the research and evaluation unit of OJJDP and the direct source of funding 

for evaluati m, informed the national evaluators of problems encountered in 

obtaining monitoring data. After requ t" f NIJJDP 11 . es 1ng rom a curr~~tly ava,ilable 

data for the eight evaluated DSOsites, the following major problems were discovered: 

1018 
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1) Reporting periods. Consistently reported data for both program and 

pre-program periods would not be available for states in which DSO programs 

had been funded. This presented two types of difficulties. First, comparison 

between program sites required measures of performance over similar periods of 

time, but the base-line monitoring infc~ation varied among sites from 1973 to 

1975 and precluded this type of analysis. Second, even within site comparisons 

would have been of questionable value where the base-line data left a gap of 

as much as two years prior to the program period. 

2) Reporting methods. Another barrier to uniform comparison involved 

the use of alternative reporting methods in compiling the monitoring reports • 

The three major alternatives (aggr'egate annual totals, average monthly figures, 

and daily census results) would have prevented any meaningful contrast between 

sites using different reporting methods. 

3) Aggregation of data. While program activities were generally confined 

to specific counties or districts, monitoring reports offered infon'tlation 

aggregated at the state-wide level. Without disaggregated reporting for juris

dictions where DSO programs were operating, it would not have been possible to 

assess deinstitutionalization in relation to program efforts. 

4) Definitional Variation. Although attempts were made to foster the use 

of common definitions for f·adera,l monitoring, it was not clear that state data 

had been generated on the basis of similar definitions of key terms. The 

national evaluation had frequently encountered definitional variation among 

programs in differing states over terms closely related to the monitoring 

effort such as in distinguishing between secure and non-secure faci.'1ities, 

and in designating a juvenile violation as a status offense. If these variations 

also existed in the monitoring data then it could lead to substantial under-
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reporting of detained and inst'itutiona1 ized status offenders by some juris

dictions and would further undermine the potential for comparative analysis. 

5) Descriptive Characteristics. Monitoring reports only provided an 

enumeration of status offenders placed in secure facilities and did not include 

information necessary for an analysis of possible changes in the demographic 

characteristics of institutionalized populations or of shifts in the duration 

of confinement. Added descriptive data would allow at least a preliminary 

examinatio~ of the manner in which deinstitutionalization was implemented. 

6) Accuracy of Reported Data. The difficulties of obtaining accurate 
,', 

data from'state and local records had previously been established in other 

areas of the national evaluation. Here it had been found that even in juri,~~ 

dictions with computerized systems the identification and tracking of status 

offenders could be frustrated by a variety of factors. Some systems might not 

have been operational long enough to include information from past years necessary 

in providing base-line statistics. Also, the coding categories in these systems 

were designed for retrieval of informat~on relevant to the jurisdictio.~ and 

might not include status offense codes. Finally, local requirements for purging 

juvenile records at age of majority may involve the deletion of computerize~ 

records, as well as destruction of case files. In jurisdictions re1ying~n 

manually assembled records the data collection task can be extremely burdensome 

and the resulting statistics may reflect a mJltitude of errors and omissions. 

Against this background it could be anticipated that at least a portion of the 
,. 

monitoring information would be highly suspect as an accurate accounting of 

detention and institutional commitments. 

7) Interpretive Background. Reliance on secondary d~ta such as offered 

in monitoring reports involves a high degree of isolation from events that may 
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have had a signifi.cant influence in determining-- a statistical outcome. For 

example, in attempting to attribute a decline in institutional commitments to 

the activities of a DSO program it would be useful to know if a statutory 

revision had been enacted which effectively prohibited such commitments. 

Adequate interpretation of data on deinstttutionalization as measures of 

progra~ impact would require an additional level of information beyond that 

planned as part of the original monitoring effort. 

Some of these conce~can be illustrated by an examination of Figure 11-1 

which presents the trend lines for the number of status offenders detained 

in Connecticut for the years 1975 through 1977. During the evaluation the 

State of Connecticut was eventually found to have four separate data sources 

recording the monthly detention figures for status violations. The earliest 

system, represented by the solid line, is a computerized record maintained by 

the juvenile court which provided detention figures for the full three year 

period. A second computerized system, marked by the broken line, was developed 

from intake records at the four state detention centers beginning with calendar 

year 1976.', The third system was established by the Chief Clerk of Juvenile 

Court as a screening procedure for the DSO program and is t'epresented by the 

dashed line. The dotted line represents a final version of statewide detention 

compiled for the State Justice Commission in their effort to fulfill monitor

ing requirements. There is an obvious disparity between these systems in their 

reported numbers of detained status offenders. In the order presented above, 

the average monthly figure for each data source is 41, 77, 64 and 78. While 

these variations suggest the use of different definitions for status offenses, 

there is also the possibility of serious er'ror in the data. For instance, the 

version developed for State Justice Commission monitoring is extremely erratic 
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FIGURE II-I: CONNECTICUT DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS BY MONTH ACCORDING TO ALTERNATIVE DATA SOURCES 
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in reporting 110 detentions for April, 1977, a decline to 18 in May, and an 

increase during June to 166. While the organizational processes involved in 

arrest, court action, and incarceration normally produce some variation in 

the flow of cases over time, fluctuations of the magnitude reported in the 

monitoring effort raise immediate questions concerning the accuracy of the data. 

In addition to the disparities that can be seen in Fig. 11-1 there is also 

an interesting type of convergence in the figures for the four data reporting 

systems. In each system there is a peak level of detention reported for the 

summer of 1977 with a uniform decline continuing through the month of August. 

Although the trends over previous years indicate a seasonal decline in 

detention during the summer months, the 1977 experience is more pronounced 

and points to the possibility that the fully operational DSO effort may have 

successfully impacted state-wide detention of status offenders. This 

interpretation loses some of its credibili.ty however, when it is noted that 

the detention center with the highest volume of admissions was closed during 

this period due to problems concerning fire regulations. 

Having considered the types of problems that could be expected in the 

data obtained-from the monitoring reports, the evaluation staff assessed a 

num:b~r of alternatives in approaching the issue of documenting progress toward 

deinstitutionalization. First, would it be worth the effort to pursue the 

original design and utilize whatever information the monitoring reports might 

provide? Had this been attempted, a comparative .analysis of the DSO sites 

would not have been pos$ibl~,and furthermore, the effort would have been 

based on sources such as those depi cted in Fi g. J:I - 1 but wi thout any opportuni ty 

to assess the qual; ty of the data. Second, since the Office of Juvenil e 

Ju~tice was in the process of revis'jng procedures for monitori.ng deinstitutionalization, 
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would it be possible to await t~\e results of later monitoriing reports? 

Unfortunately, the time constraints of the national evaluation precluded 
','. 

this option. Third, would it be acceptable to simply abandon the attempt 

to assess program effects on detention and correctional placements? This 

option would have created the unenviable prospect of having to produce a 

national evaluation report on deinstitutiona1ization without the capal~ity 

to examine one of the major objectives of the DSO programs. In rejecting 

each of these alternatives, the only remaining choice 1aj' in the direction 

of developing a revised strategy for obtaining deinstitutionalization data. 

The Revised Strategy 

As an initial step in.developing an alternative data set, an agreement 

was reached with the granting agency, NIJJDP, that contacts would be made with 

each of the local evaluation grantees to determine the feasibility of gaining 

detention and correctional data directly from the~rogram sites during the 

remaining months of the evaluation data collection period. If feasible, the 

national evaluation would undertake a special study of the eso program impact 

in reducing the number of status offenders confined. in secur,:! facil ities. 

The completion of this task was eventually accomplished in three stages. 

First, specifications ~ere drawn for the data elements believed to be most 

suitable for the evaluatiOn of progress toward deinstitutionalization. Second, 

input was obtained from each program site in selecting the most appropriate 

source of data for their respective jurisdictions. Finally, arrangements 

were made for the forwarding of the information available from these sources 

to the national evaluation for ,analysis and reporting purposes. The following 

describes the. data elements and sources of information eventually tel ied upon 
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in assessing deinstitutionalization, and discusses the extent to which the 

revised strategy yielded the desired level of information on detention and 

correctional placements. 

Data El ements. The general objecti.ve in pursuing a revised strategy was 

to document, as fully as POSSible, any alteration in patterns of detention and 

correctional commitments that might reasonably be attributed to the establish- . 

ment of the DSO programs. Toward this'md an attempt was made to obtain serial 

data over a sufficient number of points in time to allow an assessment of 

changes at the various stages of program development. Furthermore, the request 

for data also called for detailed information that would permit an examination 

of differential shifts among sub-groups within the institutionalized populations. 

The reporting form and instructions distributed to local program sites can be 

seen in Appendix A. Essentially, the request for information was focused on 
the following types of data. 

1) Number of status offenders entering secure facilities. These data 

were requested on a montlily basis for each separate facility serving the program 

site. The time frame was set for at least one year of the pre-program period 

and the entire program period. Separate reporting was requested on admissions 

to detention within the program site, and on c~~itments to correctional 

institutions originating from the program jurisdiction. 

2) Duration of secure placement. In the case of detention this called for 

the average number of days for admissions in a given month, with any portion of 

a 24 hour period being counted as a full day. Since institutional cOllll1itments 

can be rather lengthy, and in some instances might t;!xtend beyond the data 

collection period, an alternative measure was specified that called for a count 

of the number of conmitments from the program jurisdiction remaining in the 
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institution during each month following their original placement • . 
3) Gender and ethnic characteristics of secure p'lacements. This was 

requested on a quarterly basis for both detention and correctional placements. 

4) Total versus program eligible status offenders. While all DSO programs 

generally excluded transient youths such as out-of-jurisdiction runaways, some 

of the programs (most notably Connecticut and Clark County, Washington) imposed 
.' "', 

more restrictive eligibility requirements which could have left large numbers 

of ineligible youth subject to detention or correctional commitment. Interest 

in the effects of varying eligibility requirements led to a request for separate 

data on the total status offender population as well as the lesser group bf 

program eligibles. 

Data Sources. The early assumption underlying the revised data collection 

strategy was that the local evaluators at ea.ch program site would be involved 

i,n compiling the available information on detention and institutional placements. 

Various problems such as the.timingof the data request, previous commitment of 

resources, and competing interests of the local evaluators resulted in the 

participation of only four of the seven local evaluation grantees. While 

alternative sources were eventually located, the inability to secure the co

operation of all the local evaluators affected the quantity of information 

gathered from the different program jurisdictiqns. The final sources of 

detention and institutional data from each site consisted of the following: 

1) Pima County, Arizona. The data on detained status offenders were 

compiled by the local evaluators at the University of Arizona from a computer 

tape provided by the juvenile court staff;::, Information on institutional 

commitments was obtained from the research and evaluation unit of the court. 

1026 

-.. '-"--~--' ~ -".~~ - ~"'-'-':t''"';''-' ~--- w --''''~_'~' ____ ,,.....,..,.,...._,,...,..,.. •• ....,.......,., • ..,,,, ""'_,. -. "'., . l 

..... .. -

'. , 

• f .. 

/ . 

-24-

Since the Pima County court routinely destroys juvenile records at age of 

majority, a retrospective tabulation is likely to yield an under-estimate of 

actual case~. For example, a file no longer exists for 35% of the correctional 

commitments during the period of 1974 through 1977, and it is possible that 

some of these missing cases may have been adjudicated for status violations. 

2) Alameda County, California. The limited information from this site 

was provided by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning for Alameda County. 

Detention figures were obtained from a computerized master file maintained by 

the juvenile probation department and reflect the number of status offender 

"book-ins" to the'Juvenil e Hall detention facil tty. Al cohol possession offenses 

were not included in the count of status violations. The only available 

institutional data were obtained from a previous study that only provided 

partial information for the calendar year of 1974. 

3) Connecticut. Of the four data sets on detention of status offenders, 

a decision was made to rely on the computerized system maintained by the 

juvenile court. While it is thought that this system may under estimate the 

number of detained youth, there is no evidence that the downward bias changed 

though time. The Connecticut data, therefore, can be taken as an accurate 

indicator of through-time changes or trends, b~t cannot be viewed as an exact 

record of actual detentions. The figures in this report were supplied by 

the local evaluator who accessed the computerized court records (Logan et al., 

1978:104&147). 

4) Delaware. The detention and institutional data were compiled from re

cords available to the Delaware State Planning Agency, the Governor's Commission 

on ~riminal Justice. The figures represent in-state residents who had been 

charged only with a status violation at the time of incareration. 
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5) Illinois. The detention figures for three of the p~ogram s:ites 

were obtained directly fll"om faci.1ity records by the local evaluators i,t 

the University of Chicago. The data from Cook County represent a 16% 17andom 

sample and not a total population. For the purposes of this report the, 

Cook County sample is treated as the population of detained youth. Estimation 

of the actual population can be obtained by increasing the reported figures 

by il factor of 6.25. TherE.~ are no fi gures on correcti ona 1 p 1 acemellts due to 

the statutory prohibition that has existed in Illinois since 1974. 

6) South Carol ina. The data on institutional cornmitments in the five " 

evaluated counties were obtained from the South Carolina Department of Youth 

Services. This information cI')vered the two years of program operati.on, 1976 

and 1977, but was not avia1b1e for the period prior to program funding. 

Partial detention information for the five counties was obtained from a report 

prepared for the Office of Crim'ina1 Justi.ce Programs (Stephen Carter & 

Associates, 1977). These data were avai1~b1e for only the year immediately 

preceding the program, 1975, and the first year of program operation, 1976. 

A study by the local e'!aluators, 'Technology Institute, reports on the statewide 

experience regarding detention and i.nstitutional placement. This latter report 

included areas in which the program was not in operation and did not provide 

a provide separate reporting for the evaluated counties. With regard to 

institutionalization, the evaluated counties where the program was known to 

have been operational did not replicate the statewide experience; no appreciable 

change was noted in the number of detained status offenders (Banks and Deutsch, 

1979). 

7) Clark and Spokane Counties, Washington. The local evaluator respon

sible for both of these sites provided detention and institutional data 
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obtained from computerized court records i.n each. county.. In Washi.ngton the 

possession of alcohol oy a minor was considered a delinquent offense and 

does not appear in the status offense data. The information supplied to the 

national evaluation is also reported in the local evaluation reports (Schneider 
et a1, 1978a and 1978b) 

Data Availability 

The request for detention and institutional data was aimed at securing 

measures on a number of items ~ver a sufficient period of time to allow an 

adequate assessment of ·cha.nge. The time periods for which information was 

available can be seen in Table 11-1. In the eight programs there are two 

States, Connecticut and Illinois, with separately analyzed data on jurisdictions 

within the program site. South Carolina is also reprt!sented by five evaluated 

~ounties, but the lack of detailed infonmation led to the consideration of all 

counties as a single site. Overall the data can .be seen as covering 12 specific 

DSO program sites. The total number of months, both before and after the 

program starting dates, are shown in separate columns for the available 

detention and institutional data. For detention information there was an 

average of 37.6 months of coverage, and for institutions there was an average 

of 35 months available data over all the sites (excluding Illinois which ~id 
not institutionalize status offenders). 

As seen in Figure 11-2, it was not possible to obtain data for uniform 

time measures across all the sites. Here the I_I represents availability of 

data i,n a pre-program months, and the '0' indicates data for the program 

period. Delaware, for instance, provided pre-program detention data for only 

12 months in 1974-1975 and program information for calendar year 1977. The 

last column indicates availability of information on a monthly or annual basis. 
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TABLE II-I: PROGRAM STARTING OATES AND PERIODS COVERED BY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIOfffiL COMMITMENT DATA 

Prof/ram 
Starting 

Date 
Arizona - Pima Co. 

6/76 
California - Alame~d Co. 

7/76 
Connecticut - District 1 12/76 
Connecticut - District 2 

12/76 
Connecticut - District 3 

2/77 

Delaware 
6/76 

Illinois - Cook Co. 
7/76 

Illinois - LaSalle/McClean Co. 9/76 
Il11n01s - KaconCo. 

7/76 
South Carolina 

1/76 
!iastrlngton - Clark Co. 

7/76 
Washington - Spokane Co. 

4/76 

Availability of 
Detention Data 
Period II of 

Covered Months 

1/74 - 9/77 45 

1/74-12/77 4B 

1/75 - 11/77 35 

1/75 - 11/77 35 

1/75 - 11/77 35 

B/74 - 7/75 
& 1/77 - 12/77 24 

7/75- 7/78 37 

1/75 - 7/i1B 43 

7/75- 7/7B 37 

1/75 - 12/76 24 

1/74 - 6/77 42 

1/74 - 10/77 46 

Availability of 
Institutional Data 
Period II of 

Covered Months 

1/74 - 9/77 45 

U74 - 12/74 12 

1/75 - 11/77 35 a 

1/75 - 11/77 35 a 

1/75 - 11/77 35 a 

1/74 - 12/75 
& B/76 - 12/77 41 

1/76 - 12/77 24 

1/74 - 6/77 42 

1/74 - 10/77 46 

b 

b 

b 

a Connecticut institutional data were available as state totals only. not reported by district. 

b Illinois statute prohibits instftution~l comnitment of status offenders. 
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FIGURE 11-2: COMPARISON OF PERIODS COVERED AND TYPE OF REPORTING FOR DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONAL 
COMMITMENT DATA IN ALL PROGRAM SITES 

DETENTION DATA 

Arizona - Pima Co. 
California - Alameda Co. 
Connecticut - District 1 
Connecticut - District 2 
Connecticut - District 3 
Delaware 
Illinois - Cook Co. 
Illinois - laSalle/MacClean Co. 
Illinois - Macon Co. 
South Caro 11 na 
Washington - Clark Co. 
Washington - Spokane Co. 

INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT DATA 

Arizona - Pima Co. 
California - Alameda Co. 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
South Carolina 
Washington - Clark Co. 

1974 , 1975 , 1976 ,1977 , 1978 
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Since institutional commitments occurred at a relatively low frequency, the 

issue of monthly or annual data was not of major significance. With detentions, 

however, the lack of monthly fi.gures reduced considerably the potential for 

analyzing changes that may have res'ulted from the establishment of the DSO 

programs. 

Table 11-2 summarizes the availabi'ltty of information by specifically 

requested items for the eight major site groupings. The compliance figures 

represent simple percentages of the num5er of sites supplying the minimal 

level of information requested by the nati.onal evaluation Csee Appendix A). 

There was considerable variation between the program sites in providing data. 

Only in Illinois was it possible to obtain information for all the relevant 

items which, because of' statutory prohibitions, were limited to detention of 

status offenders. Clark and Spokane Counties provided virtually all of the 

requested detention data, but none of the descriPtj;ve information on the 

numbers of institutionalized status offenders. The least successful data 

collection efforts were in Alameda County, California and South Carolina. 

The final column of Table 11-2 indicates the level of success in securing 

information on specific data items. The institutionalized population proved 

to be the most difficult in obtaining detailed information. This can be 

explained by the 'fact that in most sites the institutiona": commitments are 

recorded at a state facilitity which does not provide detailed information 

on commitments from a local jurisdiction. Even among the detained population 

it was relatively more difficult to obtain descriptive information that would 

permit sub-group comparisons. In some of the sites it was maintained that 

status offenders entering detention in the program period were largely in

eligible for alternative treatment because of current probation status on 
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TABLE 11-2: AVAILABILITY OF DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONAL COMtUTNENT DATA FOR DSO PROGRAMS 

I Type of Data Reguested 
-------------------- Type of Data Received ______________ . ____ 
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Pima Alameda Conn 
Detention Data: 
-monthly detention Il1O yr mo 
-one year pre-program period 2.5 2 2 
-full program period 83% 100% 92% 
-total status offenders yes yes 
-eligible status offenders 

yes 
no no no 

-facility or region spe~ified - ** na na yes 
-average detention days *** no yes no 
-gender specified yes no no 
-ethnfc1tyspecifted no no no 

Institutional Data: 
~ 

-monthly commitments *** *** yr yr mo 
-one year pre-program period 2 1 2 
-full pro9.fi'm perl ad 83% -0- 92% 

... total status offenders yes yes yes 
-eligible status offenders no no no 
-facility or regfon speciffed no no no 
-number remafnfng no no no 
-genderspecif1ed no no no 
-ethnfcfty specified no no no 

Percent Full Compliance: 35% 24% 39% 

* available for program perfod only 
** ft~m is non-applicable for this program site 

*** reporting of pa~tial or incomplete data 

Del 

mo 

67% 
no 

yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 

yr 
1 

67% 
yes 
no 

yes 
no 

jles 
no 

50% 

ill Percent 
~ Clark Spokane C~nce 

Il1O yr Il1O mo 75% 
1 2.5 2 100% 

100% 50% 67% 86% 79% 
yes yes yes yes 88% 

* * yes no yes yes 50% 
yes ** ** yes na na 100% 
yes no no yes 50% 
yes no yes yes 50% 
yes no yes yes 38% 

na yr mo mo 43% 
II -0- 2.5 2 86% 
II 100% 67:r. 86% 67% 
II yes yes 'J .. yes 100% 
II . no no no -0-
'I yes no no 29% 
II no no no -0-
II no no no 14% 
" no no no -0-

100% 33% 47% 53% 
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a prior offense or because they were non-residents of thejur'isdiction. The 

inability to provide a separate count for eligi&fle youth made it impossible 

to verify the claims regarding the detained population. There was also a 

lack of information on the gender and ethnic or racial composition of incar

cerated status offenders. Of the eight sites, four could not provide data 

on gender and five were unable to specify the racial characterJstics of the 

detained population. For institutional commitments only one site had separate 

counts for males and females, and none of the sites could provide detailed 

racial information. 

Since the request for this information was delayed until very late in the 

evaluation data collection period, it was encouraging to find that at least 
ii, 

some statistics could be gathered for all the DSO program sites. The local 

evaluators and others who participated in this task can be cradited with 

accomplishing a monumental eleventh hour effort. Their success, however, 

should not be taken as evidence of the adequacy of local information systems 
-,., 

in providing juvenile justice data. Even where evaluators could access, 

computerized data it was not possible to obtain ~niformly recorded information 

across program sites. The experience in gathering the information for this 

report points to the need for development of information systems that can be 

used as a basis for deciding policy on a range of issues in juvenile justice, 

including s but not limited to, the treatment of status violation)s." 

I,' 
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SEGrrON III: PROGRESS BY THE 'OSO PROGRAMS 

The following is organized into sections discussing the detention and 

institutional commitment experience in each of the DSO programs - Pima County, 

A~1zona; Alameda County, California; Connecticut; Delaware; Illinois; South v 

Carolina; Clark County, Washington; and Spokane County, Washington. Since 

Connecticut contained three separately reported judicial districts and Illinois 

is represented by three evaluated counties, there are acutally twelve distinct 

program jurisdictions. South Carolina was also represented by five evaluated 

counties, but the level of available information did not justify a separate 

examination of each county. Depending on the availability of data, as many as 

eight measures of deinstitutionalization are presented - number o~ detentions, 

institutional commitments, detention of non-residents, length of detention, 

gender differences, racial or ethinc characteristics, net-widening, an? 

relabeling. A final section offers the summary of these measures for all 

program jurisdictions. 

The raw data tables and accompanying figures are distributed throughout 

each section. The graphic presentations of detention over time have been 

plotted according to the average three month figure around the reported 

month or quarter. 
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PIMA COUNTY 

The DSO program was based in the 

f the Arizona Superior Court system. 

o geographical ar~, most of the population is In the vlclnl~ of Tuc~:n 
large . ro ram activities. The Juvenl e 

Pima County Juvenile Court, a division 

Although the county encompasses a 

the focal point of vlrtually all p g . . 
which was t 's only Juvenlle 

the facility containing the coun y Court Center in Tucson, 

t Court staff maina maJ"or element in the DSO effor . detention unit, was d. t 

offenders and offered imme la e tai ned a separate intake SOGt";on for status " 

" 1 ina and referral for additional serVlces-..:; 
diversion from detentlon, .counse - b.le diversion units 
The center was also the operating base for 24 hour mo 1 . 

"ty and offered crisis interventlon 
which were dispatched into the co::~~: famil ies. The administrative staff 
services to status offenders and . under contract 

monitoring non-court, agencles at the center was responsible for 

to status offenders. These servi ces 

f/ 
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Institutional Commitments. Arizona has three secure juvenile facilities 

maintained at the state level by the Department of Corrections. The Pima 

County figures show that such commitments rarely occurred for status Violations 

even in the two years prior to the 050 program. Court records indicate there 

were 6 commitments in 1974 and none in 1975 and 1976. There were, however, B 

status offenders committed to an institution durin9 the first nine months 

of the second program y~r. Examination of court files showed that all of 

these commitments had a prior record of non-status delinquency at the time of 
commitment. 

length of Detention. This issue Is of interest because of the possibility 

that as an increasing number of youth were diverted from detention the remain

ing cases niay have represented a more difficult group that was subject to 

lengthy periods of confinement. As noted in Table III-l the Pima County data 

are limited in that length of detention covers all types of offenses, both 

delinquent and status. Also, the figures on monthly detention of status of

fenders were available for only one year of the program from July, 1976 through 

June, 1977. However, a partial test is Possible. If a core group was sub

jected to longer periods Of detention, it could be expected that, as the num

be,r of detained status offenders decr~sed, the contribution of the core group 
" 

WOu 
1 
d i ncreas e the a vera ge ., ength 0 f deten t i on for a 11 0 ffens es • Confi nna t ion 

for this line of reasoning would be provided by finding an inverse relation

ship between the number of detained status offenders and the average length 

of detention for al·l offenders (j .e., the fewer the number of detained status I,:' 

offender s, th e g rea ter the 1 ength 0 f average days in de tent i on) • The da ta do 

not app~r to support this posSibility. The relationship between the number 

of detained status offenders and average days in detention is in the wrong 

direction and it is not statistically significant (R = .09, P < .78). 
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TABLE 111-1: PIMA COUNTY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 
TABLE 111-1 (CONT.): PII~ COUNTY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF 

STATUS OFFENDERS 

nLlllber 
detained 

1974 
1st qtr. 207 
2nd qtr. 195 

July 54 
August 67 
September 57 

3rd qtr. 178 
October 74 
November 56 
December 63 
4th qtr. 193 

Total Year 773 

1975 
January 80 . 
February 90 
March 100 
1st qtr. 270 

April 72 
May 54 
June 2l 

2nd qtr. 178 
July 52 
August (na) 
September ill) 
3rd qtr. 135 
4th qtr. 147 

Total Year 730 

1976 
January (na) 
February 1;.) 
March na) 
1st qtr. 137 

April (na) 
Hay (na) 
June (na) 

2nd qtr. 93 
July 37 
August 22 
September ...!l 
3rd qtr. 100 

demographic characteristics 
1 of detained youths 

average f 1 
days in ema e 

detention male 

8.05 
5.72 
6.37 
(na) 
4.67 
5.96 
6.91 
(na) 
6.04 
8.29 
5.94 
6.49 

(%) (%) 

57% 43% 
50% 50% 

51% 49% 

54% 46% 

53% 47% 

49% 51% 

48% 52% 

42% 58% 
48% 52% 

47% 53% 

46% 54% 

44% 56% 

41% 59% 

number sent 
to secure 

institutions 

6 

o 

1038 

, 

, II 

,.",' 

" 

nLlllber' 
detained 

_ 1976 (cont.) 
October 28 
Nllvember 25 
December 28 
4t.h Qtr. 81 

Total Year 411 

1977 
Jarluary 33 
February 19 
March J! 
1st qtr. 66 

April 8 
May 16 
June ..1§. 
2nd qtr. 40 

July (na) 
August (na) 
September (na) 
3rd qtr. 30 

9 me Total 136 

demographic characteristics 
of'detained youth 

average female 
days in 

detention male 

4.64 
6.51 
7.65 
6.26 

(na) 

7.99 
6,.13 
5.69 
6.97 
5.91 
6.92 
6.13 
6.40 
6.63 
8.07 
7.62 
(na) 

(na) 

(%) (%) 

35% 65% 

42% 58% 

35% 65% 

53% 48% 

57% 43% 

45% 55% 

nLlllber sent 
to secure 

institutions 

o 

8 

1 ~vera~e detention days are estimates based on experience of all detained 
Juvenl1e offenders. 

SOURCE: Site Evaluation, University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona (detention data) 
& Pima County Juvenile Court, Tucson. Arizona \instftutionalization data). 
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Gender Differences. The figures seen in Table III-l on the gender of 

detained status offenders provide some insight into the differential effect 

of the Pima County program in deinstitutionalizing both male and female status 

offenders. As shown in Table 111-1 there was a slight disparity during the 

earliest pre-program year with 53% of a11 detained status offenders being 

female. As the detention figures began to decline during the year immediately 

preceding the program, 1975, the disparity was reversed with 47% of the deten

tions being female. With further reductions during the program year, the 

gender differences increased substantially to the point where only 35% of the 

detained status offenders were female and the remaining 65% were male. And, 

finally, as detention reaches its lowest point, the percentage of females is 

again slightly higher than the figure for males. Since these iatter percent

ages involve fairly small numerical differences they are of questionable 

significance. But the earlier differences, especially during the operational 

period of the program, do involve substantial numbers and point to a definite 

change in the characteristics'of the detained population. The reason for this 

shift may be related to a number of factors, such ?S a greater emphasis in 

responding to females, a greater difficulty in finding alternative non-secure 

placements for males, or a greater willingness by parents to accept females 

back into the home. 

Net-widening/Relabeling. These terms refer to two types of changes that 

could be expected as a consequence of programs such as the DSO effort. The 

prediction of a net-widening effect recognizes that the capacity of a system 

to respond to any particular problem of service need is limited by the avail

ability of resources. When additional resources become available, such as 

those provided by the DSO program, the previously established standards used 

1Q40 
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in identifying a target population may be altered in such a way that a much 

larger number of cases are brought within the control of 'tne system. In 

effect, the control network may nave been widened or extended to include a 

larger target population. Differences of opinion exist concerning the location 

of a system boundary in relation to new-widening. For the purposes of this 

report, the system under consideration is the juvenile court and the boundary 

i:s marked at the point of entry into the records of the juvenile court. 

Relabeling focuses on the possibility that offici'als may respond to 

a program such as DSO ~y ch~rgillg youths with delinquency offenses where in 

the past they might have chosen the less serious charge of status vi'olatfon. 

This type of relabeling seems to assume a desire on the part of police or 

oth.er offi'ci'als to insure that controls are exerci,sed over youths, and, possi.bl.y~ 

that the method of control wtll tnclude a punHive response such as' placement 

tn a detenti'on facility. While other forms of relabeling could also occur 
, , 

the substitution of delinqency for status offense charges seemed likely tn 

Pi,ma Count.y. Early in the program a major 'change occurred in the processi ng 

of law enforcement referrals to the juvenile court. At the start of the 

program all referrals to the Juvenile Court Center were received through a 

secure entrance that served as intake to the detention facility. This arrange

ment was altered with th,e opening of a reception area in another wing of the 

bui,ldtng. The poli'ce were then required to bring an status offenders to an 

entirely separate entrance from that of the detention unit. Comments at th,e 

time suggested that some officers di.d n,ot agree with the more lenient procedures 

governi.'ng status Offender intake. 

Table II1-2 contain.s the fi'gures on delinquency and status offenders re ... 

referrals to juvenile court for both a pre-program and program period. These 
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PIMA COUNTY REFERRALS FOR DELINQUENT AND STATUS OFFENSES 
DURING THE PRE-PROGRAM AND PROGRAM PERIODS 

Delinquent Status 
Offenses Offenses 

Pre-Program 1974-75 

August 501 211 September 436 223 October 585 282 November 537 240 December 624 229 January 557 275 February 526 275 , March 604 296 April 594 247 May 569 234 June 526 179 July 528 176 

Total 6.587 2.867 
Monthly Avg. 549 239 

Program 1976-77 

July 503 207 August 548 i\ " 213 September 530 230 October 621 226 November 561 208 December 589 202 January 436 191 February 470 140 March 610 149 April 556 133 May 488 126 June 486 126 
Total 6,398 2.151 
Monthly Avg. 533 1:1 

179 
Percent Change - 2 •. 9% -25.0% 

I, '\ 

';:"':-' 

" 

" 
1042 

-40-

data suggest that neither relabel i . .ng nor net-widening occurred as a consequence 

of the DSO program. During the pre-program period (August, 1974 through July, 

1975) there was a fairly stable relationship between types of refer-rals with 

about 30% (N=2,867) of all referrals being for status violations. In the 

program period there was not an increase in status offense referr.als as 

would have been seen if net-widening were present. Instead the numt::.:r of re

ferrals for status offenses dropped to 2,151 - a 25%, decline from the pre-

\program figure. Delinquency referrals remained about the same in both periods 

with 6,587 in the pre-program year and 6,398 during the first 12 months of 

the program - a2.9% decline during the progr.am year. The increase in deHn

quency referrals that would have been predicted by a relabeling hypothesis 

was not present in the data. 

Whi 1 e these resu1 ts are supportive of the Pima County program as an 
" 

effective model for the achievement of deinstitutionalization, it should be 

emphasi zedli that t~e DSO effort operated in a context that was conducive to the 

success of the model and that the same level of deinstitutionalization might 

have been achieved in the absence of funding for the program. A major con

textual factor could be seen in the phflosophy of the juvenile court which 

had been turned toward a less punitive treatment of youth before the establish

me~t of the DSO effort. The prime mover in this movement was the presiding 

judge of the juvenile court. Prior to his tenure which began in 1972, Pima 

County committed as many as 200 to 300 youth annually to the ~3tClte Department 

of Corrections. By 1975 only 3% (N=18) of all commitments came for Pima County, 

a jurisdiction containing 20% of the state1s population. Further evidence 

of this person1s impact can be detected in the changes that occurred in deten

tion of status offenders. 
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Figure 111-1 provides a plot of quarterly detention figures for status 

offenders from 1974 through the third quarter of 1977. According to Dr. Dean G. 

Rojek, a University of Arizona evaluator of the Pima County program, by 1974 

it was recognized that the progress being made in reducing correctional com

mitments was not being matched by similar reductions in detention. This was 

especially apparent among status offenders whose rate of detention in 1974 

was surpassed only by juveniles charged with homocide or kidnapping. In late 

1974 the Presiding Judge removed the Director of CiJUrt Services, and in April, 

1975 a new Director WqS named with instructions to implement a policy of reduced 

reliance on detention. In six months the quarterly detention figure for status 

offenders had been cut exactly in .. half, from 270 at the close 'of the first 

quarter, to 135 at the end of the third quarter, 1975. There is no way to" 
II 

prove' that reductions in detention would have continued withol)t the alterna-

ti ve provi ded by the DSO program. On the other hand, pro.gress had been, made 

prior to the program initiative and the juvenile court might have continued in 

the absence of the DSO program to approximate a 1 eve1 of reduction s imi1 ar to 

the trend line established during the pre-program period, as shown in Figure 

111-1. Clearly, however, within the supportive context provided by the court, 

the Pima County model did achieve a significant reduction in the de.tention 

rate for status violations. 
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FIGURE I II-I: PIMA COUNTY DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS BY QUARTER DURING THE PRE PROGRAM 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY 

The DSO prngram was administered by the Probation Department of Alameda 

County, California, which contains a separate division that serves the juve

nile court. The program consisted of two principal components - services 

offered by community-based Youth Service Centers, and activities under the 

direct control of the Probation Department. In addition to administration, 

the Probation Department maintained two Family Crisis Intervention Units 

offering 24 hour, 7 day per week intake and counseling services. The northern 

location served Oakl~nd, Berkeley and four other cities; the southern location 

served th~ remainder of the county. The administrative unit also arranged 

foster and group home placements and other purchased services. Many of the 

Youth Service Centers were established prior to the program either by private 

non-profit organizations or as publicly funded social service agencies. During 

the~rogram period thirteen Youth Service Centers operated throughout the 

county on either program funds or as cooperating age.:lciesin a unified net

work. The Centers offered counseling and advocacy services as well as some 

short-term shelter care. 

Number of Detained Status Offenders. New legislation in California limited 

the possibility of , testing the capacity of the Alameda DSO program for reducing 

the rates of detention and institutional commitment of status offenders. The 

data in Table 111-3 show that in excess of 2,000 status offenders were detained 

in each of the two years prior to the program, and that in 1974 (the only year 

for which the data are available) the average stay in detention was over 6 

days~ and for the 129 institutional commitments the average stay exceeded 5 

months. Although the detention figures indicate a substantial decline during 

the first program year, 1976, it is diffict!lt to determine if the change resulted 
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TABLE 111-3: ALAMEDA COUNTY PETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS 
OFFENDERS BY YEAR 

a data not available from two of four facilities and the California Youth 
Authority. 

SOURCE: Office of Criminal Justice Planning, Alameda Regional Criminal Justice 
Planning Board, Oakland, California 
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from the ,efforts of the USO program. First, the program began operatia,n in 

July of 1976, and with only annua,l figures it is impossible to say that the 

decline occurred after the establishment of the program. Second, in September 

of 1976 the California legislature approved Assembly Bill 3121 which prohibited 

the placement of status offenders in secure detention or correctional facili

ties. While the law was not effective until January 1, 1977, t~ere is the 

possibil ity of an anticipatory effect 'in~/hich law enforcement agencies may 

have reduced their rates of referral for status violations, and, as a con

sequence, may have caused the reduction in detention figures. There are 
" 

additional data to suggest the latter was not the case. 

Law Enforcement Anticipation of AB 3121. Preliminary findings from a 
" 

study conducted by the California Youth Authority (CYA) on the impact of Assembly 

Bi 11 3121 show that 1 aw enforcement referrals of status offenders to the 
,~ 

Alameda County Pi"obation Department were undergoing a moderate but steady 

d~cline during the period from 1974 to 1976. A~ shown in Table III-4, part B, 

the 1975 reduction was 8.0% (from,2,761 to 2,541) and the 1976 decline amounted 

to 8.9% (down to 2,316 referrals in 1976). If the 1976 passage of the law 

had produced an anticipatory effect: at the law enforcement level, then it 

should have contributed to a higher rate of decline for 1976 as compared to 
o 

1975, and the 1976 reduction of 8.9% for referrals should have been much 

closer to t~e 24.2% reduction in detention that c,n be seen in Table 111-3 

(from 2,199 detentions in 1975 to 1,667 in 1976). 'Tentatively, then, it could 

be concluded that the law enforcement response to a,n imminent change in juve

nile law did not reduce the nlll1ber of detained status offenders in 1976. 

Probation Department Detention BeforeAB 3121. If detention fig~,res are 

computed as percentages :6f law enforcement referrals, there! is a suggestion of 
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a majqr change in probation department practices during 1976. In 1974 and 1975 ' , 

the number of detained status offenders amounts to 86.3% and 86.5%, re~pective1y, 

of probation department referrals from law enforcement. Since most instances 

of detention are likely to inVOlve a law enforcement referral, these figures 

indicate that probation department intake at juvenile hall usually responded 

to such referrals by deciding to place the status offender in detention. How

ever, in 1976 this figure dropped to 72.0% and suggests the use of alternative 

procedures for handling status offenders. Additional data from the probation 

department also show that the number of non-custody referrals for status of-

fenders increased by 32.1% from 1975 to 1976 (i .e., from 662 to 975). This 

latter category includes referrals to the Family Crisis Intervention Units 

which provided intake for the DSO program. There is some evidence then, that k 

the 1976 decline in detention may have been due to the establishment of the 

program. However, in the absence of detailed information showing the decline 

in detention as occurring after the program became operational, the evidence 

of a program impact must be viewedl~Ji"th=wution. 

Post AB 3121. Since the change in California law was effective on Janu

ary 1, 1977, it is obvious that the further reduction in detention during the 

second program yea r ~~,s not a resul t of the DSO effort. There are two issues, 
\_! 

however, that should be examin~d. First, why were there any status offenders 

appearing in the detention records for 1977? Second, how did the revised law 

affect the processing of status violations in Alameda County? 

The reasons that status offenders appear as having been detained after 

the effective date of Assembly Bill 3121 reveal some of the difficulties in 

classificat,\~n of juvenile offenders and the fine detail of the 1egis')ation. • 
" , 1\ 

According~uJa review of detention records conducted by the DSO program, as 
"J ') 
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many as 80 of these cases were miscl assi.fi.ed. These instances invol ved cases c 

such as a youth having been detained on a delinquent offense and a status 

violation. The delinquency charge was then dropped and the case appeared in 

the record as a status offender: The remaining cases involved status offenders 

who at the time of arrest also had an active delinquency charge from a prior, 

arrest. Under one interpretation of the law, the status violation could be 

treated as a violation of' a court order which then provides the justification 

for detention. 

While the revised statute only limited the use of secure detention for 

status 'offenders and did not renove these violations from juvenile jur;sdi~tion, 

the major impact of the law was to sharply reduce the number of such cases 

being processed by the juvenile justice system. The data from the CVA study 

show that police arrests for status violations declined 22.7% during 1977 

(from 3,593 in 1976 to 2,77t in 1977), and that 1 aw enforcement referrals to 

the juvenile probation department dropped even further to 39.6% (from 2;~316 

in 1976 to 1,400 in 1977). For the probation department the reduction of 

status offender referrals from all sources amounted to 27.9% (from 2,~8S. in 

1976 to 2,152 in 1977). The ,distribution of this change in probationl~,ferrals 
was as follows: detention intake declined 87.1% (from 11,667 in 1976!'to 215 

in 1977); police citations or paper referrals dropped 37.9% (from 343 'in 1976 

to 213 in 1977); ~nd non-custody refer'ira 1 s increased 76 .8% (from 975 in 1976 

to 1724 in 1977). ,The non-custody refer,~a 1 s incl uded 1600 status offenders 

who were received at the, Family Cr; si s Intervention Units as c1 i ents for th'e 

DSO program. 

Net-widening/Relabeling. The proximity of the program start to changes 

inkh:Galifornia lawmake it difficult to determine if the program might 
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have altered the rates of referral for delinquency or status offenses in 

a direction predicted by net-widening and relabeling. The previously mentioned 

CVA data, shown in Table III-4, provides partial evidence for the absence of 

these effects in Alameda County. The annual percentage changes in the arrests 

and court referrals for status offenses in the pre-program year, 1975, and 

the first program year, 1976, fail to show an increase consistent with net

widening (i.e., bringing more cases within the system as a consequence of 

having established the program). Although arrests did not decline as much 

in the program year as compared to 1975, the declines in status offense re

ferrals are comparable for' both periods (-8.0% and -8.9% respectively). The 

suggestion of relabeling from status to delinquency categories as evidenced 

by an increase in delinquent offense is also unsupported by the data. The 

declines in delinquency arrests and referrals occurring before the program 

continued at a similar pace in the first program year. 
---: . 

While the program may not have had the unintended consequence of relabel-

ing or net-widening, there is a possible slight effect that could have resulted 

from the change in statute. As seen in Table III-4 there was a shift in law 

enforcement referrals and arrests during 1977, the first year of AS 3121. For 

status violations there was a sharp decline in arrests and court referrals, 

dropping by about 23 and 40 percent, respectively. Delinquency arrests show 

the least amount of reduction in 1977, and the trend toward reduced delinqency 

referrals is virtua'lly absent ... a negligible decline of 0.6%. While the major 

effect of the new legislation seems to have been divestment of status offense 

cases from the juvenile system (the opposite of net-widening), there is a 

suggestion of some relabeling in the first year of AS 3121. The 1978 figures 
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TABLE 111-4: ALAMEDA COUNTY ARRESTS AND REFERRALS FOR DELINQUENCY AND 
STATUS OFFENSES, 1974-1978 

DeHnquent Status PART A: Arrests Offenses Offenses 
t=-""·'\\ Annual Annual 

Number Change Number Change , 
1974 18.062 4.441 
1975 

,-, 
16.821 - 6.9~ 3.796 -14.5~ 

1976 15.495 - 7.9~ 3.593 - 5.4~ 
1977 14.565 - 6.4% 2.777 -22.7% " 19;78 13.216 - 9.3% 2.336 -15.9% 

PART B: 'Refe~ 

1974 12.286: 2.761 
1975 11.133 - 9.4% 2.541 - 8.0~ 
1976 10.174 - 8.6% 2.316 - 8.9% ------ 1977 10.109 - 0.6% 1,400 1;-39.6% 
1970 9.288 - 8.U 1,262 / - 9.9~ 
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indicate that, with the exception of status offense arrests, the previously 

established pattern emerged once again in the continuing declines for arrests 

and referrals of delinquents and in the reduced levels of status offender 

referrals,to juvenile court. 
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CONNECTICUT 

The organizatio9al structure and design of the Connecticut effort was 

the mG~t complex of any DSO site, and, in fact, provided three separate models 
\',~; 

for delivery of services to status offenders~ Administrative responsibility 

for the program was located in an executive agency, the Department of Children 

and Youth Services (DCYS), which also operated the state 5 s secure correctional 

facility for juveniles, Long Lane School. Operationally, however, the program 

was subject to a high degree of court control. Eligibility requirements were 

established which limi.ted participation to youths who were actually detained 

solely on the basis of a status violation and were not under current court 

supervision or subject to pending criminal charges. All DSO intake screen;'l1g 

was conducted by staff at the four juvenile court detention centers located 

throughout the state. Depending on the judicial district in which the deten

tion center was located, the DSO client was offered services within one ~f 

the following models: 

District 1 - Community-based, minimum intervention model. This approach 

was based on the Sacramento 601 model with short-term counseling and crisis 

intervention being offered by teams from community agencies under contract to 

the DSO program. District 1 covers the western third of Connecticut with the 

detention facility located in Bridgeport. 

District 2 - Court-based, minimum intervention model. This was also a 

601 approach wi th the teams consi sting of juvenil e court staff members. The 

jurisdiction of District 2 consists of the central and eastern sections of the ,'! 

southern portion of Connecticut. Unlike the other judicial districts, there 

are two detention facilities in District 2 - New Haven and·Montville. 

District 3 - Community-based, maximum intervention model. This approach 

empha~iz~d client evaluation and provisi.on of services suited to individual 
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needs. Both contracted and purchased community services were offered. This 

district encompasses the northeastern and north central areas of the state' and 

contains a detention facility in Hartford. 

While the overall program represented an attempt to test three contrast-

ing models of service delivery, it should be emphasized that the approaches 

were not as dissimilar in reality as they appeared in conception. First, all 

the models shared some basic features such as court-based intake and provisioos 

for emergency shelter care. Second, the local evaluation (Logan et al., 1978) 

suggests the models were not implemented as originally planned. The maximum inter-

vention model in District 3 was undermined at a number of points by contractual 

problems with cOlrfl1unity based service del ivery agencies which delayed the start 

of the program until February, 1977, and caused further interruptions while 

the program was operational. The minimum intervention programs were underway 

by December, 1976, but there were reports that the intervention teams were in-
, . 

clined to extend the contact period beyond the planned minimum for status of-

fenders who appeared to be in need of further services. The similarity result

ing from the possible convergence of the minimum and maximum treatment approaches 

was probably not as significant in affecting detention rates as the uniform re .. 

liance on court determined eligibility requirements and intake procedures. 

Number of Detained Status Offenders. The detention figures for all three 

judicial districts are shown in Table 111-5 and are graphically displayed in 

Figure 111-2. While there are differences between the districts, it is apparent 

that the Connecticut DSO program produced an overall increase in numbers of 
( 

detained status offenders. Most of this increase can be attributed to District 

2, the court-based minimum intervention program, which is the most populated 

judicial district and whicil contains two rather than a single detention center. 
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During the pre-program period, from January, 1975 through November, 1976: there 

was a total of 454 status offenders detained in District 2. This amounted to 

an average monthly detention figure of 19.7 cases. As can be seen in Figure 

III-2 there was a slightly increasing trend established during the pre-program 

years with an average monthly detention figure of 19.3 in 1975 and 20.6 in 

1976. In the first year of the program, December, 1976, through November, 1977, 

the average monthly detention figure for status offenders rose to 27.6, an in

crease of 40% over the pre-program experience. It should also be noted that 

the decline occurring in the second half of 1977 was occasioned by the temporary 

closing of the larges~ detention center in 'District 2. If the comparison is 

1 im; ted to th~, ftrst sev:en months of the program, during whi ch both of the 

detention facilities were functioning, the average monthly detention for the 

program period woul d ha vebeen 30.9 s ta tus offenders and the increase over the 

pre-program average would have amounted to more than 60%. 

The detention experience in the r'emaining two districts was mixed. In 

both districts the incidence of detention for status violations had been de-

cl ining during the pre-program period. For District 1, the community-based, 

minimum interventipn model" the decline continued during the program period, 

but in District 3, the community-based,:rnaximum intervention model, there was 

a reversal in the detention trend with a gradual increase oc~urring throughout 

the program period. In Distr'ict 1 there were 1-33 detentions during the 1976 

pre-program period, January thrt.lUgh November. This amounted to an average 

Ihonthly figure of 12.1 as compaY'ed to 13.3 detentions in 1975. During the 

program year, from December, 'F976, <through November, 1977, there were 114 de-
/ 

tained status offenders Whip~ amounted to a 25% decrease in the average monthly 
if 

detention figure as contr,~;~ed. to the entire 23 month pre-program period, from 
f ~ 

'/ 
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12.7 to 9.5 average'monthly ~tatus offender detentions. For District 3, which 

was delayed in'starting until February, 1977, there were 62 detentions in the 

13 month period immediately preceding the program, from January,. 1976 through 

January, 1977. The. average monthly detention figure for this period was 4.8 

as compared to 8.3 in 1975. In the 10 months of the program for which data 

were available, there were 84 detained status offenders. In terms of average 

monthly detention this amounted to an increase of 29% over the entire pre

program period, from an average of 6.5 for the 25 months prior to the program 

as compared to 8.4 monthly detentions during the program. This increase in 

District 3 yiel ded a retur.n to 1975 1 evel s of detention and represented a 

marked shift from the relatively low levels that were ac~ieved in the year 

immediately prior to establishment of the DSO program. 

Institutional Commitments. The figures in Table III-5 indicate the num·· 

ber o.f secure placements by DCYS following commitment to that agency by the 
" Juvenile Court. There is an indication that secure placements for status vio''-

lations were. decl ining during the pre-program period. In the first and second 

halves of 1975 the average monthly placement figures were 16.7 and 16.8 re

spectively. In the first six-months of 1976 this figure dropped to 11.5 and 

was reduced fUrther in the second half of 1976 to 7.8 average monthly institu

tiona 1 p1 acements. Duri ng the period of program operation in 1977' there waS 

an actual increase for the first half yeAr with an average monthly placement 

figure of 8.5 status offenders. Beginning in June, however, there was a 

noticeab'i€ r.eduction in the monthly figures that continued to the end of the 

reported program period. \~hen the comparison is made between the June through 

November figures in 1977 with the same period in 1976, the 1977 plac,ement~ 

represent a 60% reduction in secure institutional placements. In SU~l, the 

collaborative effort of DCYS and the Juvenile Courts did produce a reduced 

t /'. . .. ',. 
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TABLE III-5: CONNECTICUT DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

number detained number sent 
district 1 district 2 district 3 statewide to secure 

1975. institutions --January 15 26 8 49 23 FebrlJary 10 28 March ...l.[ 
14 52 21 20 _7 43 ...ll 1st qtr. 41 74 29 144 65 April 24 12 4 40 flay 11 11 15 8 34 20 June .J! ...Q ...J ...ll ~ 2nd qtr. 50 54 21 125 35 July 12 13 13 38 12 August 12 11 6 29 4 September .J. .Jl _7 30 -1i 3rd qtr. 30 41 26 97 31 

October 13 21 9 43 November 32 12 23 8 43 December .Jl 19 
..ll _7 39 --li . 4th qtr. 38 63 24 125 70 

Total Year 159 232 100 491 201 
1976 

January 8 23 3 34 12 February 13 12 5 30 15 March .Jl -1i -.? ..E. -1i 1st qtr. 34 49 13 96 42 April 18 25 4 47 8 ~.ay 13 25 6 44 9 June -1i 28 .J. 2.1. .JQ 2nd qtr. 46 78 18 142 27 
July 18 22 1 41 6 August 8 13 September .JQ 

3 24 8 
...ll --.! ~ _9 

3rd qtr. 36 56 8 100 23 
October 6 10 5 21 November 10 11 29 7 47 December 5 -2 25 _3 . 33 ...J 4th qtr. 22 64 15 101 24 
Total Year 138 247 54 439 116 

1059 

·~.I~~--:;<~-~;;::::;::."I'l'S.'"'::''''''"::t::..~.:;.,,,;~-::;;;:,,,,,::~,~~~~~=~:,,,,o,:,''':P4"r",,''''''' _____ '~ ___ ~ ....... ~ .•• __ " ~~ ". 

" ," ''''''"--'' . .".-~ .. --."". '''''-"r-··'''-'' ::--:-t::::::-'-::'.-

! • 
i· , 

~I' 
II 



, 
i 
i 
I 

'~ 
I 

'I 

! , 
! 
I 

, J 
\ 

, ! 
I 
\ 

,~ 
~ 

TABLE 111-5 (CONT.): 

1977 
January 
February 
March 
1st qtr. 

April 
May 
June 

2nd qtr. 
July 
August 
September 
3rd qtr. 

October 
November 
2 mo total 

11 mo total 

-57-

CONNECTICUT DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF 
STATUS OFFENDERS 

, number detained number sent 

district 3 statewide to secure 
district 1 district 2 institutions 

14 18 8 40 11 
7 27 7 41 4 

-1! 36 _t! _58 J 
35 81 23 139 20 

9 36 5 50 10 
16 37 10 63 15 

13 ..Jl --1 59 J ,,-
172 31 38 110 24 " 

3 19 9 31 2 
3 20 9 32 5 

" 23 --1 49 2 
~.ll -'-

23 62 27 112 9 

7 28 12 47 3 

6 ..n J 37 _1 

11 53 18 84 4 

109 306 92 507 64 

SOURCE: Site evaluation, University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut. 
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level of placement but did not eliminate the use of institutional commitment 

for status violations. 
l) 

Net-widenina. The praviously examined evidence of increased detention 

for status offenders points to a net-widening effect as a consequence of the 

Connecticut program. The result is ironic in that the strict eligibility re

quirements were imposed for t~e purpose of insuring that intake would be 

1 imited to status offend~~rs who woul d have been detained in the absence of the 

program. By restr'itting e'} igibil ity to status offe,pders appearing at the 
Ii 

detention centers it was believed that the program~ouHI avoid the possibility 

of casti.ng a wider net over the youth popu'lation and bringing into the program 

th?se who were not at risk of juvenile court processing. The failure of these 

requirements to eliminate a"widening of the net points to the complexity of 

the issues invol.ved in attempts to narrowly target a program population. One 
" 

of the major issues that was inadequately dealt with by the Crmnecticut pro-

.gram concerns the use of discretionary decision-making. 

First, the indestructibility of discretion has been documented in other 

areas of tne justice'sytem, and the attempt to limit the use of discretion in 

determining program eligibility did not prevent its application at other de

CiSio~rpoints in the system.< The program did not attempt to limit the exer

cise of police discretion and, in effect, created the option of having to de

tain a status offender in order t.o provide access to DSO services. 

Secondly, the program plan did not include provisions for expanded 
~\" 

screening of detention decisions at the point of entry to the detention facili-
, I, 

ties. In Districts 2 and 3 the probation officers reviewed eligibility fOi" 

the DSO program only during court hours and status offender referrals during 

non-court hours would have been held until the next judicial day. For District 1, 
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howlevet", the Bridgeport detention center required that probation officers be 

on call 24 hours a day and provided prompt review and screening of status of

fender detentions. This difference i'n intake procedures existed independently 

of the DSO program plan and was probably a 'major factor in preventing an in- " 

creased detention rate in District 1. 

Finally, the design of the program models included features whiCh' may' 

have:! motivated detention center' staff to exerciSe their discretion in detain

ing a greater number of status offenders. The court-based minimuminterv~" ... 

tion teams in District 2 had a vested interest in insuring a sufficient number 

of cases to justify their presence in the DSO program. In District 3 the 

contracted services for the community-based, maximum intervention model created 

a demand for clients that would not have been met by the continued decline 

existing in the pre-program period. Coincidentally, the detention rates in 

each of these districts increased during the program period. A decrease in de

tention occurred onl,yin, District 1 which provided minimum se,rvices delivery 

by non-court personnel. 

In summary of the Connecticut detention experience, the program offere~ 

one example of the consequences of imposing strict eligibility requirements on 

program entry. In targeting detained status, offenders the program attempted 

to avoid widening of the net by limiting the use of discretion at the program 

entry stage. The program plan did not, however, address the problem of dis

placement of discretionary decision-making to the earlier stages of justice 

system processing, it did not provide for prompt review of, detention decisions 

at intake to the facfl ities, and it" did not att~mpt. to cou, the POSS~bil ity " 

of having created a motivated bias 'among detentlon lntake sta'ff~ward In-
,j 

creasing tile number of detained status off~nders. The trade~off in preventing 
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non-detained status offenders access to program services appears to have in

volved a substantial increase in detention. It is difficult to determine the 

exact size of this increase because other fa~tors may have been Dperating such 

as an actual increase in status violations during the program period. How

ever, if the 10.6% reduction that occurred in statewide detention of status 

offenders for' 1976 had continued at the same rate through 1977, then the 

eleven-month predicted total for 1977 would have been 360 detentions. The 

actual figure was 507 detained status offenders, a 41% increase over the pre

dicted figure. 

1063 
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DELAWARE 

Although the Delaware DSO effort was officially located within a state 
" 

agency, the Division of Services to Children and Youth, the design of the 

program was clearly court-based. A specially created Family Court intake 
.~:::=d.'::=~'~~-;:::~.... ~3) 

-~ -..-r-~ unit served as the entry pOl-rrt-for all status offenders entering the program. 
;:-

Individual cases reached this intake unit by two routes, either through physi-

cal arrest or direct referral. Physical arrest in Delaware is cbaracterized 

by a high degree of legal formality with an emphasis on the use of warrant 

procedures and a requirement of transfer to Family Court within two hours of 

taking the juvenile into custody. Status offenders arrested during court 

hours could be taken directly to the Family Court, otherwise they would be 

placed in one of two detention facilities operated by the State Bureau of 

Juvenile Corrections. The Family Court generally reviewed the cases of all 

arrested status offenders before referral to the DSO intake unit. T.he second' 

route for program entry involved non-custody complaints from law enforcement 

or referra'ls from community sources, both of which usually reached the DSO 

intake unit without prior screening. The decision to refer status offenders » -
I· 

for furthf':~ 'services was largely controlled by the Family Court DSO intake 
If 

If 
unit. (i, 

\'. 

" 

Number of Oetai~ed Status Offenders. The detention figures shown in 

Table III-6 were available only for a pre-program year covering August, 1974 

through July, 1975, and a program period covering calendar year 1977. The 

figures for the in,terim months (August, 1975 through December, '1976) are 

o estimates taken from a separate report of both resident and non-resident status 

offender detentions dul~ing this period. The comparative detention figu~es are 

for resident status offenders only. It is apparent that the program did not 

l06loJ 

... f,. > " 

I 

\ 

, ' 

/ 
._t 

.. 
M 

I ---L&J c::: 
:::l 
<.!:J -LL. 

1/ 

(t 

-62-

, , , , 
1 , 

-' 1l'I' 
r-..' 
0\' 
.-,' .. : .... 

G.J 1 - .. 
§ ~ - ...... - .... 
~ , ' , ' ;:, , , 
~ , , 
.s:: , , .... , , 
.,. ..\-~--.--
~ ... : ..... ~- .. -, 
~ I,' Q.I-d 
~ ! ..... ! i ....... 
Q. ' • Q.I: • 
VI, .. 

I .. 

" ) 
'0 ' I c:: ' , 
~ : .. , .. , 
t''': 
e-' 
~Y ...... 
D" ... , 
o ' .. ~ 1 ...... 

ca. • "."-• I ........ 

Q.I-' ,,',- ~ 
, Q., -, , . 

,-.... f 

o 
IQ 

...... . -.... : ...... 
•• I ~ ' ... 

c': 

-Z I 
I 

0 
I 
I 
I 

VI 
, , , 

< 
, , 
I 
I 

~ , 
,..., 

~ 
,..., 
en 

% I , 
< I , , 
% 

, , 
I 

lI.. 
I 
I 
I , 

~ I -Q 1 
1 

Z : , 
o : , , 
VI 1 , 
< : 

.1 

~ \0 ,..., 
'":) 0\ 

% : 
1 

< : 
1 

% : 
1 

lI.. : 
1 , 

~ I ---Q I 
1 
1 

Z 1 
I 

o : , 
I e" , 
I 

< : 
I 

~ Il'I ,..., 
~ ~ , 
% , 

I 
I < I , 

% : , , 
lI.. , , , 
~ , --Q I , , 
Z , 

o ;!'! en 

-

1065 

, 



.~------- - ~ 

-63-

reduce the absolute number of youths detained for status violations. In fact, 

the figure for the program period (N=702) represents an 8.5% increase over the 
}' ~ 

number detained during the pre-program year (N~647). Without the actual interi¢ ( 
/ ) 
'j 

figures it is impossible to determine if this increase resulted from a trend 

established in the pre-program period (see Figure IH-3), or if the availability 
i 

of DSO services may have infl~~oced law enforcement to increase the number of 

arrests for status violations. 

Institutional Commitments. Table 111-6 also contains the figures showing 

the Delaware experience in reducing the number of status o~fender cOlTlllitted to 

secure institutions. In the two years prior to the program there was some 
. 

evidence of a movement to decrease the number of institutionalized status of-

fenders, with 75 commitments in 1974 and only 51 in 1975. In the first six 

rnonths of 1976 the frequency of such commitments continued at about the 1975 

level, but with the start of the DSO program in June of 1976 there was an 

obvious decline with only 2 commitments in the seond half of 1976, followed by 

9 cases during 1977. There are some additional data focusing on the period 

between October, 1975 and September, 1976 that can shed some light on the signi

ficance of these reductions. 'During this year, status offenders represented 
! 

18% (N=53) of all juvenile commitments to secure institutions. Also, among 

the 241 institutionalized males only 10% were status offenders, and among the 

53 females the number of status offenders amounted to 55%. In other words, 

the reductions;,achieved during the DSO program removed a significant proportion 

of all youths from correctional facilities and hal\red the number of female 
\1' 
Jl commi tments . 1/ 

// 

Length of Detention. The data concerning average length of detention 

for status offenders indicate that the program did make some progress. 

1066 

• ..- #'. 
. ;.-

__ .-...:.-d{,-·--;",;::::';"';:..."::"-:::~-:'::::::-::::::: 

(' ,J 

Ii .-' 

-64-

TABLE III-6: DELAWARE DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS 
OFFENDERS 

1974-75 
August 
September 
October 
1st qtr. 

November 
December 
January 
2nd qtr. 

February 
March 
April 
3rd qtr. 

May 
June 
July 
4t~ qtr. 

number 
de.!!i!!.ed 

" 53 
43 

...§.§. 
164 
44 
50 

-M 
158 
46 
66 
42 

154 
64 
54 

Jl 
171 

Total Year 647 

1975 (cont.) 

August (56) a 
September (54) 
October (77) 
November (51) 
December (47) 

av'erage 
days in 
d~Ull2.n 

8.68 
5.32 
9.27 
8.05 
8.93 
7.06 
8.17 

8.03 
9.54 
7.43 
8.29 
8.30 
8.44 
6.87 
M§. 
6.71 

7.75 

nllllber sent 
to secure 

institutions 

gender distribution of 
institutionalized youths 

femal e !!!!l.e 
(%) (%) 

(from January 1 to December 31, 1974) 

Total Year 75 

4 

1 
2 
9 

4 
2 
1 

4 
4 
9 
7 
4 

41% 59% 

5 mo Total (285) Total Year 51 51% 49% ------------------ -----------------------1976 

Janu~ry 155) February 69) 
March 52) 
April 44) 
May 63) 
June ~59) 
July 43) 
August ,,74) 
September =c~(51) 
October (59) 
Novetnber ( 46 )' 
December ( 49) 

Total Year (664) 

'--~ .. -~,:;.,......,..,~,-. .,."'""",....~~'~~J.~~~-=-.--'~ 

6 
6 
5 
7 
4 
3 

.2 

33 55% 45% 

. / ' . 
'- .• -.~.~:::::---:-: -.-~;!..:;-:;:--:-,:--~~-:~-~ .. :~---~"' •. -~~;:-- ... "' . --

, 
- . . --.-..: ___ "'"',..>~"':w, 

, 
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TABLE 111-6 (CONT.): DELAWARE DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS 
OFFENDERS 

nllllber 
detained 

1977 
January 54 
February 67 
March 60 
1st qtr. 181 

April 42 
'May 73 
June 60 

2nd qtr. 175 
July 54 
August 50 
September 57 
3rd qtr. 161 

October 57 
Novanber 87 
December ..-4l 
4th qtr. 185 

Total Year: 702 

1978 

January 63 
February 55 

l' I" 

average 
days in 

detention 

4.90 
2.46 
2.66 
3.25 
3. 10 
4.02 
4.21 
3.87 
2.32 
4.96 
3.40 
3.52 
3.00 
4.74 
3.83 
4.00 

3.61 

3.67 
5.10 

mlllber sent 
to secure 

institutions 

2 

1 
1 

2 
1 
1 

, 

9 

2 

gender distribution of 
institutionalized youths 

fanale male 
(%)' (%) 

33% 67% 

( a Figures within parentheses are estimates based on another sp.ries reporti~g 
the detention of out-of-state IS well as resident status offender detentlon. 
The figure reported here represents 88% of all detentions reporte~ in the 
other seri es. ) 

SOURCE: Governor's Commission on Criminal Justice. Wilmington. Delaware 
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The average number of days in detention was fairly uniform within each of the 

two periods. However, in the program period this figure had been reduced by 

more than 50%, from 7.75 days in 1974-75 to 3~67 days in 1977. 

In retrospect these results provide a summary of the major strengths 

and weaknesses of the Delaware program structure. The close relationship 

with the court seems to have been effective in reducing the number of insti

tutional commitments and in shortening the length of detention for status of

fenders awaiting court action. On the other hand, the exclusive reliance on 

an intake procedure that was limited to court hours was totally ineffective in 

shielding status offenders from the experience of secure detention and may 

have resulted in an actual increase in the frequency of arrest and detention 

for status violations. 
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ILLINOIS 

Legislation effective statewide in 1974 had clready prohibited insti

tutional commitment of status offenders, designated in I11inoi,s as Minors in 

~ ~ " h Need of Supervision (MINS), and thus the DSO effort was cOI~£~~r'ned solely Wlt 

the issue of diverting status offenders from secure detention prior to court 

adjudication. The program was formally admi nistered by a state social wel fare 

agency, the Department of Children and Family Services lDCFS), which in turn 

created and staffed a separately identified unit, Illinois Status Offender 

"Services (ISOS), with responsibility for implementing two programs for status 

offenders. 

The DSO program, known as Alternatives to Detention, focused on service 

del ivery between the po{nt of arrest and first court appearanc.e. Program en

try ordinarily began with notification by the police to the ISOS office or 

contract agency represent~tive that an Jarrest had occurred for a status vio

lation. The youth adv:~at;;~\ere usually available 24 hours a day and could 
(C 

assume responsibility for the child"at the point of police custody. The ad-

vocates could return the child to their home or find alternative shelter, and 

with permission of the court would provide home super.~ision and other services 

untn the scheuu] ed court appearance occurri ng in fox;mate]~ t..<l weeks . 

of the time of arrest. While the advocates could foe lnvolved ln court dell-
. ," )~ ., 

berations on the disposition of the case, their involvement with the child 

was officially ended at the hearing stage. The alternatives model was operated:" 
'), 

in 11 of the 18 DCFS-regionsin Illinois, or approximately 35 of 102 counties. 

The second ISOS program was funded by the III i nois Law Enforcement Com

mission (ILEC), the state criminal justice planning agency, and was designed 

d " to adJ"udicated status offenders who had been referred by to provi e serVl ces II 

/ 
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the court to DCFS. Known as the Service Demonstration Program, this effort 

was limited to the south Chicago area of Cook County, and the Decatur negion 

containing seven central 1'llinois counties. While the same child may have 

been served by both programs, the Service Demonstration P.rogram received 

Some cl ients" that had not been previously seen in the Al ternatives to Deten

tion Program. 

Detention data were avaUable from three sites in which the DSO program, 

Alternatives to Detention~ was operational. The Cook County Detention Center 

information is shown 'in Table III-7 and includes a pre-program year from 

J~ly, 1975 through June, 1976 with a program period beginning in July, 1976 

and ending in July, 19,78. Table III-8 contains the data from the Macon County 

Detention Clanter located in De"catur, Illinois. The program and pre-program 

periods are identical to those of Cook Co~nty. The final Illinois data set 

is shown in Table 1II-9 which combines the information from the LaSalle County 

Detention Center in Ottawa with the figur,es from a small facil ity servi ng 

McLean County. This merger was suggested because McLean County was reported 

as having frequently used the LaSalle facility as an alternative to the pri

vately operated, non-profit faci 1 ity al so used by McLean County. There was a 

delayed program start in LaSalle County with the result that the program 

period begins in September, 1976 and continues through July, 1978. Pre-program 

data were available from J"atiuary, 1975 through August, 1976. The local Illinois 

eva 1 uatQrs=were'ablet~:;R~t~'1'n~'one of the most cempl ete data sets on deinsti-. '" - ' . .,-

tuionalization and have facilitated the examination of a number of issues re

lated to program impact, the first being the effectiveness of the program in 

reducing the number of detained status offenders. 
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Number of Detained Status Offenders. The monthly detention figures for 

each site have been plotted in Figure III-4* which shows an impact jn all three 

sites on detention rates but with apparent variation in the magnitude and the 

pattern of the reduction. The most precipitous decline in any DSO site was 

observed in Cook County. During the peak pre-p~gram month, February of 1976, 

there were 174 deta i ned status offenders, and by the third month of the prog:ram, 

in September, 1976, this figure had dropped to 25 - a decline of almost 86%. 

Overall comparison of the pre-program and first program year indicates a re

duction of 61.1%, from 127.2 average monthly detentions between July, 197.5 

and June, 1976, to a 49.5 average between July, 1976 and June, 1977. Beyond 

the first year the progr'am effect was somewhat 1 essened, wi th an average 

monthly fi gure of 57 det"ained status offenders from July, 1977 through July, 

1978, a 55.2% reduction compared to the pre-program year. 

In viewing only the detention figures it is.possible to conclude that law 

enforcement in Cook County, principal)y the Chicago Police Department, may have 
;, 

substantially reduced their efforts to intervene in situations involving stat.us 

violations. Adclitional data on the rates of referral to the DSO/Alternatives 
1\ 

program (see Table III-10) suggest that this was not the case and, in fact, 

that law enforcement'~as highly receptive to util izing the ISOS youth advocates 

* The Cook County figures are limited to in-county residents only, with the 
transient detainees, who were ineligible for the program, being reported 
separately in Table 111-7. The Macon and LaSalle/Mclean figures represent 
total status, offender detentions. The differential reporting was justified 
on the grounds that the Macon County and LaSalle/McLean Detention Centers 
were located in multi-county areas served by the program and that non-resi
dents of the detention counties could have been eligible for the program in 
their county of residence. Cook County was not reported as a detention site 
for surrounding counties and non-resident detentions generally involved 
actual transient youths. 
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as an option to detention. In the early months of the program, which actually 

began in mid-July, the number of referrals to the program from police custody 

approximately ~oubled each month, beginning with 25 cases in July and reaching 

151 by October. In terms of total identification of detainable youth (actual 

detentions plus program referrals) it is apparent that law enforcement began 

to increase their levels of arrest for status violations and soon exceeded 

the peak month for the pre-program period (i .e., 174 detentions in March, 1976 

versus the total detainable figure for October of 193 - 42 actual detentions 

plus 151 referrals). The only period of reduced intervention seems to have 

occurred immediately preceding the start of the program and may have resulted 

from an anticipation of utilizing an option other than detention in respond

ing to status offenders. This increase in totial detainable status offenders 

raised the possibility of a 'widening of the net' effect and will be discussed 

below in greater detail. 

The detenti on experi'ence in the rema i n i ng areas di d not exhi bi t the 

dramatic decline seen in Cook County and suggests the possibility of a slower 

rate of impact in less urbanized areas where the initial incidence of deten

tion is likely to be much lower. In the long run, however, both of these areas 

did achieve reductions ttlat ~ither exceeded or matched that of Cook County. 

In Macon County where there was a slight increasing trend during the pre-program 

period, the first year of the program saw a reduction of 35.8% from the ore-
, , . 

ceeding twelve months, a decline from 11.2 to 7.2 average mont~ly detentions. 

After the first year Macon County appears to have totally eliminated the use 
, 

of detention for status violations for the last seven months, and recorded an 

average,monthly figure for July, 1977 thro'ugh July, 1978 of 2.9 detentio,ns, 

a 73.8% decline from the pre-program period. 
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For LaSalle/McLean Counties a comparison of average monthly detention 

figures in the twenty month pre-program period and the first program year shows 

a slight increase of 8.0%, from approximately 11 to 11.8 status offenders monthly. 

The peak detention figures were recorded at the end of the first year and de

clined steadily thereafter with the average monthly figure for the last ~leven 

months being 6.8 detained status offenders, a drop of 37.7% from the prfa-

program figure. 

If progress in reducing the use of detention at all three Illinois sites 

is compared on the basis of achievement in the last six months of the two year 

program,effort' (i .e., January thr.0ugh· June of 1978 versus the same pre-program 

months in 1976~, the results are as fol"lows: -,56% fOI" Cook County (from 806 

to 355 detained status offenders); -100% for Macon County (from 77 to zero 

detentions); and -51.1% for LaSalle/McLean Counties (from 66 to 32 status of

fenders). The eventual impact of tHe Alternatives to Detention model yielded 

comparable reductions in detention for both the highly urbanized and more rural 

areas of Illinois. 

Detention of Non-resident Status Offenders. A slecond issue on which only 

Illinois information was available involves the possible impact of the DSO 

effort on the detention of transient, non-resident status offenders. Because 

the detention centers in Macon and LaSalle Counties set'ved as a detention site 

for surrounding counties in Which the program was operating, the non-residents 

of these detenti'on counti es were not recorded separately. In Cook County, 

however, these cases did represent a transient youth population of the type 

that is likely to be drawn to a large urban area. The monthly figures on de.> 

tention of non-resident status offenders in Cook County are shown in the second 

column of Table III-7. The data are also plotted in Figure III-5 along with 
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the detention of resident status offenders in order to provide an indication 

of the trend and relative size of th~:~~o groups. 
'~ ~ 

warranted. 
Ii 

Three observations seem 

First'l there is no eVidence of a program effect. In the eleven months 

prior to the program, from August, 1975 through June, 1976, there were 40.3 

[iaverage monthly detp.ntions for non-resident status offenders. In the first 

'(13 'months of the program the average monthly figure was 37.5 detentions . 

Since non-resid,~nts were ineligibl~ for the program, this result could be 

expected. But, it.also sugg~sts that law enforcement continued to screen for 
",~, $' 

non-resident youth and provides furtr~er evidence that the program did not 

create aonon-interventionist response at the police level. 

j "Secondly, not only did the program fail to affect this group, but there 
·r 

appears to be very "'1 itttl'eoelse that a:ffects· the level of non-resident status 

offender d~tentions. The montbly num6er of transients remai ned fairly constant 

both belz~re and during t~e program and appears to be unrelated to even extreme 

fluctuations in resident detentions. The only decline of any significance 
('\. 

occurred in December, 1976 when Chicago was experiencing severe weather condi-

tions (prog~'am referral s also dropped sharply tn this period). 
~ t;.\ 

I' 

'The final observations concern the decision to exclude non-resident status 
fl' 

offenders from the DSO program. During the months ~'.I},which data were obtained 
. 't{_ . ..,-.....' 

on both groups it is apparent that non-resident status offenders contributed 

significantly to the ~0.~a1 detained population. In the pre-pr(j§~3m period 

transients ~accounted for 24% of all statys offender detentions, and as a num

ber of resident detentions declined in th~ program pe;iod the relative size of 

While the no'n-res.JJ.fents increas~c:I to 48%, of all detained status offenders. 
\\ 

ii 

services other than home supervision woul d ,have been required for this group, 
, II 

o 
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it seems reasonable to ask why an alternative other than secure detention 

was net offered for this relatively large number of non-criminal youth. 

Length of Detention. A third issue concerns the effect of the program 

on length of detention among the program el igibl e status violators. ()In each 

of the three Illinois tables the number of average days in detention is shown 

for the status offenders detained for a given month (exclusive of the non

resident detainee~ in Cook County). Analyses of these figures were under

taken to determine the extent of pre""program/program differentes in 1 ength of 

detention, and to te~t fo,* an inverse rel ationshi p be~ween the numbers of 

detained YOU~h and length of detention during the program period. Presence 

0;: the latter relationship would suggest that the program was less succ.essTu1 

iii diverting the more hard to place youth from lengthy periods of detention. 

If such a core group were subject to a gret\ter 1 ike'lihood of detention under 
';'" {} 

the a1 ternativesprogram, then, as the 1 ess difficu'J t cases were diverted, 

their increasing,relative contribution would have raic;ed the average detention 

ja';)(::,.figure for the reduced number of detained status offenders. 

Ii The, possible effects of the prog'ram on length of detention should be 

assessed in rel ation to the impact on the number of detai ned status offenders. 

The first year reduction in the use of detention in Cook County was also 
\1:('( 

accomp,ani,ed by an increase in the period of confinement for status offenders. 

The average length pf detention on Cook"County during the first 13 months 

of the program wa~ raised by about 32% over that of the 11 month pre-program 
, " 

period, from 6.8 to 9.0 days. Within the ,program periodthere was also a 

slight invers,e relationship betwe,en status~tfender detentions and the average 

length of deten'tion for each month (r = ... 26)', suggesting that (t~~I! program may" 

have had I ess of an impact in removing th~,morei'¢ifficul t placement cases from 
\~) -',' 

detent,ion. 
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In Macon County, the first year reduction in the number of detained 

status offenders was not accompanied by an increased period of detention. 

:'The 12 ~ontth~~e-program average Of\':6.4 detention days was virtually identi-
~ , 

, cal to the 6.3 figure for the first i f3 months of the program. There was 
I 

also nO'confirmation of a relationsh'~p between month',y detentions and the 

average detention day figure (r = .09). 

Whi.le the number in detention was not reduced in LaSalle/McLean Counties 

until after the first year of the program, there was evidence of a decline in 
II 

detention days during the first 11 months of the program. Compared to a 20 

month pre-program period this decline amounted to over 24%, from 8.2 to 6.2 

days. During the program months thr:re was no-relationship between the number 

of detainees and length of detention (r = -.04). 

In sum, then, the average day figures indicate that the Cook County 

program was less successful than it appeared to be when assessed only in terms 

of numerical reductions (i .e.,' fewer status offenders were detained f"or longer 

periods of tim€'), Macon County achieved a reduction in numbers without in

creasing the leng1th of confinement, and in the LaSalle/McClean area there was 
" 

somewhat of a reductioni (1 the 1 ength of detention prior to an acuta 1 drop in 
')' , , ,', /!;i " 

the number of detained s -;;a tus o'ffenders .;, 

An additional area that can be examined in Illinois involves the possible 

"effect of deinstitutiona1ization on the derrographic characteristics of the 

" detained status offender population. Ideally it could be expected that a pro

gram such as the al ternatives effort woul d be equally successful in diverting, 

youth wi thdiffering demographic f~:iatures such as gender or ethnic group mem,~ 

bership, and that the proportionate representation of a specific demog,"aphic 

grouping would remain the same in poth the pre-program and program periods. 

J 
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The Illinois data tables show the quarterly compo'sition of the detain~d popula

tion on gender and ethnic chart!cteristics, and allow an examination of demo

graphic differences before and during program oper~tion. In all three sites 

the information wa? obtained for the same months as those in which average 

length of detention was measured, and,with.· the exception of the LaSa 11 e/ 

McLean data, the comparison periods are identical to those of th,e preceding 

analysis. Since the program in LaSalle County started during the third quarter· 
i' 

of 197o, this quarter was dropped from the analysis and the demographic com-

parisons involve pre-program/program periods of 18 and 10 months respectively. 

Gender Differences. With regard to gender characteristics of detained 

status offenders, the only consistent finding was the predominance of females 

in both the pre-program and program periods. The shifts that can be observed 

in comparisons of the program and pre-program data indicate that the Alterna

tives to Detention effort was not 'equa'l1y successfu'l in diverting both males 

clnd females, and that the pattern of diff:rentia1 impact was somewhat unique 

. in each of the three areas. In Cook County there was an 11% increase in the, 

proportionate representation of detained female s~~~ offenders during the 

program, from 50.9% in the pre~program period to 61.9% in the first 13 program 

months. While Cool< County recorded a general decline in detehtion during this 

period, the relative' in~rease for females occurred as 'a result of the greater 

impact in diverting males from secure detention. For males theaV~rage number 

of month'lY detentions declined by nearly 70% - from 62.5 to 19,.3 per month.~, 

Among female status offenders th~monthly detention, ~.i~u,re was reduoc~d by 

sl ight1y over 51 % - from 64.8 !ltO 31.4 cases monthly~, 
II 

In Macon county the opposlte patter~ occurred.. During the program the 

proportion of female detainees decl.;1~led l~, ~\3% - fr~m 65. 7%~efOre, the prog,ram -
'~'\ " 
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to 54q~urtg~~:7;~~: months of the program. This decrease in the per-
"1" 

centageJ~f detained females in Macon County reflects a movement toward less 
/. 

,~ ;:,/, 
ge~ij'er-based disparity in status offender det,entions. Before the aTter~atives 

I, program, the a ver.age monthly f1 gure for deta i ned fema 1 es wa~ a'imost twi ce tha t 
.1 
I, 

~ ~ 

of,males!i'7.3 females versus 3.8 males per month. After the first year of 

o the alternatives "program, ~he monthly average of females was 3.8 as compared 
r~·-:..· 

to 3.2" for Jna 1 e' status offenders. 
-;:1.' 

Tne LaSalle/McLean data reveal that the previously noted modest increase 

iti)ooveral1,detention was entirely the result of an increased detention rate for 

females. The proportion of detained females rose from 59.9% in the pre-program 

period to 67.0% during the program months in which data were available, a 7.5% 

increase. This shift represents ao increase of 22.6% in the average number of 

females detained monthly, from 6.3 before the program to 7.7 per month during 

the program. For male status offenders there was actually a slight dec,line in 
.. , (l~., ',I ',; 

average monthly detentions of 11 .2%, from 4.3 per month before the program 

to 3.8 during the program . 

In summarizing these gender-based differences,it appears that the Alter-
" 
~' 

natives to Detention program was more successful in diverting rilale status of

fenders. At"all three detention centers the average m'onthly fi gure invariably 
r;- ~ (~~'S, 'j 

reached a lower,leV,el for males than for females: The disparity b'etween the 

percentage of mal e and fema 1 e detentions;' i ncrea,sedi n both Cook County and the 
/) 0 Ii 

,LaSa 11 e/Mcl.,.ean areas. Thereduc,tion i ngender differences for Macon County 
~ ~, 

, " . 'i', Q II ,,-, 

approached but never Y7,;eached parity for females. In relati,ve tenns the pro .. 
;/ 

vi s;on of s.hort-tennlh6mesuperviscion as an al ternative to detention seems to 

haveb~en less acc~~table for female than for male.::1':tatus'offenders. 
-::- ./ 1;" ~, 

> :/ () ~ I 

Ethnic/Racial Differences".Tne dataireg1rding'the ethnic or ra.cial 

~ha~acteristic.s l;the detai~\d popu,lat10~~ indicfte~,that the"O~rOg~arr:'~,g~ri:e~al1Y: 
1! lh ''::. Q - ;:, 
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did not affect the proportion ol minority youth held in secure detention. The Ji 

o _ lJ 

detention center in LaSalle County held alflDst no minority status offenders 

either before or during the program period, a findi~g related to the predomi

nance of white, anglo families in that area of Il"linois. In Cook County, 

minority youth, mostly black, constituted 53.5% of the detained population 
- \\ 

before the program, and continued at a comparable level of 54.2% durigg'the 
,-

first program year. The only evidence of a differential impact appears in 

Macon County where the proportion of minority youth increased from 20.9% before 

the alternatives effort to 28.9% during the first program year. This shift 

occurred becal~se the diversion from ~ecure detenti on largely i n,vol ved non

minority youth and left the absolute nU!!lber,of minority cases at the same 

level both before and during the program period. For non-minority youth the 

~I, number of average mopthly detentions decl ined by over 44% during the first 

program year, from 8.8 to 4.9 status offenders per month. For minority youth 

there were 2.3 ave7ge detent~ons for the pre-pro,gram months as compared to 2.0 

monthly detentiont averaged itt. the first year of the program. Since Macon 

County eventually removed all status offenc::lers from detention, it would be 

misleading to attach undue significance to the differenti~limpact on minorities 

in' the fir~t program year. 

Ther~ is one remaining observation conc~rning the ethnic composition of 
, i . 
the detained populattons that deserves special emphasis. Over the full period 

It"'" 
\'" 

covered in these data the leve1 of d.etention shown for minority youth suggests· 

substantial. over-representation rel ative to 'their numbers in the total,popul a

t'ion. Whi.1e more refined'comparisons could be obtained, the 1970 census re-
!J ,. ,," <) 

rorded'the black populatiori of Cook~tnd Macon counti es as 21.4% and 7.9% 

respectively; the corresponding figures on the detention of black youth for 
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TABLE III-7:' COOK COUNTY p~TENiION OF STATUS O~fENDERS 1 

,~.j ( 

number detained 

1975 
July (126') 

~32) 2 August 121 
September 127 46) 
3rd qtr. 374 

October 112;;\ (55) 
November 131 (36) 
December ill (32) 
4th qtr. 346 

6 mo Total 720 

1976 
January 116 (43) 
February ),48 (39) 
March "~74_ (33) 

1/ 

1st qtr. 438 
April 162 (49) 
May 132 (48) 
June 74 (30) 

2nd qtr. 368 
July 79 (42) 
August 57 (33) 
September 25 (44) 

31"d Cqtr. 161 
October 42 (44) 

, November 34 (44) 
Dfi!cember 30 (17) 
4th qtr. 106 

IITotal Year 1073 
I 
·Ii 

1977 
January 49 (32) 
February 51 (28) 
March 49 (49) 
1st qtr. 149 

April 58 (34) 
May 66 (56) 
June 54 (21) . 
2nd qtr. 178 

average 
d"ys in 

de!!n.ll0n 

8.73 
...§.& 
8.57 
9.96 
9.36 

(\ 2.56 
,/ 

7.53 

7.96 
~ 

5.81 
6.69 
5.37 -,-
5.93 
7.75 
5.25 
3.29 
5.96 
4.28 
6.13 

..b47 
4.18 

12.95 
7.72 

12.53 
11.15 --6.29 

9.69 
14.00 
7.78 

1().54 
9.05 
5.29 

10.40 
8.65 

~emogr~ph1c characteristics 
~ of detained youths 

fema 1 e whi te! 1 atirio 
male black other 

(~) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

58% 42% 38% 62% 

51% 49% 53% 45% 2% 

54% 46% 47% 52% 1% 

43% 57% 51% 47% 2% 

65% 35% 52% 35% 13% 

80% 20% 40% 60% 

54~ 46% 46% 49% 4% 

50: 50: 36% 58% 5% 

52% 48% 59%. 4 n 
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TABLE 111-7 (CONT.): 

<I 

COOK COUNTY DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

,~ )1 

demographic characteristics 
of detained youths 

female ,white latino 
~umber detained 

average 
days in 

detention ma 1 e b l!£.k other 

1977 (cont.) (~) (%) (%) (~) (~) (%) 

July 65 (43) 2 14.64 82% 18~ 28% 63~ 9% 
August 61 
September ~ 
3rd qtr. 175 

October 55 
November 52 
December £ 

",4th qtr 154 

~l , 

Total ,Year 656 na ------~~--- na --------------~' , . 
--------------~------~--------------------~,~~ 1978: 

January 47 
FebruaJ'Y 57 
March .-ll 
1st qtr. 165 

April 60 
May 71 
June 59 

') 
2nd Iqtr• 190 

July 57 

7 mo Total 412 

1 All stati,stical computat1nns based on detained youths residing in Cook County. 
2 Indicates the number of additional detained youths whose residence is outside 

of Cook County. 

'Q-

SOURCE: Site Evaluation, University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois. 
'ttl ,,, 

'I ._~ 
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TABLE IU:"S: MACON Cbll~TY PETENTION .oF STATUS OFFENDERS 

demographic characteristics 
a.verage of detained louths 
days in female white latino 

detention' _ male _ black other ---
2.58 

10.27 
~ 

::, 5.59 61% 39% 86% 11% 4% 
4.92 
4.69 
7.36 
5.79 72% 28% 93% 7% 

number 
1975 de!!!.ned 

July 13 
. August 11 
September -i 
3rd·qtr. 28 

October 11 
~''''i"~' ,~~c·'Nuvember·--"«··-·"··~o= -'j 

. December 1 r 
.~~~;=o .... = .. ~ '4tflqtF.~ .. 29 

5.69 67% 33% 89% 9% 2% 

5.32 
12.15 
..!:1Q. 

3~ 7.91 62% 73% 16% 4% 7% 
5.48 
4.98 
.Ll~ 
5.70 69% 31% 69% 28% 3% . 
6.77 

11 .14 
1'1 J.:J! 

7.37 43% 57% 74% 23% 3% ,,; 

7.53 /~ .. 
n 5.47 

~ 
:'" -~- 6.59 71% 29% 67% 24% 10% 

7.03 60% 40% 71% 22% 2% 5% 

6.00 
5.40 
'~ 

4.85 67% 33% 67% 33% 
2.20 
5.78 
~ 
6.H{ 50% 50% 83% 17~ 
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TABLE III-8 (CONT.!): MACON COUNTY DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

•. ./."e; : 

1977 . (cont.) > 

July 
August 
sePtem~rr 
3rd qt,r. 

October' 
November 

,December 
4thqtr. 

number 
de.!!1!!.ed 

4 
6 

..li.. 
24 
9 
5 
~ 

14 

Total Year 68 

1978 
1st qtr. 
2nd qtr. 

July 

7 mo total 

o 
o 
o 
o 

average 
days in 

de!!!:!l1.on 

1.50 

na 

demographic characteristics 
of detained youths 

female white latina 
male bl!£.k -'"- o!!!!.r 

50% 50% 25% 50S 25%. 

----------- na ---~------------

. " 

'.1 

SOURCE: Sfte Evaluation, University of Chicago. Chicago. Il11nois 

'. ,'.) ,~ 

.. " - ' 

~, 

(':. 
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TABLE III-9: LASALLE/McLEAN DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

1975 
January 
February 
March 
1st qtr~ 

April 
~y 
June 
2nd qtr. 

July 
August 
September 
3rdqtr. 

October 
Nov8!Jlber 
December 
,4th qtr. 

'."", 

Total Year 

1976 
JamAary 
February 
March 
1st qtr. 

April 
May 
June 
2nd qtr. 

July 
August 
September 
3rd qtr'. 

~.;-

O.ctober 
l~ovember 
/~r=~r 

,./"' 4thqtr. 
// 

Total Year 

n\lllber detained 

11 
14 

..ll(2) 1 

38 
8 (1) 
9 

-1Q (1) 

27 
13 ('I) 
9 

...1! (1) 

34 
8 

12 
....! 

25 

124 

>8 
11 

'-....1 
28 
13 
16 

....! 
38 
11 
18 

..1! 
40 
11 
6 

(3) 
(1) 

(10) 

(6) 
(4) 

(2) 
(3) 

(2) 
(1) 

..J (2) c, 

25 

131 (15) 

.> I) 

demographic characteristics 
oflle.ta 1 ned youths 

average female" white latino days 1n 
de~on male 

(s) (%) 
black other 

(%) (%) (%) (%;) 

16.22 
26.52 
~.94 

13.06 45% 55% 97% 3% 
7.15 
4.53 

..!:..Qi 
5.49 48% 52% 100% 
3.90 
1.44 

14.97 
7.16 
5.18 
.3.59 

11.:12. 
5.65 

9.35 

43.05 

~:~ 
13.78 
" 6.03 
·1.91 
~ 

3.94 
2.44 
3.70 

.i:A 
3.81 

/, ~::~; 
..1.:l! 

84% 16% 100% 

53% 47% 99% 1% 

68% 32% 100% 

-',I 

74% 26% 100% 

63% 37% 100% 

5.84 64% 3~.% 100% " 

6.3~; 67% 33% 100% 

.", 
~ 

) 

'\ 
\\ » ~. 

I ' 

'I 
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TABLE Ifl':",g (CONT.): LASALLE/McLEAN DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 
)i 

, I 

J 

1977 

January 
February 
March 

1st qtr. 

April 
May ill I 

June 

2nd qtr. 

July 
August 2 
September 

3rd qtr. 

Octob!!r 
November 
December 
4th qtr. 

Total Year 

1978 
, January,:," 

February 
March 

1st qtr. 

April 
May {, 

June,;' 
2nd,.,!1tr• 

July 

7 mo Total 

nllllber detained 

12 (1) 
9 (2) 

.Ji 
35 

11 (1) 
17 

..lQ. 
38 

17 
16 

.Jl 
44 
13 
10 

....l 
25 

142 (4) 

3 
11 
~ 

18 

5 
4 

2 
14 
7 

39 \' 

demographic character'istics 
of detained youths 

average female white latina days in 
detention _ male _ bl!£k _ other" 

5.77 
6.20" 

..1:.Q1 
5.58 54% 46% 

4.80 
10.00 
.1.4§. 

8.30 79% 21% 97% 3% 
3.93 71% 29~ 100% 

na --------~-- na --------~-----~-

.) 

1 Indicates the number of MacLean County 'detainees included in tptal~.nlJllber. 
2 Data for current and illi,~remafning months for LaSalle County O~ly'. ( 

SOURCE: Site Evaluation, 

"iJ, 

, " ~ 
University of Chicago, Chicagql' 

II 

Illinois. 
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status violations in 1975-77 were 50.5% for Cook County and 19.2% for Macon 

County. These comparisons do not establish the presence of bias in the treat

ment of minority youth, but they do raise questions concerning the social and 

economic correlates of detention'for status violations and certainly dispel 

contentions that minority youth are infrequently detained for status offense 

behavior. 

Net-widening. The final issue to be examined involves the possibility 

of a 'net-widening' effect (i.e., did the establishment of the program draw 

more youths into the net of the juvenile justice system than might have occurred 

otherwise?). The data from Cook County contained in Table III-10 and graphi

cally displayed in Figure 111-6 suggest that a net-widening effect can be 
(/ . 

attributed to the Alternatives program. As previously discussed, there was a 

substantial decline in the use of detention in Cook County during the program 

period. At the same time, however, this reduction was more than compensated 

by the number of refer~'al s to the 1505 youth advocate services, 1 argely home 

supervision while awaiting court appearance. Data available for the first 15 

months of the program indicate a total of 2,779 detainable status offenders, 

or approximately 185 per month. Of this total there was an average of 51 cases 

entering detention (N=769) and 134 youths going to the program (N=2,009). In 

the year before the program the total population of detainable status offenders 

can be identified only on the basis of having actually been placed in deten

tion. The pre-program figure amounts to an average of 127 cases monthly 

·,(N=l ,526). The difference in the monthly averages of total detainable status 

offenders represents a 46% increase for the program period. This increase 

should be interpreted as a maximum net-widening effect because: 1) program 

r'efern~ls may have been double counted by virtue of being placed in detention 
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TABLE III-10: COOK COUNTY TOTAL DETAINABLE STATUS OFFENDERS DURING THE 
PRE-PROGRAr~ AND PROGRAM PERIODS 

1975: July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

1976: January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 

Pre-program Total: 
(monthly avg.) 

July 
August 
September 

!/.h October 
November 
December 

1977: January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 

Program Total: 
(month1yavg.) 

actually 
d!!!1!!.ed 

126 
121 
127 
112 
131 
103 
116 
148 
174 
162 
132 
74 

1526 
(127) 

79 
57 
25 
42 
34 
30 
49 
51 
49 
58 
66 
54 
65 
61 
49 

769 
(51) 

program 
referrals 

25 
56 

111 
151 
107 
100 
143 
162 

total 
detainable 

youth 

126 
121 
127 
112 
131 
103 
116 
148 
174 
162 
132 
74 

1526 
(127) 

104 
113 
136 
193 
141 
130 
193 
213 

196 245 
171 
178 
163 
140 

229 
244 
217 
205 

143 204 
163 

2009 
(134) 

212 

2779 
(185) 

-

il 
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FIGURE 111-6: COOK COUNTY DETAINABLE STATUS OFFENDERS DURING TijE 
PRE-PROGRAM AND PROGRAM PERIODS 
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following their court appearance; and 2) cases formerly entering the system 

under del inquent c;:harges may have been rel abled in the tJrogram period in order 

to allow referrals to the youth advocates. As in Connecticut, it seems likely 

that the Illinois program model influenced the use of police discretion in 

officially citing a greater number of status offenders than would have occurred 

in the absence of the program. 

1092 
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SOUTH CAROL! NA 

The DSO program was operated by the South Carol ina Department Qf Youth 

Services through its Youth Bureau Division. A'ithough services were offered to 

status offenders statewide, the evaluation was limited geographically to five 

of the state's forty-six counties. Anderson, Spartanburg and Greenville coun

ties are in the northeastern section of the state; Richland and Lexington 

counties surround the capital, Columbia, which is centrally located. Thlese 

five counties contain an estimated 30% of the state's juvenile population aged 

10 to 16 years (the maximum age for juvenile jurisdiction). Separate Youth 

Bureau centers were established in each of the evaluated counties. 

The decision to incarcerate juveniles in South Carolina is.,made pt the 

local level. The facilities used by sheriffs or poH.ce officers for detention 

of juveniles are located in county jails or city lockups. Juve'niles are held 
- ?/ '. 

in these facilities for processing through county level courts. These local 

courts, either Family or General Sessions C,9urts, may commit juveniles to one 

of four state institutions which are also operated under the Department of 

Youth Services through its Juvenile Institutional Division. The Reception 

and Evaluation (R&E) Center in Columbia recei'ves short-term commitments (less 

than 45 days) for diagnostic assessment prior to the final disposition hearing 

in the county court. Long-term and intermediate length commitments are sent 

to the three secur~ residential schools. The average length of stay for all 

juveniles, inclliding both status and non-status, has been reported as 35 days 

for the R&E Center, and 285 days for the three correctional institutions (South 

Caro'lina Department of Youth Services, '1978:37). 

Number of Deta i ned Status Offenders. Whi 1 e the Depa rtment of Youth Sf-""~~ 
i/ 

vices could not exercise any direct controls over decisions to detain or commit 
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status offenders, the program did have an opportunity to persuade local court 

and law enforcement personnel to utilize the Youth Bureaus and to eliminate 

the use of incarceration in responding to status v'iolations.The data shown 

in Table 111-11 indicate that this effort not only failed to reduce incarcer

ation, but that the use of detention increased during the first program year 

and that institutiona'y cormnitments exhibited a similar growth over the life of 

the program. 

In the three counties where detention figures were available for' b'Jth 

pre-program and program years, only Anderson County failed to increase the use 

of detention and achieved a reduction of only one case in the 1975-76 compari

sons. During this period the figure for Spartanburg County increased 32% 

(from 103 to 136), and for Lexington County the increase in detention went 

from 52 to 128. This latter increase of 146% should be viewed with caution 

because the number for the program year includes cases from the city police 

lockup While the pre-program count was confined to county jail records. 

Institutional Commitments. Figures on the commitment of status offendel"S 

to state institutions were not recorded in South Carolina prior to the estab

lishment of the DSO program and comparisons to the pre-program experience ccn

not be~made. However, data recorde~ for the two yea,rs of program operation 

show a general lack of progress in reducing commitments and, in at least one 

county, a definite increase in the institutional treatment of status offenders. 

Commitment to the state's correctional facil ities appears to have been an 

infrequently used alternative for status offenders and remained so during both 

years of the program with 14 commitments occurring in 1976 and 12 in 1977. 

Referrals to the R&E Center for short-term diagnostic commitment show an averal I 

increase from, 77 cases in 1976 to 86 in 1977. Most of this increase can be 
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TABLE III-U: SOUTH CAROLINA COUNTY PETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION 
OF STATUS OFFENDERS . 

1975 

Anderson Co. 
Spartanburg Co. 
Greenville Co. 
Lexington Co. 
Richland Co. 

Total Year 

1976 

Anderson Co. 
Spartanburg Co. 
Greenville Co. 
Lexington Co. 
Richland Co. 

Total Year 

1977 

Anderson Co. 
Spartanburg Co. 
Greenville Co. 
Lexington Co. 
Richland Co. 

Total Year 

79 
103 

II , 
N/A 

52 
N/A 

234 

78 
136 
42 Ca) 

128 (b) 

237 

621 

N/A 
" 
" 
" 
" 

N/A 

number sent to institutional f~cilities 
reception and c~rrect,o~al 

evaluation center lnstitutlon 

N/A 
" 
" 
" 
" 

N/A 

16 
26 
2 

22 
11 

77 

35 
26 

5 

11 

9 

86 

.~:- ,:j N/A 
" 
" 
" 
" 

N/A 

2 
2 
4 

2 
4 

14 

"3 

2 
0 

4 
3 

12 

1978 (6 month post-program. January through June),' 

Anderson Co. 
Spartanburg Co. 
Greenville Co. 
Lexington Co. 
Richland Co. 

6 RIO Total 

MIA 14 

" 
" 
" 
" 

N/A 

2 

2 ., 
8 

30 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

5 

.~ \~pordted for 9 mof nthpoPelr,·.ciOedlockuP which was not counted in 1975 figures im::lu es cases rom 

. "~. ~'~~""';:;-"r'f :T.!"~..!"'JI"::ft':··lr.""l~~h'·.''''''''''''''''''''':''''-'' . 
. , . 

'::;'. 
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attributed t~ Anderson County which more than doubled the number of R&E refer

rals during the second program year and contributed a net increase over the 

reduction of referrals from Lexington County. The three remaining counties 

exhibited little change in the number of R&E referrals over the two program 
years. 

The,':~val1abl e data for South Carol ina fail to show any gppreciabl e impact {l' 
'\ 

of the p~ogram in deinstitutionalizing status offenders. Admittedly, more 
... '. 

de:tailed information could alter this concluSion, but there are a number of 

factors relating to the South Carolina situation thatwou'Jd support an expec
tation of limited program impact. 

First, the commitment of status offenders to one of the state's correc

tional schools was a relatively rare event even during the first year of program 

operation. A recently available report for FY 1977-78 suggests that this pat

tern continued in the period following termination of federal funding. During 

the year from July, ]977 through June, 1978 there were only 47 commitments of 

status offenders to the three juvenil e correctiona 1 insti tutions for all forty

six counties; 12 of these commitments were from the five evaluated counties;; 

and the total number of status offenders represented less than 6% of a"/lcor

rectional commitments. (South Ca.rolina Department of Youth Services, 1978: 

61-(2) Barring the possibility of a dramat·jc change having occurred during 

the first program year, it, would be reasonable to assume that even prior to 

the program there were relatively few status offenders being placed in cor

rectional institutions. In a situation,where the frequency of commitments is 

already at a fairly low level it is a relatively more difficult task to gain 

a further reduction in cases that the courts are li~ely to view as involving 

exceptional circumstances. This would have been especially true in South 

1096 
f 



;:=;-;. 

.. 

-94-

Carolina where the program was not associated with the courts and lacked any 

formal mechanism for influencing the exercise of judicial discretion. 

Secondly, the DSO program was also limited in its ability to affect 

court referrals to the R&E Center because of statutory requirements that 

existed prior to, and during, the program period. Under these provisions the 

Department of Youth Services was mandated to accept referrals from the courts 

and would have had to develop other alternatives in attempting to implement 

deinstitutionalization such as attempting to reduce the length of such com-

mitments or providing non-secure settings for diagnostic assessments. Unfor-

tunately, no alternative plans were included in the program design and there 

is no available evidence that they were undertaken.* The SUccess of efforts 

to persuade counties to reduce institutional commitments has already been 

discussed, but in relation'to R&E referrals it should be further noted that 

individual county courts exhibited patterned usage of diagnostic services th,at 

was characteristic of the court throughout the program period. For instance, 

Greenville, the largest of the five evaluated counties, very seldom referred 

status offenders to the R&E Center, while Anderson County, with less than half 

as many juveniles, showed one of the highest frequencies of referral and con

tinued this practice in the post-program period. 

Finally, although the detention data are extremely limited, it is not 

surprising to find lack of evidence concerning program impact on law enforce

ment detention figures. The Youth Bureau program was not based on a uniform 

servic.e strategy that incl uded early interveiltion and diversion at the arrest 

* The DSO program managers have claimed that the length of stay in the R&E 
Cehter was reduced on the average through thei r effor'ts. However, da ta are 
not available to confirm this claim. 
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stage of juvenile justice processing. Rather, the centers operated at fixed 

locations with limited intake hours and a formal screening procedure for de

ciding to advance a referral to active service status. In contrast to Connec

ticut, the program structure in South Carolina did not require the detention 

of status offender's, but it also offered very little that WQ"uld divert these 
" ,'I 

youths from plaCement in county jails and City lockups. 

The South Carblina experience suggests that deinstitutionalization can

not be aCh.i'eved by merely establ ishing al ternative services for status offen

ders. The Youth Bureau program was not linked to the decision-making at the 

.) aw enforcement and court 1 evel that r'esul ts in the incarceration of juveni 1 es. 

In the absence of specific program strategies that could have blocked the in

stitutional treatment of status offenders, the DSO effort could only rely on 

a well~intentioned, but essentially weak, attempt at persuasion. This approach 

did not appear to havebeen especially promisin9'~~c::.>~,., 
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CLARK COUNTY 

Located within a jurisdiction immediately adjacent to Portland, Oregon, 

\'the program in Cl ark County, Washi ngton represented a court-based effort pri

marily concerned with providing crisis intervention and diversion at the point 

of initial referral to the juvenile court. Comparatively, this effort was 

designed on a much smaller scale than the remaining DSO programs. The oper

ational staff consisted of two designated probation officers responsible for 

all status offenders receiving sepc;alized DSO treatment. While maintaining 

a schedule of extended hours for referral of cases from the court intake unit, 

these probation workers provided immediate crtsis counseling, arranged alter

native residential placement innon-DSO supported facilities, and trained 

volunteers in the delivery of supervised short-term family counseling for 

sel ected cases. Spec; ali z,ed DSO treatment was not accorded to all sta{us 

offenders r~ferred to the juvenile court. In the -first program year sl,;9htlY 

less than half of the referrals did n~t meet the eligibility requirements set 

by the court. These {generally involved cases with four or more prior offenses, 

or residents of a jurisdiction outside of Clark County. An ad,pitional 14% 

were sel ected for a compari'son group and were not seen by the DSO probation 

officers. The remainder, approximately 39% (N::355), represen~ed the DSO ser

vice population for the initial year of the Clark County program. 

The available information on detained and institutionalized status of-

fenders allows only a limited comparison concerning the effect of the DSO 

program. With the exception of the number of detentions, the data from the 

program period are confined to the first six months of operation and are not 

sufficient for an adequate compa'rison to the pre-program experience. However, 

as shown in Table III-12, it can be noted that institutional conmitments for 
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status violations were an infrequent event prior to the program and occurr~d 

at an average of 1 per month between January, 1974 and June, 1976. Both of 

the commitments in the first two quarters of the program involved ineligible 

status offenders who may have been under continuing court juris.di ction fora 

prior delinquency. ~Iso, gender differences among detained status offenders 

were fairly stable over time with about 60% at anyone period being female. 
~ 

Finally, the absence of minority youth in the detained population is con-

sistent with the demographic makeup of Clark Count.r, and it is unli~ely that 
. ~ 

/i 

any racial or ethnic shi fts woul d be noted in mor£j extended time ser.i es data. 
/. 

i' 
The \"emaining information for Clark County.;al1ows an examination of two . . t 

possible areas of program impact: effectivene5~1 in reducing the number of 
II 

detained status offenders, and existence of a ~tt-widening and/or relabeling 

phenomena. 

Number of Detained Status Offenders. 

/f 
!('\ £ .' 

" i?he detention figures shown in 

Table III-12 indicate the Clark County begati the DSO effort with by far the 
II 
!/ 

highest rate of status offender detention £han any other DSO site. The 1975 
(; .1 

detention figure of 741 status offenders/represents an annual rate of 4·79 ., . 

detentions per 10U,000 estimated POPU1~.£ion. In contrast to the next three 

highest juri.sdictions, this figure is 2.4 times that of .~lameda County, 2.9 

times that of Pima County, and 3.6 times that of Spokane County, each of 

which had 1975 detention rates of 202, 164, and 134, respectively. 

The progress of Clark County in reducing its relaince on detention dur

ing the program period is depicted in Figure 111-7 .. The experience during 

the full pre-program period, fY'om January, 1914 through June, 1976, reflects 

an increasing trend in status offender detentions which peaked in 1975 and 
(~ i 

I appears to hav~ begun a decline preceding the start of the program in 

I 
I , ., 
l. __ .~~,.,...~~_.~r~'~=,....''''''''-~."-''- .. ~'--' -"-.--.-~~.~~. 'rC"!~~~ ·~~l---:·~-.:---+-·~~"'=-~-7~"lIr"~.~~"'--'~'" 
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TABLE III-12: CLARK COUNTY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS 

," .~; 

OFFENDERS . 

average 
number days in 

d!lli!!!d detention 

1974 
N/A ( January 50 

February 36 
March 48 
1st qtr. 134 

April 55 
May 35 
June 47 

2nd qtr. '137 
July 50 
August 51 
September 63 
3rd qtr. 104 

October 66 f November 49 
December 45 • 

4th qtr. 160 

demographic characteristics 
of detained ~outh 

female whi te .~ n-amer 
male black other 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

52% 48% 99% ~o- 1% -0-

number sent 
to secure 

institutioils 

2 
o 

_3_ 

5 
1 
1 

_1_ 
62% 38% 97% ,·0- 2% 2% 3 

1 
. 1 
_1_ 

61% 39% 96% 1% 2% -0- 3 
o 
2 

_1_ 

64% 36% 98% -0- -0- 2% 3 
------~--------~~~-.--------------------------------Year Total 

1975 
January 
February!) 
March " 

1st qtr,!. 
April 
May 
June 

2nd qt~ 
July 
August 
September 
3rd qtr 

October 
November 
December 
4th qtr 

Year Total 

595 

76 
61 

·66 
203 
59 
75 
67 
~,-

2.01 
\\ 

'55 
4b 
5ii 

---'r 
15il 
71~ 
5/" ,) 

5i2 
I!-
1ei6 

Ii 

/f 
7;~1 

60% 40% 98% 0.4% 1% 0.7% 14 

1 
3 

_2_ 

i 62% 38% 99% 0.5% 0.5% -0- 6 
o 
2 

....L 
66% 34% 100% -0- -0- -0- 2 

o 
1 

_1_ 

56% 44% 100% -0- -0- -0- 2 
2 
o 

....L 
59% 41% 100% -0- -0- -0- 2 

61% 39% 99.8% 0.1% 0.1% -0- 12 
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TABLE III·-12 (CONT.): 

nurmer 
d~d 

1976 
January 55 
February 55 
March 53 
1st qtr. 163 

April 61 
May 63 
June 42 

2nd qtr. 166 
July 50 
August ti'\ 43 
Septemb~il', 61 
3rd qtr. 154 

October 48 
November 36 
December 26 
4th qtr 110 

Year Total 593 

1977 
January 35 
February 41 
March ..ll 
1st qtr. 107 

A~ril 31 
May 15 
June 23 

2nd qtr. 69 

6 mo Total 176 

-100-

CLARK COUNTY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF 
STATUS OFFENDERS 

demographic characteristics 
of detained louths 

average female white n-amer number sent 
days in to secure 

detention male black other institutions 
(%) (%) -(%) (%) (%) (%) 

N/A 0 
0 

....L 
57% 43% 100% 4 

0 
0 

....Q... 
63% 37% ' 100% -0-

0 
0 

_1_ 

65% 35% 97% 1% 2% 1 
1 
0 

....Q... 

51% 49% 0100% 

60% 40% 99.3% 0.2% 0.5% - 6 

0 
0 

I'; 
...Q. 

0 
0 
0 

...Q. 
0 

--------------- NA --------------- 0 

SOURCE: Site Evaluation, Institute of Policy Analysis, Eugene, Oregon 
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JUly, 1976. The detention figures in Table 111-12 indicate that the average 

monthly detentions during the pre-program period amounted to 55.5 status offen

ders, and that the overall average during the first year of the program was 

reduced to 36.7 status offenders monthly, a decrease of 33.9%. Obviously, 

the use of detention continued to decline throughout the program and the 

monthly average for the entire year does not capture the full extent of the 
\ 

reduction. For instance, in the quarter immedi ately prior to the start of 

the program there were 166 detentions, or an average of 55.3 monthly; during 

the last quarter of the program period detentions had fall en to 69, a monthly 

average of 23 detentions - a 58.5% decrease by the end of the first program 

year. 

While th9 proportionate reduction in the use of detention in Clark 

County suggests the presence of a viable DSO model, there are a number of 

caveats that must. be attached to an 'interpretation of the data. First, the 

program began with a comparatively high rate of detention and, in a sense, 

had more to work with in achieving a reduction than in sites where the initial 

detention rate was already at a much lower level. Second'ly, the eligibility 

requirements adopted by the program\resulted in the exclusion of over 50% 

of all status offenders from specialized DSO treatment and ass~mably resulted 

in the delivery of a limited set of ,services to, the least difficult cases. 

Finally, the number of status offenders who were detained in the final months 

of the program year still represents a high rate of detent.ion for a jurisdiction 

the size of Clark County - an average of 23 detentions per month is equivalent 

to an annual rate ofi 180 per 100,000 population. 

Net-widening/Relabeling. There is additional information availablu from 

a separate report by the 10cal .evaluator of the Clark County program {Schneider, 
I· 
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TABLE III-13: Y REFERRALS DETENTIONS, AND PETITIONS FILED ~~~R~Ef~~~~ENT AND 'STATUS OffENSES DURING THE PRE-PROGRM1 
AND PROGRAM PERIODS. 

Referrals 
/ 

* Pre-program 
Program 
Percent Change 

Detentions 

Pre-progam 
Program 
Percent Change 

Petitions Filed 

Pre-program 
Program 
Precent Change 

Delinquent Offenses 

Total Monthly 
Nllllber Average 

5.242 
2.594 

2,202 
1.271 

1.420 
754 

174.7 
216.2 

+ 23.8% 

73.4 
105.9 

+44.3% 

" 

47.3 
62.8 

+ 32.8% 

Status Offenses 

To tall Monthly 
NlIIIber Average 

. 
2.317 

914 

1.668 
439 

698 
210 

n.2 
76.2 

- 1.3% 

55.6 
35.6 

- 36.0% 

23 •. 3 
17.5 

- 25.0% 

* ' i d was 30 months. from January, 1974 /, The duration of th~ prteh-proggr~amP~~r~od represents 12 months. from July, through June, 1976. e pro i"', , 

1976 through June, ~977. 

'() 

--------------~~~-----

~ 
, 
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(~' 

et al., HJ?8) wh\~ch addresses the possibil ity that the program may have had a 

nErt~wi~~f~i:ng (i. e., increased the number of status offenders brought wi thin '){ 

the system) or a relabel ing effect (i .e., relabeled as delinquent those who 

may have been classified previously as status offenders, or vice versa). A 

summary of the data presented in the local evaluation report appears in 

Table III-13. Comparison of the program and pre-program figures for status 

offenses suggests that net-widening did not Occur as a result of the Clark 

County program. Referrals for status Violations remained fairly constant in 

both periods with a monthly average of 77.2 in the pre-program period and 

76.2 during tHe program year. Reductions in the number of detentions and 
r~~ , 

" I petition filings are also documented for the program period. 

With regard to relabeling, the increase in delinquency referrals 

from 174.7 per month before the program to 216.2 per month during the DSO 

effort - has been analyzed by the local evaluator and has been interpreted 

as resulti~g from a gradual increase beginning in the pre-program period. In 

other words, the 23.8% increase in delinquency r~ferrals is an artifact of 

having compared an average from an earlier portion of an increasing trend to 

the average of a later (and therefore higher) period. Additional comparisons" 

of the characteristics of pr~gram and pre-program delinquency referrals pro

vided further results tha,t support a conclusion that "there is no evidence of 

any kind that shifts in c'Jassif;cation (relabel ing) either from delinquent to 

status offenses or vice versa occurred as a result of the project ll (Schneider, 
eta 1. , ,197 8a : 25) . 
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SPOKANE COUNTY 

This eastern Washington state site represented the only private, non

profit DSO effort to be included in the national evaluation. Operated by 

Youth Alternatives (YA), the program maintained a 24 hour, 7 days a week crisis 

intervention service intended to limit the entry of status offenders into the 

juvenile justice system. Further activities included needs assessment, short

term counseling and referral to other community-based programs providing shelter 
Q 

care and other necessary services. While the program attempted to limit its 

clientele to children who would have been referred to juvenile court, there 

was no requirement regarding actual appearance at the court prior to accep

tance into the program. Approximately 35% of all YA cases were initially seen 

by the juvenile court staff and then referred to the program. These cases 

were subject to el i gi bi"li ty criter'ia that permitted referral of only those 

status offenders who w~re in-county residents, non-delinquent during the pre

ceding year, and, prior to the preceding year, had appeared fot" mi sdemeanor 

offenses only. The remaining YA clients were referred directly by law enforce-

ment, schools, families, or other community sources, and" in some instances, 

appeared as self-referrals. These non-court referrals, about 65% of all YA 

cases, were hand'led without any requirement that the program notify the court 

of their alleged status violation. 

Number of Detained Status Offenders. The Spokane data are contained in 

Table III-14 which shows the detention figures for all status offenders between 

February, 1974 and October, 1977. This information is also present in Figure 

lII-8 which indicates a declining trend in status offender detentions through

out the entire period. Before the program began in May, 1976, detentions had 

dropped from a 1974 average of 44.7 per month to 34.3 monthly status offenders 

1107 
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FIGURE III-8: SPOKANE COUNTY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS BY MONTH DURING 
THE PRE-PROGRAM AND PROGRAr4 PERIODS 
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detentions in 1975, a 23% decline. During the program period this decline 

continued at a steady, or even an accelerated pace. When the 18 months of 

program data are divided into two equal periods the average monthly figure 

for each period, successively, amounts to 22.7 and 14.0 detentions. Compared 

to the 9 months immediately before the program when the detention average was 

33.3 per month, the program figures represent declines of 44% and 58% for each 

succeeding period. 

The existence of a previously established declining trend in detention 

presents a number of difficulties in assessing the impact of the YA program. 

If it is assumed that this trend would have continued of its own momentum, 

then it is possible to conclude that YA had little, if any impact!~Q!1 the con

tinued decline in status offender detentions. Alternatively, it could be 

argued that the rate of reduction in Spokane County could not have continued 

without the DSO program and that the creation of Youth Alternatives was essen-
, 

tial in reaching the level observed in the last months of the program.;'since 

the actual trend in detention falls below that predicted by the pre-pr~gram 

experi ence, it seems reasonab1 e to assume that YA did contri bute to !the observed 

reduction. It is difficult, however, to separate the effect of the YA program 

from other factors influencing the total reduction in detention. 

Institutional Commitments. As in other DSO jursidictions, there were 

very few status offenders being committed to correctional facilities before 

the start of the program. In Spokane County these figures r~present the num

ber of cases referred for correctional placement, and not the number actually 

committed by the receiving state agency. Before the program there was an 

average of 1.2 referrals each month for correctional placement of Spokane County' 

status offenders. During the 18 months of the program there were 5 referrals 

1109 
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with only 1 of them occurring in the last half of the program period. Had the 

pre-program avera,ge been maintained there would have been over four times as 

many referrals dUiring,the program~than actually occurred. 

Length of Detention. In Spokane County the average number of days in 

detention for status offenders was available for each month in the full pro

gram/pre-program period. As shown in Table 111-14 these figures remained 

fairly constant th'\roughout the entire 45 months. Analys,·s f o these figures for 
the program period showed no Significant relationships between the length of 

detention and ,numbe~ detained (r = -.02, p < .96), or between the length of 

deten, tion the succ~ssive months of the program (r = - 36 p 26) B h ',,' ., <. • ot of 
the$ie resul ts wool J support a concl usion that the 1 ength of detention did not 

Significantly incrf,~,~ase during a period when h .t e number of detainees was declining. 
i! 

_Ge_n __ d __ er'-...;;;D~i f~ferl~. The percentages of male and female status Offenders 

be seen in Table 111-14. detained each quarier can 
During the program months, 

fro~ May, 1976 through October, 1977, there was a Slightly higher percentage 

of female detentiqns, 53.6%. This figure represents a decline from the pre

program months, February, 1974.thrrough April, 1976, when 61.1% of all status 

offender detentions involved females. Furthermore, in the earliest months of 
/;:-~ 

the jJre-program period the gender difference was even more pronounced wi th 

abo~t 70% of the detainees being female. This clearly points to the possi-

bility that the pre-program reduction in the number of detained status offen-

ders was primarily concerned with the female population. 

Separate examination of the detention data reveals that in 1974 the average 

monthly figure for detained females was 29.8 as compared to 14.8 for 111ales. 

In 1975 these figures had been reduced to monthly averages of 19.6 for females 
and 14.7 for males. In other words, the decline in detention figures within 
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TABLE IIl-14: SPOKANE COUNTY DETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS 
OFFENDERS . 

1974 
February 
March 
April 
1st qtr. 

May 
June 
July 
2nd qtr. 

August 
September 
October 
3rd qtr. 

nullber' 
detained 

27 
63 

...ll 
151 
44 
28 
40 

112 
48 
51 
65 

164 

demographic characteristics 
. of detained youths 

av~~)~e female white n-arner day:s 1n 
dete'ntion 
-!-

3.S!3 
2.2.5 
3 .. 44 
3.03 

2.64 
3.36 
.2.85 
2.89 
2.23 
2.67 
1.94 

(%) (%) 

71% i)29% 
I 
I , 

70% " 30% 

black other 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

93% 3% 3% 1% 

92% 3% 4% 2% 

2.65 .63~ 37% 92% 2% 5% 1% 

number sent 
to secure 

institutions 

2 
3 

_1_ 

6 

1 
o 

L 
3 

o 
1 

_.1_ 

November 40 3.75 
3.61 
2.83 

2 

o 
o December 28 

January(75) -11 _1_ 

4th qtr. 109 3.37 64% 36%. 94% 3% 2% 1% '1\ 1 

Total Year 

1975 
February 
March 
April 
1st qtr. 

May 
June 
July 

2nd qtr 
August 
September 
October 
3rd qtr. 

November 
December 
January(76) 
4th qtr. 

536 2.83 67% 33% .. 93% 

28 4.71 
30 3.43 

..1Z. 4.30 
95 4.15 62% 38% 91% 
47 3.60 
29 3.24 

-il. 2.85 
117 3.25 65% 35% 93% 

31 2.13 
38 2.39 
38 3.32 

107 2.64 55% 45% 92% 

3% 4% . 1% 

1% 6% 2% 

2% 4% , 2% 

3% 

12 

1 
4 

6 

1 
2 

.JL 
3 

o 
1 

-1L 

24 3.33 0 
26 2.88 0 
42 5.00 , ...!.. 
92 3.97 45% 55% 93% 2% 4% -0- 4 

------------------------------~---------------------------lota1 Year 411 3.46 58% 42% 92% 2% 5% 1% 14 

.-
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TABLE 111-14 (CONT.): - SPOKANE COUNTYpETENTION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION 
OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

demographic characteristics 
of detained youths 

average 
number days in female white n-arner 

detained d~on ~> male black oCher - -
1976 

February 
March 
April 
1st qtr. 

May 
June 
July 
2nd qtr. 

August 
September 
October 
'3rd qtr. 

36 
33 
32 

101 
19 
21 
30 
70 
19 
35 
24 
78 

Novellber 32 
December 9 
January(77) .Ji 
4th qtr. 56 

Year Total 

, 1977 

Feh'i'uary 
~{~ch 
April 
1st qtr. 

May 
June 
July 

305 

8 
14 

...1! 
40 
10 
14 

.Ji 
2nd qtr _ 39 

August 20 
September 15 
October -1£ 
3rd qtr 47 

9 mo Total 126 

2.89 
2.58 
5.09 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

3.49 47% 53% 94% 2% 1% 4% 
5.79 
3.05 
bJL 
3.40 46% 54% 93% 1% 4% 1% 
6.74 
2.80 
~ 
3.32 56% 44% 97% -0- 3% -0-
2.56 
2.67 
bll 
2.52 

3.25 

3.00 
2.79 
kll 
2.75 
1.30 
1.93 
ill 
1.59 
2.55 
4.27 
8.58 
4.64 

3.10 

63% 38% 89% -0- 7% 2% 

52% 48% 93% 1% 3% 2% 

50% 50% 95% -0- 5% -0-

56% 44% 90% 9% 2% -0-

51 % 49'% 94% 3% 3% -0-

53% ' 47% 93% 4% 4%' -0-

number sent 
to secure 

institutions 

1 
3 
2 

6 

o 
1 

.JL 
1 
o 
1 

_1_ 

2 

1 
o 

i 
1 

10 

o 
o 

.JL. 
-0-

o 
o 

.JL 
-0-

o 
o 
.l 

SOURCE: Site Evaluation. Institute of Policy Analysis. Eugene, Oregon 
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Spokane County before the program involved only female status offenders, and 

it was not unti.l the introduction of the Youth Al ternatives program that a 

decline began in the detention of males as well. This point is demonstrated 

by the separate detention figures for the program period in which the monthly 

average for males dropped to 8.5 detentions and the figure for females was 

reduced to 9.8 detentions per month. 

Ethnic/Racial Differences. Since Spokane County has relatively few minority 

youth it would be surprising to find ,any major change in their representation 

among the population of detained status offenders. Table 111-14 is unsurpris

ing in. this regard. During both the program and pre-program periods there was 

a fairly constant rate of about 7% minority youth among the detained population, 

with slight1ymore than half being Native Americans~ As the number of detained 

youth declined there was rio percentage change in the distribution of minority 

detentions, indicating that the program did not differentially impact any par

ticular ethnic or racial group. 

Net-widening. Spokane County data were available on the number of status 

offender referrals between January', 1974 and November, 1977 for both the juve

nile court and the Youth Alternatives (YA) .. program. The referral figures pro

vide an indication of the extent to which the program may have increased the 

number of status offenders brought within the system (i.e., the extent to which 

net-widening occurred). As seen in Table 111-15 the first column of figures 

contains the number of status offense referrals to juvenile court; the second 

column shows the number of court referrals (beginning in May, 1976) sent to 

the YA program; and the third column indicates the number of non-court re

ferral s til VA. The sum of the first and third .co1 umns, referral s to juvenil e 

court and non-court referrals to VA, represents total status offender referrals. 
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TABLE 111-15: SPOKANE COUNTY ~EFERRALS FOR STATUS OFFENSES DURING THE 
PRE-PROGIW1 AND PROGRAM PERIODS . 

Juvenile Court Non-Court 
Court Referrals Referrals Total Status 

Referrals To VA To VA Offense Referrals 
1974 

1st qtr. 181 181 2nd qtr. 168 168 3rd qtr. 192 192 4th qtr. 193 193 
Total 734 734 
Monthly Avg. 61.2 61.2 
1975 

1st qtr. 177 177 2nd qtr. 183 183 3rd qtr. 182 182 4th qtr. 171 171 
Total 713 713 
Monthly Avg. 59.4 59.4 
ij976 

1st qtr. 174 * 174 * 2nd qtr. 141 (78) 30 78 219 (156) 3rd qtr. 140 51 97 237 4th qtr. 183 85 112 295 
Total 638 166 287 925 
Monthly Avg. 53.0 20.8 35.9 77 .1 

,1977 

1st qtr. 145 62 118 263 2nd qtr. 118 44 95 213 3rd qtr. 101 47 90 191 4th qtr.** 84 36 73 157 
Total 448 189 376 824 
Monthly Avg. 40.7 17.2 34.2 74.9 
Pre-program Avg. 60.1 60.1 
Program Avg. 44.7 18.7 34.9 79.6 

* Indicates the number of referrals in May and June. exclusive of April. 
the month before the program began. 

** This quarter contains information for only two months. October and Nove 
November 
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In examining this information, the local evaluator had concluded that a 

,net-widening effec't was present in Spokane County (Schneider, et al., 1978b). 

This was based on the observation that in the pre-program period there was an 

average of 60.1 status offense referrals to the juvenile court, as compared to 

79.6 total referrals per month to the court and VA in the program period. In 

this v'jew the VA program is treated as part of the system, but it would seem 

that this definition of lisystem" can be seriously questioned. 

In the majority of DSO sites the programs were structured 1.n such a way 

that any· increase in the identification of status offenders during the program 

period would have required some fonn of contact with the juvenile justice sys

tem. In the most extreme case, Connecticut, contact with the system meant 

actual placement in a detention facility. In Delaware, I11inoi.s and Clark 

County, Washington all program clients were officially within the jurisdiction 

of the. juvenile court. This was also partially true for referrals in Alameda 

County, California and Pima County, Arizona. Only Spokane County and South 

Carolina had an established central intake pOint that was entirely separate 

from the juvenile court. In view of these differences, it seems entirely 

reasonable to exclude non-court referrals to the VA program from an analysis 

of net-widening and restrict the definition of "system" to actual involvement 

with the juvenile court. 

Examining only juvenile court referrals, it appears that the system net 

in Spokane County was substantially narrowed.' During the program period, court 

identification of status offenders fell from the pre-program average of 60.1 

referra 1 s to 44.7. per month. Wi thi n the program peri od there 'was a conti nUl ng 

decline in court referrals throughout. The average for the eight months of pro

gram operation in 1976 was 50.1 as compared to 40.7 in the eleventh month data 

for 1977. ' 
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In summary, since ther-e was no apparent trend toward a reduction in court 

referrals before the program, it would be possible to credit the VA effort 

with having diverted about 26% of the expected court referrals from any involve

ment with the juvenile justice system (i.e., the difference between average 

monthly referrals in the pre-program and program periods asa percentage of 

the pre-program average: ({60.1-44.7); 60:1}, and with having removed approxi

mately 31% of the expected court referral~ from further processing by the 

juvenile court (i.e., the average number of court referrals to VA as a percen~ 

tage of the pre-program monthly referral: (18. 7 ~ 60.1). 
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SUMMARY 

While the nationally evaluated DSO effort represented eight county or 

statewide program sites, there were divisions within two of the states, 

Connecticut and I11inios, which resulted in the reporting of detention and 

institutional commitment data for twelve separate program locations. Previous 

sections examined the influence of these programs relative to eight measures 

of deinsitutionalizatiol1 - number of detentions, institutional commitments, 

detention of non-residents, length of detention, gender differences, racial 

or ethnic characteristics, net··widening, and relabeling. This summary section 

presents the findings on each of these measures from the programs for which 

information was available. 

1) Number of Detained Status Offenders. Among the DSO programs there 

was no single pattern with respect to change in the number of detained status 

offenders. The summary data are shown in Table' 111-16 which compare the 

average monthly detention figure for the total program and six month interim 

periods to the monthly average of the entire pre-program period. In the ten 

programs reporting interim figures the most common pattern involved initial 

declines followed by a higher percentage reduction in the later interim 

periods. Compared to the pre-program average, the final interim period re

ductions for these programs were -83% (Pima County, Arizona), -35% (District 

1 in Connecticut), ~44% (Macon County, Illinois), -47% (Clark County, Wash

ington), and -63% (Spokane County, Washington). Cook County, Illinios was 

unique in that the highest decline occurred in the first six months, -65%, and 

leveled off at -57% in the remaining months of the program. The remaining 

sites showed an increase in detention fo~~ at 1 east one if not all of the 

interim periods. These increases contributed to the following total program 
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period changes: +40% (District 2, Connecticut), +29% (District 3, Connecticut), 

+9% (Delaware), and +16% (LaSalle/McLean Counties, Illinois). The two ~Jtes 

for which interim data could not be obtained recorded estimated changes in . 

the program period of -27% (Alameda County, California) and +18 (South Carolina). 

For the twelve jurisdictions, seven showed a reduction during the period of the 

DSO program, and five recorded increased levels of status offender detentions. 

The aggregate level of change for all sites as compared to the pre-program 

* monthly average amounted to a 43% decline in detention. 

2) Institutional Commitments. The comparative figures on institutional 

commitments for status violations were available in five of the eight basic 

program sites. As shown in Table III-17 there were substantial reductions in 

four program sites with ranges from -50% to -86% change in commitments. The 

increase for Pima County is misleading in that it is based on a very small 

number of commitments during the program as compared to an even smaller number 

in the pre-program period. Comparison of commitment rates based on population 

provide more of a perspective on the issue of correctional placement for status 

violations. In the pre-program period these rates varied from less than 1 

to as high as 11 commitments per 100,000 total population in the specific 

program sites. For the sites in which data were available for both periods 

the program rates shifted to between 1 and 4 commitments per 100,000 populati,on. 

The program rate for South Carolina is obviously much higher than the other 

sites and in the absence of pre-program data cannot be assessed as an indic

ation of change. Statutory prohibition in Illinois (and to a partial extent 

* The differences between the figures shown in this section and those presented 
in'Chapter 1 are due to the use of the full pre-program data and adjustments 
related to variations in program starting dates that have been included for 
this summary section. 
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in Alameda County, California) eliminated the consideration of ip.stituitional 

conmitments. 

3) Detention of Non-Residents. In all the DSO sites non-resident status 

offenders were generally ineligible for program services and it could be 

assumed that the detention of these youths would be unaffected by DSO activities. 

The Cook County, Illinois site provided the infonnation needed to test this 

assumption. As expected the rate of non-resident detentions remained constant 

throughout a period of substantial change in the numbers of detained resident 

status violators. In fact, this lack of variation combined with the volume 

of such cases points to the existence of a relatively large number of ncm- I. 

criminal youth who did not benefit from the DSO effort. The average monthly 

detention of non-residents was maintained at approximately 40 cases in the 

program and pre-program periods •. Since the Cook County data represented a 

16% sample of all detention, the actual number of non-residents can be 

estimated at 250 per month, or 3,000 annually. In the pre-program period non-
, 

residents represented about 24% of all detentions, but with the decline 
\ ~ 

in resident detentions in the program period the stable non-\tesident popula-

tion achieved a 48% representation among total detentions. These findings 
«/1 

suggest that in urban areas similar to Cook County (;pnsideration should b~ 

given to deinstitutionalization efforts aimed at the issue of non-resident 

status offenders. 

4) Length of Detention. The analysis of length of detention for status 

offenders focused on two issues: a) the extent to which programs may have 

,~chieved a reduction in the number of detained youth by diverting only the 

less difficult cases and detaining a core grou~ for extended periods of time; 

and b) whether programs that failed to reduce the number of detentions may 
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have succeeded in limiting the length of status offense placements. On the 

first issue there were 4 sites that had reduced the number of detained youth 

and also provided infonnation on the length of detention. An attempt was made 

to test the relationship between average length of detention and number detained 

in each month of the program. The finding of a negative relationship would 

indicate that few status offenders (a core group) were being detained for 

extended periods of time. In three of the sites - Pima County, Macon County, 

and Spokane, County - there was no Significant relationship. For Cook County, 

however, the average length of detention was inversely related to the number 

of detentions and represented an overall increase of 32% as compared to the 

pre-program length of detention figures. This suggests the possibility that the 

marked rate of initial program period reduction in Cook County involved an 

element of creaming in which only the less difficult cases were diverted 

from detention. The leveling off of detention in the later program months 

could represent an unwillingness to divert the more difficult types of status 

offense cases from detention. 

On the second issue there were two sites that fai-led to reduce the number 

of detentions in which it .was possible to obtain length of detention informa

tion. ,In both programs, there was an effect 'on the average number of days 

status offenders remained in detention. The Delaware program reduced the 

length of detention during the program period by about 50 percent. In the 

LaSalle/filcLean area the average period of detention decline by 24 percent 

during the program. 

5) Gender Differences. Among the 6 jurisdictions reporting the gender 

characteristics of detained status offenders there was no unifonn influence 

on the percentages of female and male detentions. Before the DSO effort the 
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. the detained population ranged from between 50 and proportion of females 1n 

t In two sites there was no change associated with the program 70 percen . _ .=.=~ 

period. In Clark County, Washington, females were a 60% majority before the 

d . d at the same level in the six months of the program for program an rema1ne 

which data were available. In Spokane County, Washington, the disparity had 

been reduced from a high of 70% female in the earliest pre-program months to 

approximately 50% female just before the start of the program. The percent-

age stayed at this lower level throughout the program period. 

In two of the Illinois programs there was an increase in the percentage 

of female detentions. Cook County recorded a shift from 50% before DSO to 

> the program months. This was accomplished by divert-60% female detention in 

ing more males than females from detention in the pr09r~m period. In the 

LaSal16/McLean area there was an increase in detention during the program 

that primarily involved female status offenders. This resulted in a shift 

from 60 to 70 percent female' detentions after the start of the DSO effort. 

The jurisdictions showing a decrease in the percentage of female 

detainees exhibited a pattern of diverting more females than males in the 

program period. In Macon County, IllinOiS, female detention dropped from 

65 to 55 percent in the program period. In Pima County, Arizona, there was 

a' decline in female detention from 50 to 35 percent during the program. 

This was the only instance where the program percentage of females constit

uted a minority of the detained population. 

With the exception of Pima County none of the programs attempted to 

deal specifically with the needs of females status offenders. The changing 

perc;entages of female detainees at the other sites were probably the result 

of contextual factors external to the program models. 

1123 

I. 

. " 

I • 

"" 

-121-

6) Ethnic/Racial Differences. In the five programs,providing this 

information there was little or no evidence of a racial or ethnic bias in 

diverting status offenders from detento~. During the first year of the 

Macon County program the reduction in detention largely involved anglo youth. 

However, the number of detained minority youth -remained at low level, about 

2 per month, and the program is reported as having eventually removed all 

status offenders from detention. In Cook County, LaSalle/McLean, Clark and 

Spokane Counties the percentage of detained m1nority youth was approximately 

the same in both the pre-program and program periods. With the exception of 

Coo k County, hilweve r', these juri s di ct ions con ta i ned a sma 11 mi no ri ty popu 1 a

tion to begin with and would be expected to ,show little variation in this 

regard. The Cook County data did reveal that minority youth, mostly black, 

were a majority of all detained status offenders and seem to be over repre

sented in comparison to their number in the general population. 

7} Net-Widenin9.. Information was available from eight jurisdictions 

regarding the possibility that the programs may have inadvertently increased 

the number of status offenders brought within the control of the juvenile 

court (i.e., widened the net of the juvenile justice system). The eVidence 

from fivejur;'sdictions - Alameda County, Pima County, District 1 in Con

necticut, Clark County and Spokane County - indicates the number of status 

offender contacts with the juvenile justice system either declined or 

remained unchanged during the program period. The three remaining sites 

showed an overall increase in status offense cases within the jurisdiction 

,of the court - Districts 2 and 3 in Connecticut, and Cook County. These 

results seem to be related to general features of the DSO programs. Alameda, 

Pima, and Spokane Counties had alternative entry mechanisms 
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that did not require official court contact and i in effect, could siphon 

cases that would otherwise have appeared at the juvenile court. The Cook 

County program offered only an interim alternative to detention prior to 

court appearance; program referrals generally were joined to the actual status 

offender detentions in defining the reach of the juvenile justice system. 

Among the remaining court-based intake programs only District 1 and Clark 

County provided extended hours of intake screening and the possibility of 

immeoiate diversion from detention. There is a suggestion, then, of two 

alternatives for avoiding a net-widening effect. Either provide direct 

referral to alternatives that completely avoid court contact, or offer 

virtual 24 hour diversion at the pOint of initial intake appearance. 

8) Relabeling. Three programs provided information on delinquency 

referrals and allowed a test of the possibility that officals may have re

sponded to the program by relabeling as de1inqents those who would have 

previously been handled as status offenders. In Pima and Clark Counties 

there was no evidence of an increase among delinquency referrals associated 

with the establishment of the DSO programs. For Alameda County there was 

some evidence of relabeling, but as a response to an effective statutory 

prohibition on detention and not to the establishment of the DSO effort. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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ATIACHMENT A 

DIRECTIONS FOR THE SURVEY OF DETAINED AND 
INSTITUTIONALIZED STATUS OFFENDERS 

Population: All status offenders as defined by NIJJ guidelines who were 
detained or institutionalized by the juv~nile justice system. 

Periods Covered: 
a) Baseline period of at least 1 year (preferably 2 years) 

prior to program i.mplementation. 

b) Program period through calendar year 1977 and available 
months of 1978. 

Data Requirements: 
a) Number of detained status offenders by month and detention 

facility (see footnote below). 

b) Average number of detention days by month and detention 
fad 1 ity. 

c) Number of status offenders sent to correctional institu
tions by month and facility. 

d). Number of status offenders remainina in correctional 
institutions by month and facility. 

e) Gender and ethnic breakdown for (a) and (c) above. 

f) Replication of the above according to the status offense 
definition governing program eligibility (if this def
inition differs from NIJJ guidelines). 

NI,lJ GUIDELINES: DEFINITIONS 

Offender Definitions: 

1. 

2. 

Criminal Offender - is a juvenile or adult who has been charged with 
or convicted of a criminal offense in a court exercising adult crim
inal jursidiction. 

Delinquent Offender - is a juveni.le who is alleged to have COl1l1litted, 
is charged with, or has been adjudicated for a criminal offense and 
who has not bean \'ia i ved to a court exerci s·i ng adu 1 t crimi na 1 juri 5-

diction. 
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3. Status Offender - is a juvenile who is alleged to have colt11litted, is 
charged with, or has been adjudicated for a status offense (i.e., a 
violation of law which would not be criminal if cOl1l1litted by an adult, 
and which is specifically applicable to youth because of their minority). 

4. Status Offender (Detention Classification) - is a juvenile who is placed 
in either a juvenile or adult detention facility, charged with a status 
offense, or, having been adjudicated a status offender, awaiting transfer 
to another agency or for violation of probation or parole. 

5. Status Offender (Institutional Classification) - is a juvenile who: 

(a) is colt11litted to a juvenile or adult correctional facility, after 
having been adjudicated a status offender by a court of competent juris
diction, for diagnosis, treatment, or for violation of probation or 
parole; or 

(b) is placed in a juvenile correctional facility, upon order of a cor
rectional official, for violation of probation or parole, for an insti
tutional escape, or for an offense committed during an institutional . 
furlough, when the originating order of probation or commitment adjud
icated the juvenile for a status offense. 

6. Juvenile Offender - is either a status or a delinquent offender as de
fined in (2) and (3) above. 

Facility Definitions: 

7. Facility - is a place, an institution, a building or part thereof, set 
of buildings or an area whether or not enclosing a building or set of 
buildings which is used for the lawful custody and treatment of juven
iles and may be owned and/or operated by public or private agencies. 

8. Facility, Secure - is one which is designed and operated so as to ensure 
that all entrances and exits from such facility ar(~ under the exclusive 
control of the ~taff of such facility, whether or not the person being 
detained has freedom of movement wi thi n the perimeters of the faci 1 ity 
or which relies on locked rooms and buildings, fences, or physical re
straint in order to control behavior of its residents. 

9. Facility, Nonsecure - is a facility not characterized by the use of phys
ically restricting construction:~ hardware and procedures and which provides 
its residents access to the surrounding community with minimal super
vision.' 

10. COl1l1lunity-based·c. facility, program, or service means (a) a small, open 
group home or other suitable place located near the juvenile's home 
or family and (b) programs of community supervision and service which 
maintain cOl1l1lunity and consumer participation in the planning, operation, 
and evaluation of their programs which may include, but are not limited 
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to, medical, educational, vocational, social, and psychological guidance, 
training, counse1in lg, alcoholism treatment, drug treatment, and other 
rehabilitative services. 

11. Juvenile Detention or Correctional Facility - is any: 

(a) Secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of 
accused or adjudicated juvenile offenders; or 

(b) Public or private facilit~ used pri,marily. (i.e., more t~ar:\ 5'0% of 
the faci1ity's population durlng any consecutlve 30-day perl0C) for the 
lawful cUstody of delinquent offenders even if the facility is nOl1secuY'e; 
or 

(c) Public or private facility having a bed capacity to house 20 ?r more 
accused or adjudicated iuveni1e offenders or non-offenders, even lf the 
facility is nonsecure, unless used exclusively for the lawful custody of 
status offenders or non-offenders, or is cOl1lllunity-based; or 

(d\ Public or private facility, secure or nonsecure, which is used for 
th~ 1 awful custody of accused or convi cted crimi na l,~offenders. 

Miscellaneous Terms: 

12. 

i13. 

14. 

Lawful Custody - the exercise of care, superV1Slon and control over 
a juvenile or non-offender puy'suant to the provisions of the law or 
of a judicial order or degree. 

Non-offenders - a juvenile who is subject to the jUY'isdiction of the 
juvenile court, usually under abuse, dependency or neglect statutes, 
for reasons other than legally prohibited conduct of the juvenile. 

Exclusively: as used to descri.be the.p?pul~tion of a facility, th~ 
term "excluslvely" means that the faCl11tY1S used only for a specl
fically described category of juvenile to the exclusion of all other 
types of juveniles. 

15. Detenti on Days - Count any portion of a 24 hour day as a full day. 

. 
• y 
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Quarterly Report of Detained and Institutionalized Status Offenders for Evaluation Site: 

------------------for the quarter beginning, ______ ,19_ and endfng_,_' ___ 019_'_' 

Table 1: 

Named FacH i t1'. 

1st facility 

2nd facility 

------------
nth faci li ty 

Total N 

Number of Detained Status Offenders 
within Jurisdiction. 

Month 1 Month 2 

(n) (n) 
Month 3 

(n) 

Table 2: 

Named FacO ity 

1st facility 

2nd facility 

------------
nth facilty 

Grand 'I 

I 

Average number of detention dah for 
the corresponding cells of table 1-

MQ!!!!L! Month 2 Mo!!!l!..1. 
(n) (n) (n) 

Demographic breakdown for 
all cases in table 1: 

Male: Female: White:' Black: Latino: N-Amer: Other: 

(N:a_) (N~_)f~I=_) (N=_) (N=_) (Na_) (N"'_) 

ii 
Table 3: Numbe,lr of Status Offenders Sent to Ii 

Correctional InstftutiollS from the Site. 

Month 1 Month 2 Month 3 

Named Facility (n) (n) (n) 

1st facility 

2nd facility 

------------
nth facility 

Total N 

Table 4: 

Named Facil ity 

1st facility 

2nd faci 1 i ty 

------------
nth facility 

Total N 

Number of Status Offender's Sent from the 
Site Who Remain in Correctional Institutions. 

Month 1 Month ~ Month 3 
(n) (n) Cn) 

Demographic breakdown for 
all cases in table 3: 

Male: Female: White: Black: Latino: N .. Amer: Other: 
(N=_> (N=_) (N=_) ,(N=_) CN=_) (N=_) (N= __ ) 

NOTE: If the eligibility requirements of the program Would exclude any of the status offenders entered above, please 
replicate these tables for the population eligible for program intake. ' 
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PREFACE 

This study presents an analYSis of the juvenile codes applicable t() the 

evaluation sites in the seven states included in the Deinstitutionalization 

of Status Offender Projects. The methodology primari ly invol ved statutory 

review of the most current juvenile legislation available during August and 

September of 1977. When available, relevant case law, court rules and other 
• factual information was integrated into the analYSis. 

Discrepancies between the text and previous statutory studies are appar

ent. Some may be due to the more recent changes in the laws that were included 

in this study. Others are the result of more than one possible interpretation 

of a statute or of alterations that have occurred through admini'strative inter

pretation and practice. The judgements utilized in this analYSis were governed 

by available knowledge of juvenile prccedures in the evaluation sites. Investi

gation into actual practices as they may vary from statutory provisions was 

limited by the time and resources available for this study. 

S.M.S. 
February, 1978 
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SUMMARY TABLES 
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I. JUVENILE COURT IN THE JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 
1 = Session of State Trial Court System 
2 = Separate State Court System 
3= .Separate County Courts 

II. JURISDICTION OF THE JUVENILE. COURT: 

Maximum Age, Original Jurisdiction~ 
Delinquent Violations 
Status Violations 
Dependency & Neglected 

~:. 

f\ge of Termination for Continuing Jurisdiction: 

Behavior or Conditions Conferring Jurisdiction,: 
II 

(see separate table) 

Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdiction: 

" 

Is transfer allowed by statute? 
Transfer restricted by type of criminal offense? 
Minimum age criteria for transfer (statutory) 

III. PRE-ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

Standards Governing Arrest 
1 = Adult StandardsJor Juveniles 
2 = Reduced Adult Standards for Juveniles 
3 = Separal~e Standards for Juveni les 

Authority tID File a Petition 
1 = Prob;ition/Juvenile Court Officer 
2 = County Attorney 
3"'= ,,$nolill edgeabl e ,Person or Agency 

Alternatives to Adjudication 
\.1 

1 = Diversion Agreement/Referral to Service 
2 = Informal Probation/Supervison 
3 = Informal Adjustment (unspecified) 

ARIZ 

1 

17 

same 
same 

21 

yes 
no 
8 

1,3. 

1,2 

CAL 

1 

17 
same 
same 

CONN DEL 

2 2 
1 (l/78) 

15 

same 
17 

17 
same 
same 

* * 21 

yes 
no 
16 

1,2,3 

1 

18 

yes 
yes 
14 

1.3 

1 

18 

yes 
yes 

* 16 

1 

3 

ILL 

1 

16 
17 
17 

21 

yes 
no 
13 

2,3 

3 

SC WASH 

3 1 

2 (7/77) 

16 

same 
20 

21 

yes 

17 
same 
same 

2' 

yes 
no no 

* 16 none 

2,3 2,3 

3 3 

2 (1/77 for del inquent offenses) 
1 (1/77 for status violations) 

2,3 1 ,3 3 3 3 

* see text for exceptions or effective dates 

II 
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,j 
1 

,I 
" 

" 

ARIZ CAL CONN DEL ILL SC WASH 
IV. DETENTION PRIOR TO ADJUDICATION 

.... 
ii 

* 'i Is a detention hearing provided? yes yes no yes yes no yes If 
cJ 

" (days) ,I Detention 1 imit prior to fi 1 ing petition 1 2 na na na na 3 ;1 
;[ 
11 Detention limit proir to hearing or requirement " <i 

I of court order {days} 1 1 1 1.5 2 3 none 
Total detention limit prior to hearing or require-

ment of court order (days) 2 3 none 1 1.5 2 6 

Detention limit on post-hearing or court ordered 
* * * detention (days) , none 15 none 10 10 none 30 

~ ; 
~, 1 Is bail allowed? no no yes yes no no yes Ii 
n * d Can youths be detained for status violations? yes no yes yes yes yes yes n 
1\ 
~! 

Can juvenile detention in faci 1 ity for " occur a I ~ 

* * \ ' 1 adults? no no no no yes yes no 1'''---
Can detained juvenile be co-mingled with adult 

* * * I detainees? no no no no no 'no yes u.. 
I 

, ; 
0 V. ADJUDICATION 

Are hearings open to the public? no * no * * no no no no no 

1 * Are jury trials permitted? no no no no no no no 

j * * , Is a prosecutor required at hearing? yes yes no yes yes no yes 
* * , " 

" il Is retained or appointed counsel available? yes yes yes' yes yes yes yes .-
* II Is a disposition hearing required? yes yes no yes yes no yes \ If 

fr 
I II Can the disposition hearing be held ilJll1ediately u ,.' J ,following the adjudication.hearing? [I yes yes na yes yes na yes 

I 
1/ I VI. DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES '.,. 

(~r-;~ .. 
/;"0 

Suspended judgement no yes yes no no no no 
I-~ 
I-' Fine no no no yes no no no \..N 

"" Restitution/public service no yes yes yes no no no 

/' 
'-:-:~'<\~;;c-",~ 

I 

* 'r 
>f see text for exceptions or effective dates \ 
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, 
VI. DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES (CONT.) 

Counseling 
Alternative residential placement 
Probation services 
General care and supervision 
Correctional commitment 
Can status offenders be sent to correctional 

institutions? 

.~. . 
." IP",t 

ARIZ CAL CONN DEL ILL SC 

yes yes no no no no 
yp.s yes yes yes yes yes 
yes yes yes yes yes yes 

no yes no yes no yes 
yes yes yes yes yes yes 

* * * * * no no yes yes yes yes 

* see text for exceptions or effective dates 
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WASH 

no 
y~s 

yes 
yes 
yes 

* yes 
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BEHAVIOR OR CONDITIONS CONFERRING JURISDICTION 

STATE 

ARIZONA 1 

CALIFORNIA 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

S . CAROLI NA 2 

WASHINGTON 3 

STATE DESIGNATIONS 

Del inquent 
Offenses 

Delinquent 

Sec. 602 

Delinquent 

Delinquent 

Delinquent 

no general 
designation 

Delinquent 

Status 
Violations 

Incorrigible 

Sec. 601 

(none) 

no general 
designat"ion 

minor otherwise in 
need of spervision 

no general 
designation 

Dependent 

I, 

~ 
fi 
" f\ I. 
!i 

ij 
I. 
'j 

Ii 
I) 

Jl 
Ii 
fi 
I: 
p 

STATUTORY MENTION OF BEHAVIOR OR CONDITIONS CONFERRING JURISDICTION 4 

Criminal Violation of Possession Use of Alcohol 
Violations Court Order of Alcohol or Drugs 

" I' 
I' 

if 
jI yes - del yes - del no * no 
l/ 
!1 
ji 
~ 

~ 
t 
I 

yes - del yes - del no * no 
(unti 1 1/1/77) 

! 
! yes - del yes - del no * no 

yes del no no * no 
I 

yes ., del yes - status no * yes - status I 
ij 

I ~ <.n r I 
! 
I 

yes no no * no 

yes - del no no * yes - status 

I 
1 Delinquent or status violations by children under 8 years of age are treated as dependency cases. II 
2 The statutory reference for jurisdiction in the five evaluated counties (Lexington, Spartanburg, Anderson, Greenville, II 

and Richland) is taken from the Family Court Act of 1968. The language of this act was incorporated in the revised ~i .. i 
statute which became effective statewide in July, 1977. Prior to the adoption of a uniform state statute, county juris- i 
diction could have been based on the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Courts Act 

3 Major revisons will become effective in July, 1978 and will substantially alter the classifications presented herein. 
4 Jurisdiction over dependent and neglected children is provided in all seven states. Connecticut, Delaware and Illinois 

provide separate definitions for each; Arizona, California, South Carolina and Washington provide statutory language 
pennitting the distincti.on within/Oi general definition. 

.. /', 

* In the absence of a statutory me~~~tion it can be assumed that this behavior would be treated as a delinquent act. 
(:~~! 
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STATUTORY MENTION OF BEHAVIOR OR CONDITIONS CONFERRING JURISDICTION (CONT.) 

Curfew Truancy 

no * yes - status 

yes - status yes - status 
(begin 1/1/77) 

no * yes - del 

no * yes truant 

no * yes - status 

no * no 

no * yes - status 

~ 
~ 
.1::" 
0 

.. , <_ ..... ~_~~, _"; ~ ___ ~_~_,.'.,_~' ~'k' _""-'- ,,-.. __ .~ _._~ .... -- -_" -.-~~ .... "."-~- .. -----.. -,~--->--' -
. " '~';' . - , 

.... 

." 
, 

." , 

J/" , 

Runaway 

yes - status 

no 

yes - del 

, .. ,00 

no 

no 

no 

'. . 

, , 

Ungovernable 

yes - status 

yes - status 

yes - del 

yes - del 

yes - status 

yes 

yes - status 

I 
I 

Endangennent of 
Welfare/Immorality 

yes - status 

yes - status 
(until 1/1/76) 

yes - del 

yes - del 

yes - neglected 

yes 

yes - status 

'\ 

STATE 

ARIZONA 

CALIFORNIA 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

, ILLINOIS 
I 

cr 

S. CAROLINA I 

WASHINGTON I 

I 
I .-
! 
I 

I 
() 
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ARIZONA 

I. THE JUVENILE COURT IN THE JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 

Juvenile Court is a division of Superior Court, the hig,nest trial 

level court. Appeals go to the Court of Appeals. This is a statewide 

system. 

In counties with more than one superior Court judge, the judges 

designate one or more judges to hear all juvenile cases. The juvenile 

judge may appoint referees to hold hearings. The referees' findings are 

final unless a rehearing is requested by a party. The juvenile judgE! may 

(? a 1 so appoi nt traffi c hearing offi cers . 

. II. JURISDICTION OF THE JUVENILE COURT 

A. Age Classification as Juvenile 

1. Age limits for original jurisdiction 

The court has jurisdiction over dependent children under 18, and 

delinquent and incorrigible children from 8 to 18. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 

When the court has acquired jurisdiction over a juvenile, it 

terminates when the juvenile reaches age 21. 

3. Age determination date for jurisdiction is unclear in the statute 
• 

B. Types of Offenses, Behavior, and Conditions that Confer Jurisdiction 
on the Juvenile Court 

1. Delinquent 

(,\ ' 

A child who commits - an act, which if committed by an adult, would 

be a public offense, or any act that would constitute a public 

offense which can only be committed by a minor, including violation 

of Ai':'i7.ona law, or of another state's law if the act occurred in 
\, 

- that stiiice, violation of U.S. law, violation of any Arizona city 
I.~ 

~\. 

~ '. 

. , 
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or county ordinance defining a crime, or failure to obey a juvenile 

court order. 

2. Incorrigible 
V 

Incorrigible childrfm are those who: 
Ii 

a. Refuse to obey parents and are beyond parental control; or 

b. Habitually truant; or 

c. Runaways; or 

d. Habitually deport themselves so as to injure or endanger the 

morals or health of themselves or others. 

3. Dependent 

Dependent children are: 

a. In need of proper and effective parental care .}md control and 

have no parent exercising such control; or 

b. Destitute, without the necessities of life, or a home, or whose 
if' 

home is unfit because of parental neglect, abuse or cruelty; or 

c. Children under age 8 who are found to have committed acts that 

would result in adjudication as delinquent or incorrigible if 

committed by older children. 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdiction 

The probation officer or county attorney can request transfer of 

a juvenile to adult court. The juvenile has a right to a hearing by 

the juvenile judge. Evidence considered by the judge in an investigation, 

report by the probation officer and evidence of the alleged offense. 

Grounds for transfer: the court finds the alleged offense was committed, 

and probable cause exists to believe the juvenil~ committed it; and the 

juvenile is not amenable to treatment and rehabilitation, and the public 

safety or public interest requires transfer. 

1143 
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III. PRE-ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

A. Mandatory Arrest 

A peace officer shall take a child into custody pursuant to the 

laws of arrest, with or without a warrant, when there are reasonable 

grounds to believe the juvenile committed a delinquent act which, if 

committed by an adult, could be a felony or breach of the peace and 

the juvenile has been apprehended in the act or in fresh pursuit. 

B. Discretionary Arrest 

A peace offi cer may take a chi 1 d,./W:tt, custody 
": ;},1'.t;.:·' 
~:"·:I. l - ';' 

1. Pursuant to the 1 aws of arrest Wf:tfb~ut a warrant when there are 
~ :',; " .. , , ~ . 

reasonab 1 e grounds to bel i eve thechi';Yti conmi tted a del i nquent act 
'~, ,- . 

or is incorrigible, 

2. Pursuant to a juvenile court order:: 
" 

1" •. 

3. If there are reasonable grounds to' believe ,the child is ill or 

injured or in immediate danger from his/her surroundings, 

4. If there are reasonable grounds to believe the child is a runaway. 

C. Filing a Petition 

D. 

When a complaint alleging delinquency or incorrigibility is filed 

with the juvenile court, the probation officer investigates the facts to 
. . 

determine whether court action is warranted. If the probation 

officer decides action is warranted then the probation officer or 

county attorney files a petition. 

Alternatives to Adjudication 
"') 

1 • h7 a deli nquency comp 1 a i nt alleges a mi sdemeanor other than assau 1 t 

and,Qattery and it is the juvenile's first offense, the court may 

refer the .juvenile to a youth service bureau or counseling program 

in lieu of court appearance. 

1lLl4 
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2. If a juvenile admits a delinquent act after a complaint is filed 

with the probation officer, and the probation officer finds court 
:_\ 

action to be unnecessary, the juvenile may be referred to agencies 

or his/her parent for corrective action. 

IV. DETENTiON PRiOR TO AJUOICAtION 

A. Requirements for Detention 

1. Probation officer must notify parent and child of reason for 

detention 

2. Length of Detention 

a. 24 hour limit (except Saturdays,Sundays & holidays) unless a 

petition is filed 

b. After a petition is filed, 24 hour limit unless the court orders 

continued detention after a hearing 

3. Grounds for Detention 

The juvenile won't otherwise appear at a hearing, the juvenile 

is likely to commit an offense injurious to_himself/herself or 

others, the juvenile is being held for another jurisdiction, or the 
,/ 

t IJ 
child's or the pub1ic ' s interest requires that the ch(ild receive 

II 

custodial protection. 
Ii 
Ii 
'\ 
II I, 

B. Detention Facilities 

1. The county maintains detention centers for children alleged to be 

2. 

delinquent or incorrigible 

Restrictions 

a. Detention facilities must be separate from jails or lock-ups 

for adults 

b. Juveniles can't be confi~~d with adults 

1145 
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c. Any detained child who endangers the safety of other detained 

children shall not be allowed to intermingle with other detained 

children 

C. Alternative to Detention: Release to parent or other suitable 

person 

V. AJUDICATION 

A. Characteristics of Hearings 

1. Hearings are closed to the public 

2. There is no jury 

3 Hearings are as informal as due process and fairness allow 

4. Tne, county attor.ney represents the state 

B. Rights of the Child 

1. The childcan be excluded from the hearing in matters not 
':' 

involving the commission of an act that is a violation of criminal 

law; and at the request of the child's attorney. 

2. The child has the right to a retained attorney or an appointed 

attorney if indigent. 

3. The child has the right to remain silent, and the right to call 

witnesses. 

Cv Standard of Proof 

1. Delinquency cases involving a criminal offense and incorrigibility 

cases -- proof beyond a reasonable doubt. 

2. Dependency and probation revocation cases -- proof by a preponder

ance ,of the evidence. 

D. Findings by the Court 

The court must make written findings that a juvenile is delinquent 

or incorrigible, or the petition is dismissed. 
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E. Disposition Hearing 

Prior to disposition, the probation officer may investigate 

the juvenile and make recommendations to the court, and the court 

may order physical or psychological examinations of the juvenile. 

VI. DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES FOR JUVENILES ADJUDICATED DELINQUENT OR INCORRIGIBLE 

1. Parental custody, with supervision by the probation department 

2. Custody by the probation department 

3. Place the juvenile with a reputable citizen with supervi.sion by the 

probation department 

4. Place the juvenile with a private agency or institution with supervision 

by the probation department 

5. Comnit to the Department of Corrections. Effective 8/27/77, incorrigible 

juveniles cannot be committed to the Department of Corrections. 

6. Place with relatives with supervision by the probation department 

(effective 8/27/77). 

7. Counseling 

11Ll7 
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CALIFORNIA 

I. THE JUVENILE COURT IN THE JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 

Juvenile Court is a division of Superior Court, the highest trial level 

court. Appeals go to the District Court of Appeals. This is a uniform 

statewide system. 

Juvenile Court judges may appoint referees who hear cases assigned by the 
I 

judge. The judge has discretion to grant rehearing applications after an 

original hearing by a referee. The judge is required to grant the application 

if no official recording of the referee hearing was made. The juvenile judge 

may also appoint traffic hearing officers to hear certain kinds of cases. 

II. JURISdICTION OF THE JUVENILE COURT 

A. Age Classification as Juvenile 
.~ 

1. Age limits for original juriidiction 

The court has jurisdiction over all persons under 18. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 

When the court has acquired original jurisdiction over a child, it 

must· terminate when the child reaches age 21. Exception, effective 

1/1/77: The court may retain jurisdiction until age 2j of delinquents 

who committed certain more serious criminal offenses, if the delinquent 

was committed to the Youth Authority. 

3. Age detennin~tion date for jurisdiction 

The person's age on the date the offense was allegedly committed 

detennines whether the person is classified as a juvenilia or an adult. 
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B. Types of Offenses, Behavior and Conditions that Confer Jurisdiction 
on the Juvenile Court . , 

1. Dependent (referred.to~as Section'600s'or'Sectiori'300s) 

Dependent children are children who are: 

a. In need of parental care or control; or 

b. Destitute, without the necessities of life, without a home; or 

c. Physically dangerous to the publ ic because of a physical or Y, 

me.-.tal deficiency, disorder or abnormality; or , 

d. Living in af'! unfit home because of parental neglect, cruelty 

or abuse. 

2', Status Offenders (referred to as' Secti oli ' 601 s) . 

a. Child who persistently refuses to obey his/her parent or who is 

beyond parental control; 

b. Child who violates any city or county curfew ordinance that is. 

based on age (effective 1/1/77); 

c. Child in danger of leading an idle, dissolute or inmoral life 

(effecti ve unti 1 1/1/76). 

d. School attendance review boards have original jurisdiction OYf!r 

"habitual truants and persons who habitually refuse to obey sclnool 

authorities. The board 'can refer these persons to juvenile Cburt 

if the board is ineffective in correcting such a person's be.." 

havior. A juvenile found to be a ward of the court solely on 

this basis can be removed from parental custody only during 
1\ 

school hours. 

3. De 1 i nquent's . (referred·' to' as . Sect ion' 602s) 

•• ,... f_ 

a. A child who violates any law of California or the U.S., or 

any city or county ordinance defining a crime. 
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b. A status offender who fails to obey a juvenile court order 

(effective until 1/1/77) . 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdiction 

The juvenile court has exclusive original jurisdiction over persons 

coming within the above age and offense/behavior categories. However, 

persons under 18 who violate California criminal law and flee from the 

state may be proceeded against as adult criminals, until they are re~, 
/1 " 

turned to the state, where the jUvenile. court juri'sdtctton applte~;:' 

Also, persons under 18 who violate the criminal law of another state and 

flee into California may be proceeded .against as adult criminals. 

Certification to adult criminal court by the juvenile court is 

p6ssible if the juvenile court finds the minor is not a fit and proper 

subject to be dealt with tinder juvenile court law. Certification is 

allowed only if the minor is an alleged delinquent by reason of vic .... 

lation of a criminal statute when age 16 or older. 

PRE-ADJUDICATION PROCESSES ' 

A. Grounds for Taking Custody of a Juvenile by a Peace Officer without a 
Warrant . 

1. Dependent childr~ 

Acflild can be taken into custody if the officer has reasonable 

cause to believe the child is 'within the statutory meaning of 

dependency; if tht~ child is found in a publ ic place sick or injured; 

if a child has been adjudicated dependent and the officer has rea

sonable cause to believe the child Violated a juvenile court order 

or escaped from a commitment byjuv.-:mile court. 
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I.' 

County welfare department social workers can take a childadjudi-, 

cated dependent into custody if the child is in\,need of care. 

2. Status offenders and delinguents 

A child can be taken into custody if the officer has reasonable cause 

to believe the child is within the statutory meaning of status 

offender or delinquent; if the child has been adjudicated a ward of 

the court and the officer has reasonable cause to believe the ward 

has violated a juvenile court order or escaped from a commitment by 

the juvenile court; if the child is found sick or injured in a p~~blic 

place. 

3. Del'inguents 

A Juvenile can be taken int9 'custo~~,if the officer has reasonable 
.' ;:;.1 

cause to believe he/she committed lpublic offense in the off,:lcer,' s 

presence; if the juvenile committed a felony dfif the officer has 
i\ 

reasonable cause to believe he/she committed a ~\felony; if the If 

officer has reasonable cause to believe a juvenhe who is involved in 

a traffic accident was driving under the influe~ce of liquor or drugs. 

B. Grounds for Warrant of Arrest of a Juveni 1e ' . \\ . 

A juvenile judge can issue 'a warrant ordering a ~1uvenile be taken 

into custody if a petition 'is filed in ,juvenile court alleging the juvenile 
il " 

to be a status offender or deli nquent; or if i t appe~~rsto the, court 

that the conduct or behavior of the juvenile may endclnge\~ the person or 

property of himself /herse 1 for '~nother, or the ci ~cu~rst.arifes of the 
L/ II \ 

juvenile ' s home environment endangers him/her. :1 \ 
,I '\ 

C. "Post Arrest Procedures for Alleged Status Offenders ~~nd De'!h'lquents 
" 

The minor can be released; released after the m.ii~ororl?arent is given 
".- '\ 
. ~ . '\ 
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a written notice to appear befor.e the county probation officer, with or 
" 

without a written Promise to Appear; or custody of the minor can be 

delivered to the probation officer. 

D. Filing a Petition and the Intake Investigation 

If the juvenile is delivered to the probation officer and the probation 

officer detains him/her on the grounds he/she is a person described by 
:; 

Section 602, the probation officer presents the case to the district 

attorney who decides whether to file a petition with juvenile court. If 

the juvenile within the terms of Section 602 is released pending investi

gation by the probation officer, and the probation officer decides court 

action is warranted, the case is referred to the district attorney for 

decision whether to file a petition. 

According to statute, the probation officer files petitions alleging 

a juvenile is a person within Settion 601. 

Any person can apply to the probation officer in the form of an affi

davit to commence juvenile procedings with respect to a juvenile. The 

probation officer makes such investigation as he/she deems necessary. If 

the probation officer decides the juvenile is within .Section 602, the 
Ii 

affidavit is referred to the district attorney. 

Prior to 1/1/77, the probation officer had authority to file petitions 

on juveniles within both Sections 601 and 602 without referral to the 

district attorney for a decision. 

E. Alternatives to Adjudication: Disposition Without Adjudication 

The probation officer can delineate a supervision program for the 

juvenile for up to six months, with the consen~ of the juvenile and hisiher 

parent. If necessary, the prQpatidh officer can file a petition during 

this period. 

Effective 1/1/77: The probation officer' can contract with a public or 
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private agency for shelter care and counseling for the juvenile for a 

maximum of 90 days; for residence at a crisis resolution home and counseling 

for 20 days; or refer the minor to a counseling or educational center. 

IV. DETENTION PRIOR TO ADJUDICATION 

A. Requirements for Detention of the Juvenile While in Custody of Probation 
Officer 

1. Grounds 

The minor can be detained if in need of parental care or control; if 

destitute; if his/her home is unfit because of parental neglect, 

cruelty or abuse; if detention is necessary to protect the minor or 

another person; if he/she is likely to flee; if in viol~tion of a 

juvenile court order; or if!lphysically dangerous to the publi~ because 

of a physical or mental abnormality. 

2. Time limit 

The minor must be released within 48 hours (excluding non-judicial 

Clays) after being taken into custo\y, unless a petition has been filed --- - "::-'" 

,within that time. 

B. Detention Hearing 

1. Requirement 

A detention hearing mus,t be held before a juvenile cQ,urt judge or 

referee before the expiration of the next judicial day after a petition 

if filed. If the juvenile is ordered detained, he/she may request 

a special detention hearing known as a Dennis H. hearing, which is held 
'. \\ 

one week after the first detention hea~in~. 

2. Hearing procedure 

The juvenile is entitled to appointed counsel, can exercise the privilege 
:1 

against self-incrimination, and has the right to confront and cross-

examine any person examined by the court. The juvenile and his/her 

'TIS3 
" ... '. 
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parent and attorney can present evidence. Continuances and rehearings 

are possible. 

3. Grounds for continued detention 
I,. 

The reasons fCY'r whi ch the court can or.der conti nued detenti on are: 

the juvenile violated a juvenile court order; the juvenile escaped from 

a juvenile court commitment; detention is necessary to protect the 

juvenile or another person; or the juvenile is likely to flee. 

4. Length of deten_tion 

The court can order detention for up to 15 judicial days. 

C. Detention Facilities 

1. Juvenile Halls 

Juvenile Halls are provided and maintained by the Board of Supervisors 

in every county for detention of juveniles within the jurisdiction of 

the juvenile court. Juvenile Halls are controlled and managed by the 

probation officer, and must be separate from jails and prisons. Escape 

is a misdemeanor. 

2. Restrictions 

No juvenile can be detained in a jail ,lock-up, juvenile hall or other 

secure facility who i~\ taken into custody on the grounds he/she is a 

stat\.s offende.r or mad\e a ward of the court sole'ly on the ground he/she 

1.s a status offender. Such a person can be detained in a shelter-care 

facility, crisis resolu~tion home or other non-secure facility (effective 

1/1/77). Persons under 18 cannot be detained in jajls or lock-ups 

unless a juvenile court Judge determines there are no other adequate 

facilities. 

D. Alternatives to Detention 

The peace officer or probation officer can rele~:\se the juvenile upon 
,,\ 

receiving a written promise to appear before the prot~,ationofficer. The 
'\ 
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probation officer can release the minor to his/her parent on home super

vision, and require the minor to observe certain conditions, unless the 

minor lacks parental care, is destitute, or the minor's home is unfit 

(effective 1/1/77). 

V. ADJUDICATION 

A. Jurisdiction Hearing 

If the juvenile is deta'ined in custody at the time the petition is 

filed"the hearing must be held within 15 judicial days from the date of 

the court order directing detention. If the juvenile is not detained, the 

hearing m~~t be held within 30 calendar days from the date the petition is 

filed. Notice of the hearing date must be given to the juve~i'e and his/ 

her parent. 

The juvenile may admit the allegations of the petition and waive,the 

hearing with the consent of counsel. 

B. Characteristics of ~urisdiction Hearings '.'1 

1. Cases of child%"en are heard at court sessions separate from other 

matters. 

2. Hearings ai'e closed to the public. Only persons with a direct inter"est 

are admitted. The juvenile or his/her parent may request an open 

hear;ng. 

3. Proceedings are informal and nonadversary except where there is a 

contested i,ssue of law or fact.. 

4. In delinquency cases the district attorney appears for the state. In 

status offender cases the district attorney may appear to assist in 

ascertaining and presenting evidence if the juvenil~Tepresented by 
v , 

counsel and the court either consents to or requests t~istrict 
attorney's appearancf7. 
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5. Case law indicates the juvenile judge has the discretion to impanel an 

advisory jury. 

C. Rights of the Child 

1. The juvenile is entitled to be present at the hearing with a parent 

or adult relative and counsel. 

2. The juvenile has a right to a retained attorney or an appointed 

attQrney if indigent.! 
.' ,I 

3. The juvenile has the right to remain silent, the right to confront and 

cross-examine witnes~es, and the right to compel attendance of witnesses 

in the juvenile's behalf. 

D. Conduct of the Jurisdiction Hearing 

1. Evidenc'~ 
:,', 

Admission of evidence'is in accord with the Evidence Code and judicial 

decision. 

2. Standard of pro9f . 

Delinquency: allegations of petition must be proved beyond a. reasonable· 

doubt. Status offenders: allegations of petition must be proved by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 

3. Continuances 

The court may continue the hearing. 

E. Findings by the Court 

The court must make written findings stating whether the minor is a 

Rerson described within the statute. 

F. Disposition Hearing 

1. Time 

The disposition hearing can be held immediately following the 

jurisdiction hearing, or it can be continued until a later date. 
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2. Admissible evidence 

The court can receive in evidence the probation officer's social 

study and other relevant and material evidence on the proper dis

position of the juvenile. 

3. Continuances 

The court may continue disposition hearings for 90 days and order 

temporary placement of the juvenile at a Youth Authority diagnositc 

and treatment center for diagnosis. 

4. Judgments possible by the court 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Dismiss the petition 

Place the juvenile on probation for up to 6 months without 

adjudicating the juvenile a ward of the court. 

Adjudicate the juvenile a ward of the court. 

DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE COURT FOR JUVENILES ADJUDICATED 
WARDS OF THE COURT 

A. Status Offenders 

1. 

2. 

3. 

c> 

reasonable orders for the care and supervision The court can make all 
i} 

of the j:uvenile. 

conmit!(the juvenile to the supervision and custody of a probation 
'.\ 
\\ 

officer, reputable person, an association with the purpose of caring , . 
for such juveniles, a family home, a private institution, or a publlC 

agency. 

The court can limit parental control over the juvenile. The juveni1e 

can be taken from the physical custody of the'parent if the parent 

failed to provide for the juvenile's maintenance, training or educati?n; 

b t o if the juvenile's if the juvenile failed to reform while on pro a lon; or 

welfare so requires. 
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4. Pri or to, 1/1/77: Commi t the juveni 1 e to a juveni 1 e home, ranch or 
camp. 

B. Delinquents 

1. All of the above alternatives are available. 
1\ 

2. Commit the juvenile to a juvenile home, ranch or camp established and 

maintained by the county; or if there is none within the county, to 

the juvenile hall. 

3. Commit the juvenile to the probation officer's supervision. The court 

can order the juvenile to earn money to support dependents or to make 

reparation. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

9. 

Order the juvenile to make restitution. 

Order the juvenile to participate in an uncompensated work program. 

Place the juvenile in shelter care. 

Order the juvenile to participate i~ a counseling program. 

Order the juvenile to perform Publi6services if the minor committed 
II 

petty theft of retail merchandise: 

Conmit the juvenile to the Youth Authority if at least B years of age 

and disease-free. The Youth Authority has jurisdiction over all 

educational training and treatment institutions maintained as correc-
" tiona1 schools for juvenile court wards. 

I 
1. 
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CONNECTICUT 

I. THE JUVENILE. COURT IN THE JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 

The Juvenile Court is a separate court with exclusive original jurisdic

tion over juveniles. Juvenile court has 3 districts in the state. Each 

juvenile court judge can hold court sessions within the district to which he 

or she is appointed, at any town within the district, as court business 

requires. The judges jointly appoint to statewide offices a chief clerk and 

director of juvenile probation services. Within their respective districts 

the judges appoint probation officers and detention personnel. Appeals go to 

Superior Court (trial cour~). 

Effective July 1, 1978: Jurisdiction over juveniles will be transferred 

from Juvenile Court to Superior Court, which will be the sole 

court of original jurisdiction. Juvenile matters will be kept separate from 

other Superior Court business. 

II. JURISDICTION OF THE JUVENILE COURT 

A. Age Classification as Juvenile 

-

1. Age limits for original jurisdiction 

A chi19 is defined as a person under age ,16. A youth is a person age 

16 to 18 (effective 1/1/76). Juvenile Court has jurisdiction over 

all proceedings concerning delinquent children; and over all pro

ceedings concerning uncared for, neglected and dependent children. and 

youth. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction over children adjudicated deli~quent terminates at age 

18. Exception: Commitment of delinquents to the Department of 
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of Children and Youth Services is for an indeterminate period up 

to a maximum of 2 yearsj and an extension of up to 2 years is 

allowed. Therefore, jurisdiction can apparently be retained in 

cases where an extension is. granted up to age 20. 

3. Age determination date for jurisdiction is not set forth in the 

statute. 

B. Types of Offenses, Behavior and Conditions that Confer Jurisdiction on 
the Juvenile Court 

1. Delinquent 

a. Child who"violated a state or federal law or municipal or local 

ordinance. 

b. Child who ran away from home without just cause. 

c. Child who is beyond parental control. 

d. Child engaged in indecent or immoral conduct. 

e. Child who is habitually truant or is continuously and overtly 

defiant of school rules. 

f. Child who violated a lawful juvenile court order. 

2. Other categories 

Juvenile court also has jurisdiction over neglected, uncared-for 

and dependent children and youth. 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdiction 

The juvenile court can transfer to superior court any child referred 

to juvenile court for the commission of murder, if the murder was 

committed after the child reached age 14. Prior to transfer the juvenile 

court must conduct a complete investigation ~nd hoJd a hearing. 
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II I. P,RE~ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

A~ Arrest 

B. 

1. A child may be taken into custody by a police or probation officer 

with or without a warrant pursuant to adult arrest laws. A child 

may be taken into custody if apprehended in a delinq'uent act, on 

information, or if it is imperative that the child be taken into 

custody. , 

2. Post-arrest procedures 

The officer must turn the juvenile over to a probation officer or 

"other j uveni 1 e c,ourt. offi cer, or to a youth servi ce program or 

bring the child before a juvenile court judge. 

There is no statutory requirement that the parent be notified. 

Filing a Complaint and Petition I 

1. Complainant 

Any person or agency can file a written complaint maintaining that a 
t=" 

2. 

3. 

chi 1 dis "coni~ct consti tutes deli nquency. 

Preliminary inquiry by the'court 

When a complaint is filed; the juvenile court makes a preliminary 

investiqation to determine whether the facts, if. true~' would be -, 
" 

sufficient to bring the child within the court's jurisdiction; and 

whether the interests of the'child or the public require action. 

Petition and summons 

The court can authorize a petition of alleged delinquency or can make 

a non-judicial disposition of the complaint. The court iss~~s a 
,J 

summons to court to the child af1ctpayent when a petition is authorized. 
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C. Alternatives to Adjudication 

If the child and parent admit the facts estab1i.shing juvenile court 

jurisdiction, the court may make any,practicable nonjudicial disposition, 

if the child and parent 'accept the disposition. 

There is a 3 month limit on informal supervision of the juvenile; 

which can be extended by the judge if the child and parent accept the 

extension. 

IV. DETENTION PRIOR TO ADJUDICATION 

", A. Requi rements for Detenti on 

1. Court order 

A juvenile can be detained pending a hearing and disposition under order 

of cOlJlTli tment by the court.-

2.' No groi.mdsfo'r detention are specified"in the statute. 
0' 

3. No time limit is specified on the length of detention. 

B. Detention Facilities 

1. Detention homes operated by the state~ by towns, or by agencies and 

persons des,; gnated by juveni 1 e court j~dges. 

2. Any other suitable accomodations arranged by the judge. 

3. Restrictions 

Juveni 1 es cannot be confi ned :1'11 conununi ty correcti ona 1 centers or 

lock-ups, or in any place where adults are, or may be confined. 

Juveniles cannot be kept in solitary confinement. 

C. Alternatives to Detention 
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V. ADJUDICATION 

A. Cha:racteristi cs of H~ari.ngs 

1. Heari.ngs cannot be held in rooms r:egularly used for criminal business. 

2. The ju.dge can excl ude anyone from !the hearing whose presence 

is unnecessary. 

3. Hearings are non-prosecuterial. 

4. There is no jury. 

B. Rights of the Child 

1. The child has the right to a retained attorney or an appointed 

attorney if indigent. The jU,dge will appoint counsel for the child 

in the absence of a request by the chi.1d if the judge decides that 

the interests o! justice require it. 
• • !) 2. The chi 1 d has the r.i ght to confront and cross··examl ne Wl tnesses • 

3. Any admission by the child is inadmissable at the hearing unless' 

made in the presence of the parent, and the parent and child have been 

advised ~f the child~s right to counsel, of the right to refuse to 

make statements, and that any statement can be introduced as 

evidence against the child. 

C. Disposition 

No disposition can be made of any juvenile found delinquent until 

the probation officer conducts a social investigation and presents the 

results to the judge. 

VI" DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES FOR DELINQUENTS 

1. Place the Juvenile in thecate'of' an institution or agency which cares 

for delinquents. 

2. Release the juvenile in the custody of parent, other relative or any fit 
~ 

person, subject to the supervision of the probation officer. 
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3. Withhold' or suspend execution of judgement. 

4. Place the juvenile on vocational probation if age J4 or older. 
5. 

6. 

Order the juvenile to do work on public property, if there is 

competent acceptance of this disposition by parent and child. 

Commit to Department of Children and Youth Services. Commitment is 

for an indeterminate time up to a maximum of two years, and the court 

can grant an extension for up to an additional two years. 

The Department can transfer J"uven'i les 
to state mental health facilities 

after a juvenile court hearing. 

'The Department can transfer J"uvenl'les age 14 or older who are 

dangerous to themselves' or others to state correctional institutions 

after a juvenile court hearing. 
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DELAWARE 

I. THE JUVENILE COURT IN THE JI,JDICIAL STRUCTURE 

'\ 
I 
I 

The Family Oourt has original, civil and criminal jurisdictionJover 

family and child matters and offenses set forth in the statute •. This is a 

uniform statewide system. 

The statute proviqes for 11 Family Court judges. The chief j(,d;ge I)'iay 
i 

appoint masters to hear cases. The master's fi ndi.ngsand recol1lTle'lhda,tions 
I • 

become the judgement of the court, unless a party petitions for r'eview bya 
" 

judge. Appeals from Fami ly Court deci s i on() go to the Superi or CC;lfrt (tri a 1 

court) of the county in which the Family Court is located. 

II. JURISDICTION OF THE FAMILY COURT OVER JUVENILES 

A. Age Classiflc,ation as Juvel1ile 

1. Age limits for original jurisdiction 

The court has
c 

jurisdiction in all proceedings concei"ning juveniles 

under 18. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 

Family court jurisdiction tenni nates at age 18. 

3. Age determination date for jurisdiction is flot set forth in the statute. 

B. Types of Offenses, Behavior and Conditions tl1at Confer Jurisdiction 
over ChiJdren on the Family Court 

,'I 

1. Delinquent 

a. A child who cOl11l1its an act which .if committed by an adult would 

constitute a crime; 

b. A child who is uncontrolled by/his/her custodian or school 

authorities; 

1165 
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c. A child who habitually deports himself/herself So as to 
.~ , 

endFlnger or injure the morals or hea\~th of himself/herself or 
i,l 

2. Dependent 

A child whose custodian is unable to provide child with adeqUate care. 

3. Neglected 

A child whose custodian refuses to provide the child with adequate 

care. 

4. Truant 

5. 

A child absent from school without a valid excuse for more than 3 

days. 

Children charged wf~h violating certain motor vehicle code provisions 

(effective 8/5/76).', 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to,Adult Court Jurisdiction 

In certain cases juve~iles within the jurisdiction of Family court 
.\ 

may be transferred to adult court. In these cases, the Family court 

must hold an amenability h~\aring to decide whether the juvenile is' 

amenable to the rehabilitat:ive processes.'available to', the Family Court. 

If the court decides the juvenile is not amenable, then the juvenile is 

proceeded against as an adult. 

Cases where amenability hearings are requiired: 

1 . The j uvenil e ; s at 1 east 16 and is alleged to have conm; tted 

fi rs t degree m2~der, rape or ki dnapping; 
/ ( 

2. The juveni1{s a ll,eged to have comni tted, after reachi ng age 16, 

second degree murder, mans 1 a.ughter, robbery, attempted murder, 

burglary or arson; 

1166 
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3. The juveni.le has been adjudicated delinquent and cOl1Tllitted to 

the cust.ody of the department of corrections and is charged with 

acts constituting a felony, conmitted after reaching age 14" and 

conmi tted during escape fr·om custody or unauthori zed absence 

from cust09Y· 

Amenability hearings may be held by the court on its own motion or on 

motion of the Attorney General if the juvenile is charged with being delin-

quent'after reaching.age 16. 

III. PRE~ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

A. Arrest 

1. Arrest of a juvenile by a,Reace officer without a warrant is allowed 

:~ pursuant to the general laws of arrest. 

i 

Ii 

2. Post-Arrest procedures 

The officer must release the juvenile, or take the juvenile before 

Family Court within 2 hours of taking the j.uvenile into custody. The 
. \\ 

offi cer must noti fy the chi 1 dis pa\rent. 

3. Warrant 

p..ny judge of any court or official designated for such purpose may 

issue a warrant directing a peace off:icer to take i~to custody any 

chi ld all eged to be' de'l}nquent. If a chi 1 dis brought before a court 

other than Family Court, the judge must f"ile a petition with 

Fam-lly Court. 

B. Fili~~ a Petition 

1. Petitioner 

Any person wi th knowl edge of a n,egl ected, dependent or deli nquent 

child can file a petition with Family Court. Petitions alleging 

1167 
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delinquency, can also" be filed by the Intake Departme\\lt of Family Court 

and by the Attorney Gen'era 1 . 
I, 

2. All petitions alleging delinquency are referred to th~\ Intake 

Department. 

Intake Investigation 

The Intake Department decides whether the all,egations of\ delint~uency: 

petitions are legally sufficient tO~~l"rantfHtngof'the petition. If 

the Intake Department fails to authorize the petiti~n, the pe;titioner has 

the right toa review of the deci s i on by the Attorney General .\, 

If the facts appear to be l,egally sufficient, the Intake Department 

can hold voluntary interviews 'with the juvenile. The juvenile has the 

right to counsel', the right to remain silent and the right to produce 

evidence, at such interviews. 

D. Alternatives to Adjudication: Informal Adjustment by the Intake Dept. 

Adjustment efforts can extend for 60 days, with a 30· day extension 

possible by the juqge. The judge must approve the outcome of infonnal ad

justment of petitions by the Intake Department~ 

Options available to the Intake Dept.: dismiss the petition; refer 

the juvenile to a public 01': private agency; the Department can refuse 

to authorize further proceedings; or the TIepartment can conduct a con

ference to effect an agreement that obviates formal court action. 

DETENTION PRIOR TO ADJUDICATION 

A. Detention Hearing 

1. Reguirement 

If a child is bro,ught before Family Court by a peace officer a 

detention hearing is held. The parent must be notified. 

1168 
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If a child is brought before a court other than Family Court, the 

judge may order detention in a facility des.ignated by the Dept. 
• f.:;: 

of Healtti" and Soci a 1 Serv; ces if the chi 1 d fail s to make ba'i1 and 

detention is necessary to protect the child or the public. Detention 

continues until the next session of Family Court, when a det~ntion 

heaDi ng is .,he 1 d. 

Cri terr:~(used by the judge to determi ne whether detenti on is 

necessary 

These factors are: prior delinquent record; home situation; avai1a-
,,~ 

c:b1e adult supervision pending trial; the a"/leged misconduct; pro-

'4ection of the public interest; the child's gen~ra1 welfare., 
? 

3. Length of detention 

4. 

\ ~t 'I 

No time limits on detention are,~,specified, except in the case where 
,I 

a chil~ is detained because he/she, fails to make bail. In this 

case the juvenile must have an adjudicatory hearing on the merits of 

case 9r someotfier disposition within 10 days,unless t~e judge 

orders otharwise. o 

Procedure (I 
I) 

(/ ,/;\,:,: 'J 

After the detention nearing tne judge ·cchi::. defer" further proceedings 
)._.' 

pen.ding investigation, or proceed directly to an adjudicatory hea,rin'g. 

Detention Facilities 
, (( 

1. 
I , 

Juveniles can be detained in facilities desi9natedby!!the Department 
:;:,. 

af Health and Social S~rvices. 
(> 

2. Prohibited faci11tie~ 
,', 

Juveniles cannot, be detained in a jaiJ, pci1ice station ce,ll, prison~ 
a ,II 

'workhQu~e\~or,correctional Hlstitution, except on order of a Family Sl, 

I;, 

Court ju.dge,~ 

o 116~ ,~, 
\J 
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C. Alternatives to Detention 

The child can be released to his/h . 
. er custodlan, on the child's 

recogm zance, o'r re 1 eased on ba il , 
to appear when notified. 

v. ADJUDICATION 

A. 

B. 

Characteristics of Hearings 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

2. 

3. 

Hearings are closed to the public. 

There is no jury. 

Hearings are recorded. 

The Attorney General presents . 
eVldence against the juvenile. 

The chi1d'has the 
c,:' right to be present at the hearing. 

The child has th.: right to a retained attorney, 
, or an appoi hted 

attorney if indigent. A juvenile of age 16 or abo . 
" ,~ ve can wal ve 

counsel. ,If under 16· ' 
i'I", , walVer must be made , in the presence of a 

parenf~ attorney or judge. 

The child has the right to 
remain s i lent, the ri 9h~;G? present 

evidence, and the right to conf t 
. ron and cross-examine witnesses. 

\\ ' . .:' :. ~ 

C. ' Conduct ,of the Adjudicatory Hearing 

1 . Evi dence (l' " ,-
II 

The court can admi tall ,:::C;~-"\ 
) competent, material and 1 

"I 2. Sta" ndard of. 'P'ro'of re evant evid~nce. 
, ~. . '\ 

The facts",must be proved beyond a \ 
r"easonable doubt to find a chi\1, d 

delinquent. 

3. Conti'nuances 
,',.--

The judge canconti~\ue the he~~fing. 
\\ ' 

o 
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D. Findings by the Court 

The court must make findings of fact and conclusions of law .. 

A juvenile can be found guilty of a lesser included offense. 

E. Pisposition Hearing 

1. Time 

A disposition can be entered immediately after the court makes its 

findings, or it can be deferred while a pre-disposition report or 

medical exam of the juvenile is made. No unreasonable delay is 
~1"' 

allowed. 

2. Admissable evidence 

After a delinquency adjudication is made, the judge may accept any 

study relevant to the juvenile previously made by a recognized 

welfare agency, or order that a study be made. 

I) 

" 

VI. DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES FOR DELJ[NQUENTS 
"
",-;;:>" I 

,[ 

10 Leave child in his/her home, with or without court super~yision. 

2. Probation 

3. Fine 

4. Order the juvenile to make restitution. 
" 

5. Grant custody to any person, institution or agency w\~:f#re satisfactory 
, c ~! " 

arrangements can be made. 

6. 
',', l 

(l ". .\'1 

The court can order any treatment, punishment or care that best 

serves the needs of the child and society~ 
'. ~ H 0 

7. Revoke or suspend drfVer's license or postpone,el,igibility for 
'i 

license fgr 3 months to 2;:years (effective 7/30/76). 
f ,~'::;;:, ," ( .. ,,-, 

\1' 

(( 

() 
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/ 

Ii 

" 

I,'t 

, f) 

8. 
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Grant custody to the Departmen;,,:of Health and SO,cial Services for 

placement of the juvenile - such as foster care or training 

school 
\' 'i, 

9. Commit to Department of Correctl'o~1S if the acts would constitute 2 

11 ,-. 

\' ',' 

felonies and the act occurred ~ki~'jll the ,juvenile was 'age 14 or 

older; or if the juvenile was adjudicated del"inquent previously 

and is again adjudicated de1im1u~nt because of escape f'rom a com

mitment (effective 7/30/76). 

I; 
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ILLINOIS 

I. THE JUVE~!,ILE COURT IN THE JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 

Juvenile Court is a session or division of Circuit Court, the court 

of highest trial level. Appeals go to Appellate Courts. This is a uniform 

statewide system. 

II. JURISDICTION OF THE JUVENILE COURT 

,c. 

I, 
I> .j 

A. Age Classification as Juvenile 

1. Age limits for original jurisdiction 

The court has jurisdiction over all ,juveniles under age 17 who are 

delinquent, and over all juveniles under 18 who are minors otherwise 

in need of supervision, neglected, or dependent. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 

When the court has acquired original jurisdiction over a child, it 

must terminate when the child reaches age 21. 

3. Age determination date for jurisdiction 

The person I s age on the dat.e the offense wc,,::;;a 11 egedly corrmi tted 

determines whether the person is classified as a juvenile or an, adult. 

B. Types of Offenses, Behavio,r and Conditions That Confer Jurisdiction 

on the Court / 1. 

2. 

• Q 
A juvenile who violates or attempts to violate, regardless ~f wh~fle 

Delinquent 

. the act occurred, any federal or state law or municip~l ordlnancfl. 
! 
{ 'I" ;::,"};: 

Minor Otherwise in Need cif Supervisl0n / 
~ ! 

Ajuvenilewhoois. beyond parental, c'ontrol; who is subject to j 
who is/fa 

.... /. compulsory school attendance and is habitually truant; 
~ ,)l",\ ,",';1 

drug addict; who violatesj~l'ijwfU; couri order. ,; 
":1." . ', ~':.~. ;: 

r 
\ .;1 1173 
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3. Neglected 

A juvenile who lacks support, education, medical care or is abandoned, 

whose environment is injurious to his/her welfare, or whose 

behavior is injurious to self or others. 

4. Dependent 

A juvenile without a parent or legal custodian, or who is without 

care because of parents' physical or mental disability; or whose 

parent wishes to be relieved of parental rights. 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdiction 

The Juvenile Court has exclusive o~~ginal jurisdiction over persons 

coming, within the above age and offense/behavior categories. Under 

cer'tain conditions, persons otherwise within juvenile court jurisdiction 

can be transferred to Adult Court. 

If the juvenile petition alleges a juvenile age 13 or older committed 

a crime, the juvenile judge can hold a hearing to determine whether it's in 

the best interest of the juvenile and the public to proceed under the 

Juvenile Court Act or allow a criminal prosecution. This hea~ing is held 

on the mo~ion of either' the state's attorney or the juvenile with consent 

~f the juvenile's counsel. 

II 1. PRE':ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

Q 

'" 

A. Arrest 

1. Grounds under which a police officer can take a juvenile into 
/,' 

temporary custody w.ithout a warrant 

Any chi 1 d whom'" the offi cer, wi th r..easonab 1 e caus~~el i eves is deli nquent, 
~c," 

a'minor otherwise in need of supervision, ,dependent" or neglected; who 

is award of the court and escaped from comnitment; who is found in 
I' 

public sick or injured, can be taken into .custody. 
'\\ 

o \\ 

. ' 

'\ 
'I 
II 
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Warrant 

A juvenile judge can issui a warrant ordering, child be taken 

custody when a petition is filed regarding the child and the 

into 

chil d's conduct may endanger sel f or others, or thElchi ld' s home 

environment endangers the child. 

3. Post Arrest Procedures 

The officer who takes the child into custody must notify the 
,'f 

child's parent and take the child to a juvenile police officer. 

The child can be released, or delivered to the court or to a place 

designated by the court. 

B. Filing a Petition 

Petitioner· 

Persons who may institute proceedings: Any adult, agency or assoc

iation, or the state's att~rney if so directed by the court. 

C. Intake Investigation 

The juveni le probation "officer investigates facts and circum

stances relevant to the juvenile being taken into custody, and 

investigates and evaluates complaints against juveniles. When a 

peti ti on is fi 1 ed" the probati on offi cermakes a pre-heari ng i nvesti-

gation and formulates recommendations fO'r the court. 

D. Alternative to Adjudication: Informal Adju~tment 

The juvenile court ,fan authorize the probation officer t9 confer--
OJ !, 

with any petitioner, respondent and interested person with a view . 

toward adjusting the cas!:~ informally. 
. u . 

adjvstment efforts. 

I:~ 

There is a 3-month timelimit9 qn 
o 

DETENTION PRIOR TO ADJUDICATION 
• . <) .,.~, c 

A. Detention Authorized by Probation Officer During I.ntake Investigation 

1175 

1. Grounds 

The juvenile can be detained if detention is an immediate and urgent 

necessity for the protection of the juvenile or the person or property 

of another; if the juvenile is likely to flee from the court's juris

diction; if the juvenile was taken into custody under a warrant. 

2. If the juvenile is detained, the probation officer must file a 

petition. 

3. Time 1 imi t 
'\ 

., The probation officer can au'thorize detention up to 36 hours (except 

Sundays and holidays). 

B. Detention Hearing 

A hearing m!.ls~ be held before a judicial officer within 36 nours 

of the time the juvenile is taken into custody. The petition is dismissed 

unless the judicial off"icer finds probable cause to believe the child 

is delinquent, a minor otherwise in need of supervisioh, dependent or 

neglected. If "probable cause exists, detention can be continued. The 

juveni~e and his/her parents can give relevant testimony at the detention 

hearing. The court makes findings of ;fact and an order. . . 
'i 

Detention continues until the adjudicatory hearing. If the 

petition alleges the minor is delin9iJent or otherwise in need of 
1/ 

supervision, an adjudicatory hearing must be held within 10 judicial days 

from the date of thedeten'fion or~er. If'the petition alleges a crime 
(~; 

of violence, the state's attorney can move to postpone the adjudicatory 

hea~ing and the court can postpone the, hearing u~1.1 to 10 addition~l 

judic';al days~, 

"c/' Detention Facilities 
'" 

1. The Board of County COl1ll1issioners can establish a detention home 

for,,;~the temporary care and custody of chi fdren. 

1176 
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2. The Department of Corrections Juvenile Facility can be used for 

temporary detention of juveniles under age 16 if no other facilities 

are available and the juvenile is kept separate from adjudicated 

delinquents. 

3. A juvenile detention center can be maintained in a multipurpose 

municipal or county building that includes a police station or 

jail if juveniles are isolated from adults. 

4. Juveniles can be confined in police stations in places not 

ordinarily used for confinement of .prisoners. 

5. Any minor who requires care ~way fr'om home, but not physica~ 

restriction is given temporary care in a foster home or shelter 

facility designated by the court. 

6. Restrictions: 

'l' 

Juveniles und~r 16 cannot be confined in jails or places ordinarily 

used >for c~_nf1nement of prisoner~ in poli.ce stations. Juveniles under 

.17 must be kept. separate from confined adults and cannot be kept in 

the same cen, room, or yard with adults confined pursuant to 
!} 

criminal law.' I! 

D. Alternative to Detention 

The child can be released to the custody of his/her parent. 
_, J 

ADJUDICATION 

A. Characteristics of Adjudicatory Hearings 
{j 

1. 'Hearings are closed to the public. Only person's with a direct 
Q 111 1,/1 

_ ~if 

Itnterest and the news media are admitted. 

2. There is no jury. 

3. The' county state's attorney represents the state. 

I' 
i l1Z7 

"1 
I 
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1 

\ 
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Rights of the Child 

1. The child may be excluded from parts of the' hea~ing by the court 

with the consent of the child's parent or attorney. 

2. The child has a right to a retained attorney, or an appointed 

attorney if indigent. 

3. Child has the right to examine court files. 

4. Child has the right;.?to present evidence and cross-examine 

witnesses, and the privilege against self-incrimination applies. 

Conduct of the Adjudicatory Hearing 

1. Evidence 

I,~.·' II,n delinq~ency proceedings, the rules of eviden(~e of cY'iminal 
\' 
-·~'p .. o~eedings apply. In proceedings involving a minor otherwise 

in needBf supervision, the rules of evidence of civil proceedings 

apply. 

2. Standard of Proof 

Delinquency: Allegations of petition must be proved beyond a 

reasonable doubt. MINS: Allegations must be supported by a 

preponderance of the ;,evi dence. 

3. Continuances 

The court can continue the hearing after evidence is given and 

before the court makes findings, unless the child or his/her, 

parent objects. 

Findings by the Court .i •••• 

Court detennines whether allegations proved, and if so, whether 

the child should fe adjudged' a ward of the court. 

Disposition Hearirl1'J ~' 
Court can cons i der ill evi dence and . I rep~rts and adjourn the hearing in 

}.' 
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order to receive reports. The parties have an o.pportunity to 

controvert the reports. 

VI. DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE COURT FOR JUVENILES ADJUDICATED 
DELINQUENT OR MINOR IN NEED OF SUPERVISION ' 

A. Delinquents 

1. Place on probation or conditional discharge and release to parent 

2. Remove minor rrpm parental c;ustody and place in custody of 

relative or guardianship of probation officer, or commit to an 

agency, training or industrial school, or institution for « 

delinquents. These are placements Qutside the Department of 

Corrections and Department of Children and Family Services. 

3. Treat for drug addiction 

4. COll1l1it to Department of Children and Family Services 

5. 'iColJlllit to'Juvenile Division of the Department ofCoY'rections. 

The child must be at least 13 and incarceration"must be allowed 

for adul ts found guil ty of tb,e same offense. 

B. Minors in Need of Supervision 

1. Cormtit to Department of Chi.ldren and Family Services 

2. 'Place child under supervjsion and release to parent "''>-: 

3. Remove "ch'1'ld from parental custody cmd place in custody of a 

relative or guardianship of probation officer; c0l1lllit to an agen~y, 

training or industrial ,school or an institution for delinquents. 

These airep1acements outsi'de the Departm~~t of Corrections and 

Department of Children and Family Servi~el~~= 
- ~ ~ 

4. Treat for drug addictIon . I 

II 
'II 

\1, 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

I. THE ~UVENILE COURT IN THEJ.UDI.CIAL STRUCTURE 

Effective July, 1977: A statewide family court system was to be 

implemented by legislation passed in June, 1976 .. There is one family court 

for each of the '16 judicial circLiits in the state. Each court has at least 

one full time judge. Judges are elected by the General Assembly for 4-year 
'10' f t 

" 

terms. , Appeals go to the South Carolina Supreme Court. Court sessions 
~ . 

are held\\in the various counties within each circuit. The family courts 

have the SC'J1e authority and jurisdiction as that provided by the Family 

Court Act of 1968 over juveniles, with some amendments. The family courts 

have exclusive originali:jurisdiction in these matters. Each county provi des~, ,. '. 

juvenile intake and probation services until July 1, 1978, when the Dept. 
", i' 

of Youth Services begins to provide these services. 

Prior to July, 1977: There was no statewide system. There existed 

in the various counties family courts, juvenile courts, domestic relations 

courts, and combination juvenile and domestic relations courts, with juris

diction over juveniles. Also, probate courts, recorder's cour~s, municipal 

~ courts, and county courts had some statutory jurlsdiction over juveniles, but 
" -

it is unclear whether tfre:se courts e.~ercised stich jurisdiction. 
~\ 
\\ 

~ ~ 
H 

In the, 5 counties where ,programs were evaluated, the provisions of the 

Fam'ily Court Act of 1968 .seemed to generally control juvenile law and 

procedure, but there were statutory variations .. ' It appears "th'dt in each 

of these counties one 'court .g,ad exclusive, original jurisdiction over juve

niles: Anderson Co~n~ - Co~nty and Family Court; Greenville, Lexington and 
'!Il ,~, ',' , 
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Spartanburg Counties - Juvenile and Domestic Relations Courts; Richland 

County - coUrt was called either Family Court or Juvenile and Domestic 

Relations ~ourt. 

II. JURISDICTION OF THF.. FAMILY AND JUVENILE COURT 
) 

A. Age Classification as Juvenile 

1. ~limits for origina1jurisdittion 

The court has jurisdiction over all persons i.L1nder 17 who are 

delinquent (prior to 7/1/77, the statute is unclear whether the age 

is under 17 or under 1~ in Greenville and Spartanburg counties). 

The court also has jurisdiction over all persons under 21 who are 

dependent or neglected. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 

When the court has acquired original juriscl'iction over a child, 

it terminates when the child reaches age 21. 

3. Age determination date for juri~~iction 

The person's age on the date the offense was allegedly 

committed detennines whether the person is classified as a juvenile 

or an adult. 

f Behav,'or and Conditions that Confer Jurisdiction B. Types of 0 flanses, 
on the Court 

1. 

2. 

Child is neglected as to support, education or medical care, or 

is abandoned. 

Child's occupation, behavior, condition, environment or associations 

are such as to injlJre or endanger the child's welfare or that of 

others, 

1181 
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3. Child is beyond parental control. 

4. Child is alle,ged to have violated or attempted to violate any 

state or local law or municipal ordinance, regardless of where the 

violation occurred. 

5. Any child age 17 or over', alleged to have violated any law prior 

to becoming 17. 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdiction 

The family court has exclusive original jurisdiction over persons 

coming within the above age and offense/behavior ca~egories. But 

under certain conditions persons otherwise within family court juris

diction can be transferred to adult court. 

If the child is alleged to have committed certain offenses, the 

person executing the petition may request that the case be transferred 

to adult court and the child be proceeded against as a criminal. 

Effective 7/1/77 these offenses are murder and rape. Prior to this 

date, these offenses were murder, manslaughter, rape, attempted rape, 

arson, burglary, bribery, and perjury. 

A separate,statutory provisionCstates that the family co~rt may 

bind over a child age 16 or older to criminal court if the child is 

charged with a felony or misdemeanor if the court, after investigation, 

deems it contrary to the best interests of the child or the public to 

retain jurisdiction. 
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III. PRE-ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

"", 

A. Arrest 

1. Grounds under which a police officer'can'take a juvenile into custody 

Any child violating a law or ordinance or whose surroundings endanger 

his/her welfare can be taken into custody. 

2. Post-Arrest procedures 

Officer must notify child's parent. The child can be released, 

taken before the court, or taken to a place of det~ntion des.ignated 

by the court. 

3. Warrant 

After a petition is filed a warrant can be issued ordering the child 

betaken into custody if the child's welfare requires that the child 

be in custody, or i.f,summons of the child to court has not been 

obeyed or the judge thinks a surrunons will be ineffectual. 

B. Filing a Petition 

1. Petitioner 

Persons who may institute proceedings: parent or custodian ,of child, 

child welfare official, public offic'ial who cares for the poor, 

agent of any association, any person with knowledge"'or information 

that a child is subject to the court'sjurisdictiorl, any p~:rson who 
"( 

, ,t;i~ 

suffered injury through a child's delinquency, an offlcer who 

arrested a child. 

2. Preliminary inquiry by the court 

When a person informs the court that a child is within th:e court's 
" 

jurisdiction, the court makes a preliminary inquiry to q:etermine . 
I 

whether the interest of the child or the public requir~~ further 
;I II 

1/ 
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action. The court may authorize a petition to be filed by any 

person. 

C. Intake Investigation 

Prior to the adjudicatory hearing the j~dge orders an investigation 

to be made of all facts pertaining to the case: parents, surroundings, 

age, habits, history, school reports, physical or mental exams. 

D. Alternative to Adjudication 

Court can make informal adjustments as practicable. 

IV. DETENTION PRIOR TO ,ADJUDICATION .\ 

A. Requirements for Detention 

1. If the child is placed in detention by a police officer aft(~r being 

taken into 0custo'dy, the officer must so report to the court, with 
:i 

the reasons the child was not released to the parent. 

2. The court can detain the child subject to further order up to 2 
days (excluding Sunday and holidays). 

I> 

3. II!iThe judge must sign an order for any further detention. No time 

1 imit is' specifi1ed on the length of any further detention. 

4. No grounds for detention are specifie.d. 
;,-.,. 

B. Detention Facilities 

1. Detention hO/TIes .. are conducted by the court or an appropriate publ i'c 

agency:,.·· .. Th~ court can arrange for the use of private homes, or any 

jnstitution or agency • 

2. Prohibited facilities: Jails and adult detention facilities can't 
..' 

be used for juveniles, unless the ,juveniles are in a room or ward 
'\'. 

entirely separate from adults." 
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;, C. A1 ternative to Detention 

The child can be released to a parent or other responsible adlJlt 

:\ upon wri tten promi se to bti ng the chi 1 d to court. y 
il 

" >~! 

// 
V. ADJUDICATION ! 

) 
.'/ 

- ,; : 

A,,! Characteristics", of Hear'ings. / 

1. Cases of children are heard separate from other court bus'iness. 

B. 

I 
I 

"2. Hearings are closed to the publ ic. Only persons with ar.Jirect 
1 

interest are admitted. ! 
! 

3. Hearings are'il'lformal. / 
/ 

4. There is no jury. 
I 

/ 

'. J 
j 

5. Trans.,cripts are di,scretionary. I 
I 

-, 

Rights pf the Child 

I 
/ 

f 
/ 

1. The presence of the child at the hearing can be/ waived by the court 
~ I 

1/ 
;I 

j 
lor at anYr>stage of the proceeding. 

2. lihe child has a right to a retained attorney1 or appointed attorney 
I ' 

if indigent, if the child may be committed to an institution or 

removed from his/her home. 

3. ~ The privilege against self-incrimination and the ~ight of cross

examination apply in delinquency hearings that may result in an 

institutional committment where the child's freedom would be cur-

tailed. 

o C. Admissable Evidence 

1. Result of an investigation by a probation counselor. 

2. Evidence relative to the child's family situation, if otherwis~, 

competent. 

. ~ " 
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3. Documents: schoo" attendanc;e records, school report card, physi

cian's statement of treatment, agency investigation of child's 

home. 

., D~ Court Order 

A court order is required to be made after the heari,ng which sets 

!~ forth the facts on which it is based. 

VI. DISPOSITION ALTER~ATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE COURT AFTER THE COURT MAKES 
, FINDINGS OF FACT: 

1. Dismiss the petition 

2. Place child on probation or supervision at home or in the custody 

of a suitable person, with any conditions the court makes. 

3. Commit the child to the custody or guardianship of a public or 

~tt\!~,te i nsti tuti on, or to an agency authori zed to care for 
--.::.:~ 

ch'ldren~: < ~- ------- -

4.< Place child tn a family home. 

5. Place child in the gUardiartship of a suit~ble person. 

6~ Place child in'a hospital for examination or treatment. 

7. Order any necessary care or treatment. 
Ii 
II ,. 

80 Commit the child to the Department of Youth Services for placement 

in a correctional school or vocational training cente~. The child 

can be transferred to the state Department of Corrections if the 

child is committed for an act that would be a crime if committed 

by an adult and such crime carries a maximum sentence of 30 years 

imprisonment. 

9. Commit child under 10 to the Board of Juvenile Placement for place-

mentin, a corrective environment. 

10. Commit child to a penal illstitution for up to 30 days; 
f/ 
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, WASHINGTON 

I. THE JUVENILE tOUfI'.T IN THE JUDICIAL STRUCTURE 

II. 

Juvenile Court is a sessiQn of superior Court. the highest trial level 

court. This is a statewide system. There is no provision for appeals 1n 

the statute. 
In cou')J<les,~ith a population of 30.000 or more. the superior Court 

judges dlignate one or more judges to hear all juvenile cases. In smaller 

counties w1thout a resident Superior Court judge. the court cOl1lllissioner has 

concurrent jurisdiction with the superior Court judge to hear juvenile 

cases. enter judgements and mak\l orders. subject to superior Court review. 

JURISDICTION OF THE JUVENILE COURT 

A. Age Classification as Juvenile . 

1. Age limits for original jurisdiction 

The court has.jurisdi.cti;on over all persons under 18. 

2. Continuing jurisdiction 
When the' court has acq\lired original jurisdiction over a juvenile, 

it must terminate when:the juvenile reaches age 21. 

3. Aile detennination date tor jurisdiction is unCiear in the statute. 

B. Types of Offenses'. Behavior ,~nd Conditions that Confer Jufisdiction on 

the Juvenile Court 

1. Del inquent_ 
A child who violates a penal law of Washington, any city or county 

;cordinance defining a crime, a federal law. or another state's penal 

law. 
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2. Dependent child 

Incorrigible; beyond parental control 

b. liFrequents the company of cri' " 1 , Imlna s, vagrants 01" prostitutes 

a. 

c. 

d. 

,:e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i . 

j. 

k. 

1. 

Habitual truant 

Uses liquor or drugs 

Habi tua lly vi 51-t,S places WhE!re 1 i quor ; s sold or given away 

Wanders about at ili ght" 

Lives in house of prostitution 

In danger of being brought up t o lead an idle, dissolute or 

invnora 1 1 ffe 

Has no home 'do , guar lan or means of subsistence 

o exerclslng parental Has ~o guardian willing or capable f . " control 

cruelty or depravity of Home is unfit by reason of n~glect, 

parent 

Gross.ly and wi 11 fully negl ected as to medic~l care 

C. Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court Jurisdi'ction :.~., 

The juvenile court has discretion to order a child turned over for 

trial under the criminal code, if upon investigation, it appears the child 

was a rres ted for commi tt ". " ..1ng a crlme. A hearing is required, at which 

the court considers the. probation department's investigation of the ~hild . 

PRE-ADJUDICATION PROCESSES 

A. Arrest 

1. Grounds for t k" " "a 1ng custody of a juvenile by a police or probation 

offlce, ... r Wl thout a warrant: any chfld who is violating any law; who is 

from his/her parents, or justice; 

his/her health, morals or welfare. 

. l~easonably believed to be a fugitive 

of whose 'surroundings endanger 
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Post-arrest procedures 

The parent must be immediately notified when a child is taken into 

custody. '; 

The child can 6~ released to the parent if the parent signs a 

statement agreeing to produce the chfld at juvenile court; or 

taken directly before juvenil~ coutt; placed in a detention home; 

or put in the custody of a probation officer. 

B. Fi Hog 'a~Pet;:ti on . 

1. Petitioner 

fl"le a petition maintaining that a dependent or Any person can 

delinquent child resides in the·county. 

2. Administrative screening 

If there is a court probation officer, the officer must dec/,ide 

whether the petition is reasonably justifiable. 

C. Intake Investigation 

conduct .. , a voluntary i ntervi ew wi th the The probation officer can 

parent and child. 
() 

D. Alternative to Adjudication 

Informal adjustment by the Juvenile court judge or probation officer 

(subject to review by the judge) is permitted with the parent's consent. 

IV., DETENTION PRIOR TO ADJUDICATION 

A. Requirements for Detention . 

1. Juvenile Court judge or prob~tion officer can admit a child to 

detention. ( 

\. 
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2. Grounds for detention 
8 

The juvenile can be detained if he/she engaged in assaultive conduct, 

if he/she is a paroJe violator, or if the juvenile is unlikely to 

appear at the court hearing. 

3. Detention hearing 

The juvenile has a right to"a hearing before a juvenile judge, if 
)i 

requested by t~e parent or child. The hearing is .,waived if no request 

is made. The parent and chlld must be given notice of this right. 

At the hearing the parent and child can present evidence, and be 

heard on the issue of temporai" detention. 

4. Length of detention 

a.72 hour limit (excluding Sunday and holidays) after a child is 
::' ~ 

taken into custody, unless a petition is filed. 

b. After a pl~tition is filed, there is a 72 hour l'imit unless the 

court orders continued detention. 

c .. 30 day limit on court ordered detention, unless the court orders 

continuer.J detention and enters a record of fi.ndings on which the 
order is based. 

B. Detentionfacilities 

L A juverfile can be committed to the care of the sheriff, police or 

probation officer to be detained"in a sui,table place providedlby the 

city, county, o~ an assO~iation that cares for dependent and delinquent 

childr'en and is wining i,toireceive the child. 
\~ ~ i 

2. Counties with a populatiion of 50,000 or more must establish ,a 

det~,t:ltion room or house separate from the jailor police sta,tion. 
:,/!.',~~./ ':;.;.\. 

3 .;;.fi.~s'~cri cti ons --...., .... ' ""--~...;..;.;--

Juveniles unders 16 can't be confined in a jail, lock-up, or police 
station. 
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C. Alternatives to Detention 

The juvenile can be released on bail, released to parental custody 

if the parent signs a statement agreeing to produce the child at the 

juvenile court hearing, or released to the custody of the probation 

officer. 

V. ;lU1JUD I CATION 

A. Adjudicatory Hearings 

:1 If a child or parent dispute the allegations of a petition, a 

f / 

hearing is ~:~heduled, with preference'to cases where the child is in 

detention. If the allegations bf the petition are not contested, the 

court can schedule a hearing on the agreed facts to be combined with 

a disposition hearing. 

B. Characteristics of Adjudicatory (fact-finding) Hearings 

1. Hearings are closed to the public. Only persons with a direct 

interest are admitted. 

2. There is no jury. 
<::;. 

3. The prosecutor presents evidence supporting the petition if the 

court so requests. 

C. Rights of the Child 

Juveniles have the right to ret.~ined cou~sel in all proceedings. 

If indigent, juveniles have the right to appointed counsel if subject 

to a decline of juvenile court jurisdiction which allows a felony 

prosecution, if the court may consider removing the child from the 

parentis custody, if the court may consider committing the child to 

the Department of Social and Health Services, or if the court determines 

the child ' s welfare requires that he/she have counsJ~ll 

/ ;/ , 
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D. Conduct of the Adjudicatory Hearing 

1. Evidence 

The rules of evidence apply. 

2. Standard of,proof 

The facts must be proved by a preponderance of the evidence to 

find a child dependent; and beYOlld a reasonable doubt to find a 

child delinquent. 

E. Findings by the Court 

The judge must make written findings of fact unless the case is 

dismissed. ' 

F. Disposition Hearing 

1. T:ime_ 

The disposition heari,ng can be held immediately after the court 

announces its findings of fact, or it can be continued until a 

later date. 

2~ Admissible evidence 

The court may consider ,the probation officer's social study of 

the juvenile, the juvenile's social file, and evidence from the 

adjudicatory heari,ng. I 
II 

3. The court can defer entry of/fact findi.ngs on the record if the 
. t 

child and parent agree, subject to conditions imposed by the court. 

If the conditions are met, the court can dismiss the petition. 

VII. DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES 

When any child is found delinquent or dependent the court can make such 

order for the care, custody or commitment of the child\, as the child ' s 
I 

welfare in the interest of the state require. The court may commit the 

child: 
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1. To care of child's parents, subject to supervision of probation 

officer, 

2. To custody of a probation officer, 

3. To a reputable citizen or association ora private ,agency, 

4. To the Department of Social and Health Services, and institutions 

under its jurisdiction. 

Prior to 7/1/77, dependents and de1inquent~ may be committed to minimum 

security insti tutions ,: training school sand juveni 1e correctional institu

tions. Dependents may n9t be committed to these facilities after 7/1/77 

except for juveniles adjudicated dependent-incorrigible, who may be 

committed to diagnostic and treatment facilities for not more than 30 days. 
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