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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Youth Advocacy Program (YAP) was announced by the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJIDP) in October 1979. 1Its objectives were twofold: (a)
to realize system reforms at the state and local levels
leading to increased availability and improved quality of
services to youth, and (b) to increase knowledge about
effective youth advocacy in order to facilitate project
replication in other states and localities. Applications
were solicited from public and private nonprofit agencies
who were interested in working to change state and local

juvenile justice, social services, and/or educational
systems.

From April through September 1980, 22 projacts were
awarded funds for the first two years of an intended
three-year program. Nineteen projects received a
subsequent third-year award. All but one of the 22
projects operated for at least 34 months. The median award
for the full three-year period was $746,462.

The American Institutes for Research (AIR) conducted a
three-year evaluation of the program; this effort was
sponsored by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP), OJJDP's research arm.
The evaluation began in August 1980, a few months after the
initial awards to the projects, and extended through August
1983. AIR had two primary objectives: to assess the
degree to which the Youth Advocacy projects were able to
influence changes in the policies, practices, and
procedures of the targeted systems; and to explore which
avenues for change worked best under what conditions.

AIR's data collection efforts included 88 site visits and
multiple interviews with advocacy staff, over 400
interviews with staff of the agencies targeted for change
by the projects, and review of detailed monthly reports of
the staff time spent on various activities as well as other
project records and documentation. The bulk of data
collection took place from January 1981 through May 1983.

This document reports the findings of AIR's
evaluation. The early chapters describe the agencies that
received funding under the Youth Advocacy Program and the
nature of the issues, targets, and tactics they selected.
Later chapters describe the outcomes of the projects’
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efforts and explore the variables that were associated with
success of individual activities and of overall projects.

The 22 organizations selected for the Youth Advocacy
initiative were located in 18 states that were diverse in
terms of geographic, political, and socioeconomic
characteristics. Only one grant recipient was a public
agency and only one organization was specifically created
to receive the O0JJDP award; the remaining recipients were
private non-profit organizations and had been in existence
a year or more. The typical parent organization also had a
primary focus on advocacy prior to the new award, had
previous experience managing Federal grants, had a
statewide focus, and had previously employed tactics such
as administrative negotiation, education,
coalition-building, statute revision, and research. The
size of these organizations varied considerably, however,
with budgets ranging from $22,000 to $3.5 million in the
year preceding YAP. In the first year of the new program,
half the organizations received 50 percent or more of their
resources from YAP.

For purposes of analysis, the work of the Youth
Advocacy drantees was broken down into units called
"activities," that is, specific, discrete efforts made to
achieve a specific objective. For example, an activity
might consist of filing a lawsuit or conducting a public
education compaign about the separation of adult and
juvenile offenders. Activities varied along a number of
dimensions, including the substantive issue addressed, the
agency or group that was the target of the effort, and the
primary tactic that was employed by the project.

Across projects, about 27% of all activities were
juvenile justice-oriented, 26% were education-oriented, and
15% were social service-oriented; most of the remaining
activities cross-cut all three sectors or focused jointly
on juvenile justice and social services. Individual
projects were extremely diverse in their choice of issues,
targets, and tactics, however. Seven projects focused on
gll three sectors, and five focused primarily on juvenile
Justice and social services; four concentrated almost

entirely on juvenile justice matters and the remaining six
on the education sector.

Tbe_tact@cs employed to carry out various activities
were d%v1ded into 13 categories: research, research and
education, education, education and coalition-building,

e

—x"Y

e 4

coalition building, training and technical assistance,
administrative negotiation, litigation, statute revision,
monitoring legislative activity, monitoring/inspecting for
compliance, case advocacy, and service
development/provision. Education, alone or in combination
with research or coalition building, was the most prevalent
tactic across all activities; administrative negotiation
and statute revision were also used frequently, while case
advocacy was least often employed.

The majority of projects used all but one or two of
the tactics at least occasionally. Litigation was the
single tactic most likely to be omitted from a project's
repertoire; several organizations lacked the requisite
technical expertise and most of the non-litigative projects
believed that such an adversarial tactic would prove
counterproductive. In general, most projects preferred to
use persuasive, nonconfrontational, and cooperative tactics
with their target agencies. Projects also tended to prefer
direct tactics, those involving personal communication
between advocacy staff and staff of public agencies.

Most of the activities conducted by projects were part
of the original objectives approved by OJJDP and most got
underway in Year 1. About one in six activities was a
continuation of efforts that the grantee had begun prior to
the award. The activities that received the highest level
of effort (more than six person-months during the
three-year period) tended to be those which got started the
earliest and those which involved the tactics of
litigation, service development/provision, case advocacy,
or the combination of education and coalition-building.

Although "extensive and meaningful participation by
youth" in the work of the project had been a requirement of
0JJDP, only 7% of all activities were rated as having
substantial youth involvement. Most of these activities
were "special" activities developed for youth staff or
volunteers, and the majority of projects did not integrate
youth into the mainstream of project work.

There were numerous outcomes of project activities.
All projects were partially responsible for some changes in
agency policy, practices, and procedures and for increasing
knowledge about youth issues and problems; 82% of all
projects were involved in achieving some legislative
outcomes as well. In terms of overall significance, 20% of
all outcomes were rated as "major," 44% as "moderate," and
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36% as."minOF." In about one~third of the cases, based on
1ntery1ews with target agency personnel and archival
materials, we judged that the Youth Advocacy project had
pPlayed a "decisive" role in producing the outcome.

"Unfavorable outcomes" of any type--defined as results
that may have made matters worse for youth--were rare,
occurring for only two projects and for less than 1% of all
activities. About 12% of all activities had no outcomes at
all--either favorable or unfavorable--that were external to
the project.

Examples of the Youth Advocacy projects'
accompllshments in the legislative and in the policy,
practice, and procedure categories include:

e In two §tat§s and one city, substantial
reorganizations of the role and responsibilities
of youth-serving agencies.

®¢ In seven states, modifications of the juvenile
codg or’related bills to improve due process
protections or detention conditions for youth
caught up in the juvenile justice system.

® In.nlge states, preservation or expansion of
ex1st1ng'appropr1atlons for community-based
alternatives to incarceration.

®¢ In six states, legislation to provide for
improved permanency planning or review of
placements for children in foster care.

e In foug states, legislative action to improve
e@ucgtlgnal practice concerning school
discipline, truancy, and drop-out prevention.

e In elgven states, changes in policies and
proceaqures for admission and standards of

ope;apign in detention and correctional
facilities.

® In five states, improvements i ici
1n policies and
procedures for mental health placement and
service delivery for youth.,

e In about_three—fourths of all sites, some
changes in the policies and practices of

vi

individual schools or school districts
concerning (a) school discipline, truancy, and
alternative education; (b) education for the
handicapped or other special populations; and/or
(c) other areas such as school enrichment, or
promotional policy and remediation.

The outcomes which resulted in "increased involvement"
and "increased knowledge" are more difficult to summarize
briefly because of their diversity. However, there were
substantial coalition-building efforts in at least six
sites that resulted in greater community involvement in
policy~-making for youth. At least three projects, all
oriented to educational issues and problems, also appeared
to have signifircantly increased the involvement of youth in
the decisions that affect them. In many locations,
increases in knowledge were frequently associated with
publication of research reports or other documents; with
educational, technical assistance, and training efforts; or
with broader public education campaigns using newsletters
and mass media.

In addition to documenting the outcomes of project
efforts, we examined those characteristics of individual
activities and of projects that were associated with
greater or less success. "Success" was rated on a scale of
0 to 3, using an index of three equally weighted variables:
the extent to which the project had accomplished its
objectives for an activity (regardless of how important or
challenging those objectives might be), the significance of
the outcomes, and the extent of the project's role in
producing the outcomes. The highest success rating went to
those activities which had completely accomplished their
objectives, had outcomes of major significance, and in
which the project had played a decisive role in the
outcomes. Thirty percent of all activities fell into the

two highest success groups.

Based on quantitative analyses of activities and
projects, we observed that:

1. 1In general, the most successful activities were
those that took on "bigger" targets, e.g., state rather
than local agencies or groups. Most successful also were
those activities that took on "public" targets--the
executive agencies, courts, and legislators who actualiy
make the major policy decisions concerning youth.




2. "Direct" tactics, those that depended on personal
cgntact with the target, seemed to work best, and of the G e—
direct tactics, litigation and statute revison were the
most successful. The "style" of the activity--adversarial, ¢ 7
neutral, or collaborative--did not appear to be ;
systematically related to success, however.

3. Based on our population of advocacy efforts, it
aPPeared that the education sector was a difficult one in T e
which to score big successes as they are defined by the
sFudy. Individual activities in this sector were less P
likely to succeed and projects which had a high proportion - —
of these activities were less likely to fall into our best T
groups. Educational-sector activities involving issues of - -
schoql attendance, drop-out, and alternative education were
particularly unsuccessful relative to all other activities. e T

‘The lower success in this sector is probabl a s 7
attr%butable to the choice of target agengiés, azegsftigd ;
tactics rather than to the "content" of the issues per se. ‘
Fgr example, activities in the educational sector were more oo -
likely to be locally focused--on individual schools and ?
school districts. Furthermore, activities in the T
educgtional sector were more likely to employ "indirect £
tactics," such as public education or training and :
technical assistance directed toward the constituents of B
the educational system. Within the time frame of our +

study, we did not find many big successes with such tactics .
and target groups. .

. 4.. In gontrast to the educational sector, involvement
in ;he juvenile justice sector was successful, both at the !
project and the activity level. Activities involving the

issues of detention, separation of adults and juveniles S
and other conditions in jails and correctional facilitiés :
tended‘to be the most successful of all. As in the |
educatlonal'sector, part of the explanation for the pattern
of success in this sector would appear to be the choice of
tgrgets and tactics. Juvenile justice activities were more
likely to have state-level and/or public agency targets.
The tactics used were more likely to be direct--i.e., to :
1nvque personal contact with a public agency. Stat&te 4
revision, one of the more successful tactics overall, was =
almost twice as likely to be used for activities in the 7

juvenl%e justice sector as for activities in the ;
educational sector. i
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5. The biggest successes were generally achieved by
those activities that got started the earliest, lasted the
longest, and took the largest amounts of staff time. Level
of effort and beginning an activity prior to YAP were
particularly important predictors of success.

6. Experience--specifically, past experience with
0JJDP and also past experience with a fairly broad range of
tactics--is important, especially at the project level.
Projects that used a high proportion of tactics that were
familiar to the parent agency before YAP also tended to be
more successful. Low staff turnover was one of the
strongest predictors of project success.

7. Collaborative efforts with other agencies,
especially when YAP took a leadership role, were more
successful than activities pursued alone. The more
successful projects also tended to have more coalition
members.

8. Activities that did not focus on any specific
issue (often general educational efforts) or whose primary
focus was "increasing youth involvement" tended to be less
successful than the average activity.

9. The more successful projects tended to be those
whose activities seemed to fit together as part of an
overall plan and also those which adhered more closely to
the plan they had established in Year 1.

Qualitative analyses of interviews with target agency
staff and an examination of individual examples of project
successes and failures suggested some other ingredients of
success. Foremost among them were the presence of
leadership and staff who gained the respect of target
agencies; the skillful integration and sequencing of
several activities with differing tactics and targets
around a key objective; and the inclusion of activities
designed to follow-up and consolidate initial successes.



———

e O

P e v PR

ot

Raiias %

hoaas 4

CHAPTER
4. ACCOMPLISHMENTS (Continued)

Policy, Practice, and Procedure Outcomes.

Juvenile Justice. . . . . . . . . . . .
Social Services . . . . . . . . . . .
Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Increasing Involvement.
Increased Knowledge . . . . .

Other Outcomes,
5. SEARCHING FOR EXPLANATIONS.

Success of Activities . . . . . . . . . .
Target Characteristics. . . . . . . . .
Tactical Characteristiecs. . . . . . .
Background Characteristics. . . . . . .
Combined Influences . . . . . . . . . .

Success of Projects . . . . . .

Parent Agency Characteristics
YAP Organization and Resource
Characteristics. . . . . . . . .
Target Choice and Other Process
Characteristics. . . . . e e e e e
Environmental Characteristics . . . . .
Combined Influences . . . . . . . . . .
Limitations of the Quantitative Analyses.
Other Observations. . . . . . . . . . . .

6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . . .

BIBLIOGRAHY. . . . . . ¢ ¢ o v v v v v v v v v

APPENDIX A - Tables

APPENDIX B - Methodology i NQJRS
APPENDIX C - Instruments 02d
S g SRR
APPENDIX D - Site Synopses “ NS
1O
ACQU‘SET

Page

109
109
113
116
119
123
128

131

131
135
139
143
148
150
150

151
155
157
159
160
l6l

175

181

PEERSENN

LY UL e



e

TABLES
1.1 Site Visits to Youth Advocacy Projects.
1.2 Number and Type of Target Agency Interviews
2.1 Characteristics of Parent Organizations
at Time of Application. .« e e e .
2.2 Responsibilities of Members of Parent
Organizations by Type of Membership . . .
2.3 Budget and Staffing of YA Organizations
2.4 Tactics Used by Parent Organizations in the
Year Prior to YAP . . . . . . . . . .
2.5 Characteristics of Staff in YA Projects
2.6 Forms of Youth Participation in YA Projects
2.7 Funding for and Duration of YA Project. .
2.8 Demographic and Economic Characteristics
of States in Which YAP Operated . . . . . .
2.9 Socio-Political Characteristics of States in
Which YAP Operated. . . . . . . . .
2.10 Index Variables Describing the Socio-
Political Climate of States in Which
YAP Operated. . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
2.11 Status of Juvenile Codes in YAP Sites . . .
3.1 Sectors of Project Work . . . . . . . . . . .
3.2 Primary Issues of Project Activities. . e
3.3 Primary Issues Addressed by Project Activities.
3.4 Agencies Targeted by the Projects . . .
3.5 Ultimate Target Agencies by Project e e
3.6 Ratings of Pre-YAP Project Relationship with
Primary Target Agency . . . « . . . . . .
3.7 Ratings of Pre-YAP Project Relationship to
Target Agencies, by Project . . . . . .
3.8 Program Tactics e e e e e .
3.9 Type of Tactics Used by Projects. .o
3.10 Number of Coalition Members by Project.
3.11 Type of Activity Tactic by Sector
3.12 Ratings of Activity "Style" e e e e e
3.13 Relationship Between Style of Advocacy and
Target. . . . . . . . .. ... .
3.14 Predominant Tactics Used Per Target Agency.
3.15 Activity Initiation Date by Project .
3.16 Level of Effort for Activity by Tactic.
3.17 Level of Effort for Activities by Project
3.18 Number and Activity Responsibilities of
Subcontractors. . . . . . . . . . .
3.19 Disposition of Activities by Project. .
3.20 Role of Youth in Project Activities by Issﬁe'
3.21 Role of Youth in Activities by Tactic .
3.22 Key Events Affecting Activities

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

Xiii

Page

10
12

17

19
21

23
24
26
28

30

32

35
37

43
45
47
50
51

55

56
60
62
64
66
69

70
73
75
77
78

80
82
84
86
87

- ——
"“" -
e, ——
st TN
- ——
— e
- T
‘-7"‘ : v

1. INTRODUCTION

Individuals who desire better treatment by the
institutions in this society can seek relief, either singly
or as part of a class. Alone, they may, for example,
cajole, complain, or even bring legal action. Together
they may join the shifting coalitions of interest groups
that lobby, litigate, and legislate for their own
protection and advancement. In practice, there are many
constraints on an individual's actions; and the ingredients
of success, such as time, money, knowledge, and access to
decision-makers, are not equally distributed across the
population. When it comes to such ingredients, youth are
especially disadvantaged (Farson, 1974; Knitzer, 1976).

The disadvantage has grown as youth have increasingly
been drawn, for better or worse, under the influence of
institutions--not only the schools and juvenile courts, but
social welfare departments and various service agencies.
This disadvantage also has been selective. The youth whose
lives are most affected by these kinds of institutions are
those who are least likely to have financial resources or a
protective parental situation to help them (Kahn et al.,

1973).

The resulting problems can be severe. Foster care,
for example, was developed as a more home-like caring
environment for youth than orphanages or other institutions
provide. The benign intent was that foster care would be a
temporary situation bridging the time needed to arrange for
a return to the natural parents (Rein et al., 1974). But,
in ‘practice, foster care has not been temporary. One study
(Jenkins, 1967) showed that only half of the children who
entered foster care were discharged within the intended
three months. Others reveal that a significant proportion
of children remain .in foster care for as many as 4 to 10
vears (Fanshell & Shinn, 1978; Maas, 1969). Often, they
are assigned to a succession of parents (Vasaly, 1976;
Fanshell, 1976). The problem? Despite the benign intent,
states have failed to provide the collateral regulations
and services that must accompany foster care arrangements.

In-school suspension is supposed to be a tool for
protecting the learning environment and for "straightening
out" students who have been disruptive. 1In practice, there
is evidence that it can be highly discriminatory

it
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(Children's Defense Fund, 1975). According to figures of

HEW's Office ivi i
sus ded at of Civil Rights (1976), black stgdents are - T the Administration for Children, Youth, and Families of the
pended a tw1ge the rate of any other ethglc group for : U.S. Department of Health and Human Services), the
:o?pariﬁlefbehaylor problems. Also, suspension fails to o Children's Foundation, the Coalition for Children and
erve e i i i . 5 - :
suspended sgﬁg:;g:sdghggtlge:is 6551gn§d fo flélét The . — Youth, and the National Youth Work Alliance all variously
tudents : £n Lo Scaoo. as better , described youth advocacy as consisting of whatever it is
students; they end up pushed out of school altogether. . : they do
o This brosd-band gefinicion of youth savocacy i not
che ineazeeration of Juleniles s sdult Jails. o ong -
e exact extent of the proble it i . ; ', : !
Minnesota, for example, more tﬁan 6?360b§§vé§iizsa$;§:. t T fact-finding, public education, and lobbying, to name the
annually placed in adult jails during the early 1970s . most prominent (Children's Defense Fund, 1978; Kahn, 1973).
(Sari, 1974). A broader study (Children's Defense Fund, For that ma;tei, the dgmaln.has tegded to broigendover
%976) revealed t@aF Juveniles were confined in adult jails —— T time. 1In the 1960s, the primary t eme 1n you advecacy
in every state visited, often in violation of state laws. Y;;:?Tgo:e;2§gt §§6;?e P;g; ;22tOEESEY;iesiiziggigzange
o , .
Such conditions--and these are merely : those of traditional community organizing--to build
R coalitions of the poor to change urban institutions that

illus;rat%onsj-continue without redress for many reasons.
some institutions have no motivation to respond to the e
interests of the youth they affect. Others have been

limit opportunities. 1In the 1970s, the need for broader
alliances became increasingly clear, and youth advocates
began to move toward more focused and tailored strategies

created with benign intent and are run by well-meanin T

geople.l Bgt the negative consequences o% their actiogs may : to change practices of specific youth-serving institutions.
€ poorly documented or misunderstood. Or the resources N

caSe, ‘many other concerns. conpets For tne sttention ne - - che £ifst national baseline study of youth advacacy .

decision-makers. One “"solution" to this constellation of s organizations. Their purpose was to (1) describe the state

of the art and (2) begin to develop a conceptual scheme for

s defining its domain. The study made two important
contributions. First, Kahn et al. delimited the domain by

- suggesting what advocacy is not. It is not the equivalent

of child welfare. It is not a mechanism for providing

services directly. Second, Kahn et al. produced an

;o operational definition of what advocacy is:

circumstances has been "youth advocacy."

WHAT IS YOUTH ADVOCACY

What is the phenomenon--or strategy, or
movement-~called youth advocacy? 'There is no simple
answer. In the 1960s, something called "youth advocacy"
became a sufficiently distinctive force to be considered an

identifiable approach to improving the circumst
; g ances of . . \ . .
children (3591Wanr 1977). Its sophistication and ‘ intervention on behalf of children into or with
ggﬁgepi;gélzaglon have grown since (Children's Defense e e thgse Services ?nd 1nst1tu§10n§ that serve
1977, and 1979; Knitzer, 1976; Kahn, 1973; Bode, chl%dren or impinge on their llyes. It is the
). But the term continues to be a multi-purpose one--ga action that focuses on transactions between

generic'descriptor for efforts directed at the improvement - ) individuals and institutions or among
of services and rights for children. D institutions as they determine the immediate

circumstances of children and families (p. 117).

The unique activity called child advocacy is

This was illustrated three years ago when we asked

sﬁgi ggeth; leidéng ﬁgencies associated with youth advocacy - o= o v ,
] Yy mean y the term. The Children's Bureau (within ) Tge auﬁhors also ofgeieddsome preliminary insights into
what shapes successful advocacy.
- ey




In subsequent years, new national, state, and local
groups formed to promote the interests of youth, while some
older organizations added youth advocacy to their mission.
The ngenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
embodleq.a federal commitment to juvenile delinquency
preventlon, to the development of alternatives to
incarceration for delinquent and other "problem" youth, and
to brgad—pased improvements in the administration of
Juvenile justice Systems nationwide. The JJDP Act was both
the.pyoduct of advocacy efforts, and a stimulus for further
activity on behalf of youth. 1In the 1977 Amendments to the
JJIDP Act,.advocacy activities "aimed at improving services
to youth impacted by the juvenile justice system" were
specifically designated as a priority for funding.l

OJJIDP's YOUTH ADVOCACY PROGRAM

Thg Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) announced its sponsorship of the Youth
Adyocagy Program (YAP) in October 1979. The major
objectives of the program were (a) to realize system
refgrms'aF the state and local levels leading to increased
?g?ligb%llty andkimpfoved quality of services to youth, and

increase knowledge about e i
faciliate project repligation.Z frective youth advocacy to

The Youth Advocacy Program was an atypi i
fqr OJJDP. It stood in sharp contrast toygrg;%aﬁgdiﬁgik;?g
dlrected‘at service delivery and that primarily seek
chgnges in the well-being of individual, identifiable
children and adolescents. The object of the Youth Advocacy
?rog;am was more ambitious--to change the behavior of the
lnstitutions that deal with youth, and thereby ultimatel
to affect youth in wholesale numbers. Y

1Sections 224(a)(7) of the Juvenile Justice and Delj
Ereveptlon Act of 1974 as amended. This section autgggiggg'
special emphasis" programs that may be funded directl b'
the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Yoy
Prevention. .Section 223(a)(10) also was amended to include
advocacy activities "aimed at improving services for and
grotectlng the rights of youth...." This section lists
advanced techniques" that must receive most of a state!'
ggg?gla grant funding under the Act. >
ice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency p i
U.S. Department of Justice, Program gnnouzceggxingésn'
Youth Advocacy Initiative, October 1979, p. 1.
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But the rationale for undertaking the Youth Advocacy
Program was compelling in an era of increasingly scarce
federal resources. Changing the system piecemeal--by
mounting exemplary service projects--is an expensive,
laborious task. The replication of good work depends on
effectively broadcasting the news of the success, and on
spontaneous actions of individuals who hear the news. The
benefits of any single project may remain limited to the
direct recipients of service. Effective youth advocacy, on
the other hand, can have broader impact--over an entire
school system, or over the juvenile court system, or over
the behavior of a state-wide social service bureaucracy.

The rationale was attractive also because it was known
to work. The strategies that the Youth Advocacy projects
would employ were the same strategies that were commonly
successful for associations and public interest groups.
Moreover, they already had shown success at national,
state, and local levels with many policies and programs
that affect youth. OJJIDP cited a sample of such successes
in an addendum to its announcement of the new program.3

The current state of knowledge of advocacy guided the
program specifications issued by OJJDP. For purposes of
this initiative, youth advocacy was defined as, "a method
of positive intervention by individual advocates or by
advocacy groups on behalf of large numbers of youth to
assure that problems confronting youth are solved or
managed through existing youth serving entities in the
public, private and/or community sectors of society."4

A ceiling of $375,000 per project per year was
established to disburse $7.3 million. 1Initial grants were
to be awarded for 24 months with the potential for a 12
month continuation award. Applications were due on
December 31, 1979.

Applications were solicited from public and private
non-profit agencies. Their jurisdictions could range from
local to national as long as their primary targets under
YAP were state or local organizations and systems.
(National organizations were required to have a local
affiliate or to otherwise demonstrate their acceptability
to work in a particular state as an advocacy group.)
Potential projects were also required to:

3Background Paper: Youth Advocacy, Appendix 3 of the
Program Announcement, October 1979.
4Program Announcement, p. 1ll.
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. demon§trate functional independence from the
organlzations or systems in which change was
being sought;

e involve persons from various sectors in the
communlty, e.g., government, business, churches,
neighborhood groups; and

e provide for extensive and meaningful
pqrticipation by youth of the population to be
atfgc?ed by the project, especially those
rg51d1ng in or familiar with high crime,
disadvantaged neighborhoods.5

OJJDP was interested in activities aimed at changing
§tatu§es,_regglations, policies, and practices in the
juvenile justice system and in the two systems most closely
related--education and social services. The specific
concerns outlined by OJJIDP included:

e improving access to services for youth;

® increasing the quality and quantit :
offered; Y d y of services

] ?nstitut%ng due process and procedural safeguards
in agencies where they were lacking;

° reduc%ng igeguitable and improper classification
and disposition of youth cases;

° modifying.regressive legislation and adverse
elemen?s in agency requlations and procedures
affecting youth; and

e reallocating scarce resources, i i i
r 1.e., influencin
the deployment of resources such thét youth ?
programs receive an equitable share.

A successful program would increase the itivi

; COC sensitivity of
policy and decision makers to these issues, but atZitudinal
change alone was not the primary goal of OJJDP's program

The first 15 youth advocac j

_ Yy projects were fund i
April ;980, and another seven projects were fundeg gg tge
following September. Original grant awards covered the

5Ibid., p. 5.
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first two years of an intended three year program. But
when projects applied for their third year grants, OJJDP
had fewer resources available than it had originally
expected. Consequently, three projects did not receive an
additional grant and all of the projects had to curtail
their third year plans. Projects began phasing out in the
spring of 1983.

THE EVALUATION

Because the Youth Advocacy Program was a
demonstration, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, 0JJDP's research arm, sponsored
a formal evaluation. The American Institutes for Research
(AIR) was selected to conduct the three-year effort, which
began in August 1980, a few months after the initial awards

to the projects.

The evaluation had two primary objectives: to assess
the degree to which the youth advocacy’ projects were able
to influence changes in the policies, practices and
procedures of the juvenile justice, education, and social
services systems; and to improve the state of the art in
youth advocacy by exploring which avenues for change work
best under which conditions. 1In carrying out this agenda,
the evaluation has been less interested in giving grades to
individual grantees than in assessing the magnitude and
direction of the momentum that has been generated by the
program as a whole.

The model in Figure 1.1 represents the evaluation
team's conceptualization of the logic underlying the
advocacy process. This model portrays the linked chain of
events from inputs to the Youth Advocacy project (such as
money and staff) through the process of operating a project
and conducting activities to the outcomes of these efforts.
This model (described in more detail in Appendix B) guided
our research agenda.

puring the first year, AIR's focus was on documenting
inputs and processes--the design and initial implementation
efforts of each of the projects. In the second year the
primary effort was aimed at preliminary assessments of the
extent to which the desired outcomes were occurring; that
is, the extent to which the target agencies were making
policy and procedural changes consistent with Youth
Advocacy concerns. In the final evaluation year, the focus
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was on tracking the outcomes over a longer time period, to
examine whether immediate outcomes had in fact led to the
intermediate results that were expected. Such tracking is
critical to an understanding of the success of the
projects, since changes in policy do not necessarily lead
to changes in practice. Because some efforts came to
fruition earlier than others, the amount of tracking that
was possible was somewhat variable,

We did not examine the impact of Youth Advocacy
efforts on the long-term health, happiness, or subsequent
delinquency of youth at the sites. Such "ultimate
outcomes" were not a reasonable issne for this evaluation
for several reasons. Since the evaluation extended over
three years we could not have obtained the long-term data
needed to make this kind of assessment. Also, the changes
engineered by the Youth Advocacy grantees, while presumably
affecting youth, are only a subset of all the factors that
bear on their lives. Accounting for these additional
factors would be impossible with the time and resources
available. 1In any case, the original solicitation by the
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention wisely excluded ultimate accomplishments £from
its list of concerns.

The data for this evaluation came from four sources:

e Monthly reports from all non-clerical staff. A
system for monthly reporting of project work was
established in January 1981 following discussions
between evaluation and project staff. The
reports consisted of brief activity-specific
descriptions of the work accomplished by each
staff member in that month and the time required.
(See sample form in Appendix C.) Most projects
continued to report monthly through April 1983 or
until their grants were over.

e Site visits and interviews with project staff.
The site visits made to each site are presented
in Table 1.1. During each visit, project staff
were routinely interviewed. The first interview
focused on the background and experience of each
staff member. (See 3taff Interview Form,
Appendix C.) In successive visits, those staff
who had primary responsibility for each activity
were interviewed about its progress. In
addition, the Project Director and other critical

- i i e
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TABLE 1.1

SITE VISITS TO YOUTH ADVOCACY PROJECTS

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Alabama 1
Arizona: NFA
Arizona: UILP
Arkansas
California: CCYFC
California: Coleman
Delaware

Florida: FCCY
Flerida: Broward
Georgia

Kentucky
Massachusetts

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania: JJcC
Pennsylvania: PUPS
Tennessee
Washineton
Wisconsin
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TOTAL
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personnel such as the Executive Director of the
organization were usually interviewed. These
face-to-face interviews were supplemented, as
needed, with information obtained over the

telephone.

e "Target agency" interviews. Two rounds of
interviews, one in 1982 and one in 1983, were
conducted with key personnel in those agencies
targeted by the projects. These interviews were
conducted in person or over the telephone. The
intent of the interviews was to check the
validity of the project's description of events
and to determine the role of the project in
influencing the outcomes. The numbers of target
interviews per site ranged from 8 to 39; they
totalled 402 (see Table 1.2).

e Reviews of archival records. The quarterly and
annual project reports to OJJDP and all proposals
were routinely collected and reviewed in-house.
Cther materials pertinent to specific project
activities were reviewed during site visits.

The bulk of data collection took place from January 1981 .
through May 1983. A more detailed discussion of the |
evaluation methcdology is provided in Appendix B. :

AIR played one other role in the Youth Advocacy
Program. 1In the original program design, both the Youth
Advocacy grantees and the evaluator were expected to work
with a third group, a technical assistance contractor.
This contractor was responsible for fostering interproject
communication, disseminating information to the grantees,
and providing or arranging for technical assistance as it
was needed. One of the primary mechanisms for information
exchange was to be a series of "cluster conferences."
During the first year, conferences were held for subgroups
of grantees in the West, the Northeast, and the South to
acquaint them with one another. At the same time, grantees
were .encouraged to revise or reorganize their project
objectives to accord with the data collection requirements
of the evaluation and to delete project tasks that clearly
would be infeasible with the time and resources available.
AIR provided further assistance with these revisions

following the conferences.
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TABLE 1.2

NUMBER AND TYPE OF TARGET AGENCY INTERVIEWS

- - When OJJDP's contract with the technical assistance
Total o group ended in 1982, AIR and OJJDP absorbed some of these
responsibilities. AIR helped design and facilitate a

grantee conference at which participants discussed their

Affiliation of 1982 1983 -
Interviewee Round 1 Round 2 Number % ) experiences with different strategies. AIR also passed
. S —_— - along information about what the various projects were
Juvenile Justice doing, especially during site visits. However, staff did
Agency 53 63 116 28.9 o T not provide technical assistance in the conventional sense.
Social Services The remainder of this document reports the findings of
Agency 27 40 67 16.7 — — AIR's evaluation. Chapters 2 and 3 describe the agencies
* that received funding under the Youth Advocacy initiative,
Educational Agency 43 45 88 . the way the resultant projects were organized, and the
21.9 _ B nature of the issues, targets, and tactics they chose.
Legislature 30 25 55 - - Chapter 4 describes the outcomes of their efforts and
13.7 - Chapter 5 looks at the variables that are associated with
Other Target Agency 23 17 40 success, both for individual activities and for overall
1 10.0 e T projects. In a final chapter, we summarize the findings
Other 15 21 and reflect on their implications for OJJDP and for
36 9.0 advocates.
TOTAL 191 211 402 100.0 - -

lIn some instances, it was necessar
of events at a site in order
the_project's accomplishments.
project was actively involved 'in
agency; this almost always ruled

agency.

Y to interview other observers
to get a more complete picture of
Th;s.was particularly true when a
litigation against a target
out contacts by AIR with that
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2. THE STRUCTURE AND ENVIRONMENT OF YOUTH ADVOCACY PROJECTS

In this chapter, we describe the organizations that
received Youth Advocacy funds, the structure of the Youth
Advocacy projects, and the environments in which they
operated.

THE PARENT ORGANIZATIONS

Twenty-two projects in eighteen states were funded
under the Youth Advocacy initiative. Figure 2.1 shows
their locations and their target areas. The overwhelming
majority of the projects operated under the auspices of
private, non-profit organizations. Only one of the host
organizations, Governor's Advocacy Commission for Children
and Youth (GACCY) in North Caroclina, was a governmental
agency.

The parent organizations were engaged in a variety of
activities at the time of their applications to OJJDP. The
breakdown of their primary foci was:

Advocacy - general 16
Advocacy - legal services 2
Service delivery 2
Research and development 2

The 16 general advocacy organizations were engaged in an
array of activities such as monitoring departments and
legislation, building coalitions, conducting research, and
educating the public. Four of the parent organizations had
more specific orientations. Greater Boston Legal Services
specialized in the provision of legal services to youth in
Massachusetts. The Phoenix Indian Center and New
Directions for Young Women in Tucson concentrated on
service provision, such as family counseling. Georgia was
involved in research and program development for youth
problems. Two sites had multiple foci. The Youth Policy
and Law Center in Wisconsin engaged in both general
advocacy and legal services. The Delaware project, a
consortium of three agencies, worked in the areas of
general advocacy, legal services, and service delivery.

Several other characteristics of the parent
organizations are outlined in Table 2.1. The figures in
Table 2.1 use, as the inception date, the date on which the
agency was incorporated under its current name and/or with

RIS
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TABLE 2,1

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENT ORGANIZATIONS AT TIME OF APPIICATION

CHARACTERISTICS

AGE IN YEARS MEMBERSHIP TARGET AREA SYSTEMS TARGETED
Mostly Mostly I City Juv, Soc.

PROJECT/SITE New 1-5 6-10 |21l orgs. Indivs. N.A. Nat'l. Regional State County Just. Servs. Educa.
Alabama [} e ® [ ]
Arizona: NFA ® [ J L] ® [ ]
Arizona: UILP [ J [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Arkansas [ J [ [ ] [
california: CCYFC [ J [ J [ ] [
California: Coleman [ ] [ J [ [ ]
Delawarel [ ] ® [ ] [ [ ]
Florida: FCCY [ [ ] [ ] [ ] ° [ ]
Florida: Broward ® ® [ ] [ ] [ J
Georgla [ [ ] [ ] ® L]
Kentucky [ ] [ J [ J L ] ®
Massachusetts [ J [ . [ [ ]
New Mexico o [ ] [
New York [ ] [ J [
North Carolina ® ® ® ® L
Ohio [ ] [ ] [ ] [, ]
Ooregon [ ] I [ [ ]
Pennsylvania: JJc [ ] [ ] I o ® [ ] ®
Pennsvlvania: pyps [ ] ® ) | ® e
Tennessee * -=~= NOT AHPLICABLE - e
washington [ J [ J
Wisconsin ® [ ] [ e [ ] - :A”.

1 14 5 2 5 6 10 1 2 14 4 17 15 ‘ 13

N.A. = Not Applicable

Based on the lead agency in a congortium of three,

@ .




TN I A R,

i

aTTET——

its current charter.l Using these criteria, fourteen of
the parent organizations had been operating five years or
less when YAP began. Five programs were six to ten years
old and two programs started more than eleven years prior
to YAP. Tennessee Institute for Children's Resources (ICR)
was the only agency to begin with YAP funds; another
program, the Ohio Youth Services Network (OYSN), was less
than a year old in 1980. The oldest agency, the Urban
Indian Law Project (UILP) in Phoenix, began in the 1950s.

The majority of the parent organizations (63.6%) had a
statewide focus. Four (18.2%) served what we have
classified as a local area, which includes citywide,
countywide, and (in one instance) multiple-county target
areas. Two agencies sought to foster change in a
multi-state region and one had a national focus.

One way in which some of the parent organizations
garner support from their communities is through the
solicitation of members. Eleven agencies had members and
ten did not. Of the eleven that did, seven involved these
members to some extent in a policy-making and oversight
role for the agency; for the remaining four, membership
largely meant presence on a mailing list and receipt of
newsletters and other written communications. Members
might be either individuals or organizations with an
interest in children and youth. Table 2.2 shows that there
was a tendency for those agencies with a larger proportion
of organizational members to involve them in more
substantive ways, e.g., policy-making.

The systems or sectors targeted by the parent
organizations prior to YAP include all of those specified
in the YA program announcement, singly or in combination.
Nine (40%) of the programs worked in all three sectors,
juvenile justice, education and social services. Six
agencies focused exclusively either on juvenile justice or
education, five were concerned jointly with juvenile
justice and social services issues, and one emphasized
social services and education. Tennessee Institute for
Children's Resources (ICR), as a new agency, was not
involved in any of these areas prior to YAP.

l1Some of the programs began under the umbrella of another
agency; others changed their name and/or mandate over the
years.

e

-

TABLE 2.2

RESPONSIBILITIES OF MEMBERS OF PARENT
ORGANIZATIONS BY TYPE OF MEMBERSHIP

st

MEMBER
RESPONSIBILITIES
MAJORITY OF
MEMBERSHIPS1 Policy-Making | General Support Total
Organizational 5 0 5
(45.5%) (0.0%) (45.5%)
Individual 2 4 6
(18.2%) (36.4%) (54.6%)
Total No. Programs 7 4 11
with Memberships (63.7%) (36.4%) (100%)

lFor one agency, the membership composition could not

It is excluded from the table.

be determined.
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The budgets and- staffing patterns of the parent
organizations are shown in Table 2.3. The three budget : :
figures--average budget over the past five years, budget - ,
for the fiscal year preceding YAP, and budget during the
first fiscal year in which YAP funds were received--allow T

;
[]
//n
)
K
\
e#}

one to see trends in the parent organization's funding
pistory. (The average budget over the past five years
includes the budget in the year immediately prior to YAP;

PERCENT OF 1980
UNK
-_._i;.~
(]
9
o
18

263
20
i
189
63
12
23
26
n
1
26

UNK

BUDGET FROM YAP %

it does not include the fiscal year in which YAP funding
began.)

ﬁ

I
7

The table shows that the majority of the projects
maintained or increased their levels of general funding in

Unknown

the first year of yap. Only one agency, Advocates for

e o'e@
Children (AFC) in New York City, operated with less funding Yo

in the first year of the YA program than it had in the
pPrevious year. .

YEAR 1 BUDGET:
198072

The percentage of the parent organization's total

budget that came from YAP provides some indication of the -
impact that the program had on agency resources. These
figures are not strictly comparable because the fiscal .=

Unknown
Unknown

years of the projects vary. Nonetheless, they do provide a -
gross measure of dependence on YAP. Ten of the twenty '

1979

agencies for which we have data got half or more of their e ww
funds from YAP in that fiscal year.

Budget and Staffing of YA Organizations

PRE-YAF BUDGET:

The summary budget figures for the YA host 7
organizations were as follows: DA

TABLE 2.3

Mean Range

i
Unknown

Annual Average

Unknown

For 5 years preceding YAP: $326,704 $22,110-2,531,125 -
For year preceding YAP: $525,345 $22,110-3,558,153

5 YEAR ANNUAL

: S —ww
For first year under YAP:  $641,247  $58,049-4.501 300 |

AVERAGE BUDGET

Eighteen'of.the parent organizations had had previous ‘
eéxperience managing federal grants. Six agencies have done e
so for five or more years; four reported 3-4 years

/

— Not Applicable —

i

Unknown
Unknown

exper@encg managing Federal grants; and eight of the host l
organizations had 1-2 years experience. Ten agencies had -

Unknown

‘3

received funds from OJJDP prior to the inception of the va
program.

The staffing figures in Table 2.3 show the number of ('ﬁ i
persons, both professional and paraprofessional, employed =
by the parent agencies during the first year of the va 2

PROJECT/SITE
Alsbama *

Arizons: NFA ¥
Arizona:UILP
Arkansas

Californiz: CCYFC *
California: Coleman

Delaware

Fiorids: FCCY ¥
Florida:Broward
Georgis *
Kentucky *
Oregon *
Pennsylvanis: JJIC
Pennsylvanis: PUPS
Tennessee ¥
Wishington *
Wisconsin ¥
Totals

' Refers to calendsr year 1979 or the Fiscal yeer that immedistely peeceded the initial YAP award,

2 pefers to the first Fiscal year in which YAP funds were recsived.
3 CHILD, Inc. only (the lead sgency in a consortium of three),

#* Parent agency hat been in existence less than five years.

Massachusetts ¥
News Mexico
New York
North Carolina

Ohio *

e
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, TABLE 2.3  Budget and Staffing of YA Organizations

6 YEAR ANNUAL / PRE-YAP BUDGET: YEAR 1 BUDGET: PERCENT OF 1980
AVERAGE BUDGET 1979 19802 BUDGET FROM YAP 2
i
&

PROJECT/SITE \&
Alabama * Unknown Unknown
Arizona: NFA * . ] )
Arizona:UILP Unknown o Y Unknown T ® 6 .
Arkansas [ ] o [ ] N @ ® T ﬁ—’@ﬂ
California: CCYFC * ° e |l 71T T e ‘ e | 17T} e
California: Coleman ® - [ ] o - - . ‘ - - ; R 18
Delaware .3 .3 ._3 .3 267 .
Florids: FCCY * . ° ) ° 20
Florids:Broward ® [ ] ] ® ' R 1"
Georgia * o ""’;"‘*‘ 4 [ » [ ] [ 9
Kentucky * [ ® ° °* 4

g Massachusetts ¥ ) ® ® | ® 189
New Mexico Unknown Unknown [ [} UNK
New York [ ) L ] [ ] 7 o ' [} ) t;:l '
North Carolina (] [ ] ® [ ] 5
Ohio * 0 (] ‘ ‘ [ J B R N «; o “—“;;—. .
Oregon * [ ] [ ] ® ® 7 ?
Pennsyivania: JJC [ B ‘ [ ] o [ L ] 1’:;
Pennsylvania: PUPS ® [ [} - " 26
Tennessee * — Not Ap, ® 1" N
Washington * ° o ° ] "
Wisconsin ¥ [ ] [ ] [ ] 26

AN Totals 8 8 3 1 7 7 1 4 2 { 10 8 2 3 8 6 4
% Parent agency has been in existence less than five years,
¥ Refers to calendar year 1979 or the Fiscal year that immediately peecedsd the initisl YAP award, i

2 Refers to the first Fiscal year in which YAP funds were received,

3 CHILD, Inc. only (the {sad agency in a consortium: of thres),
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initiative. Staff size ranged from 189 in Massachusetts to
four in Kentucky. The mean was 26 and the median number of
staff for the YAP parent organization was 12.

Table 2.4 outlines the tactics used by each of the
parent organizations prior to the inception of YaP.2 All
programs employed more than one tactic: the range was from
four in Alabama to 11 in New York and Delaware and the mean
was seven. The tactics used by the greatest number of
parent organizations were administrative negotiation and
education (n=20), followed closely by coalition building
(n=19), statute revision (n=18), and research (n=18).
Litigation (n=7), service provision (n=8), and case
advocacy (n=10) were used by the fewest organizations.

THE YOUTH ADVOCACY PROJECTS

Of the 22 projects, thirteen (59%) were coterminous
with their parent organization. 1In the remaining nine, the
YA project was a separate and distinct component of the
larger organization. 1In most instances (86%), the projects
targeted the same area as the parent organization. In two
cases, the projects targeted a smaller geographical area.
The parent organizations of Students, Teachers, Educators,
and Parents for Schools in Georgia (STEPS), and National
Institute for Multi-cultural Education (NIME) in New Mexico
each focused on a multi-state region overall, but YAP
activities were restricted to the state. In the third
case, UILP in Arizona targeted a multi-state region while
the focus of its parent organization was citywide.

The size of the projects also varied, both in terms of
manpower and fiscal resources. We shall examine each in
turn. Table 2.5 shows how the projects differ in the use
of subcontractors and consultants, placement of staff in
satellite offices, and the sheer numbers and
characteristics of personnel.

The number of professional staff, exclusive cf youth,
clerical, and administrative support positions, ranged from
2 in Arizona-UILP to 32 in North Carolina. The mean number
of staff was 11; on the average, six of the staff were
full-time. The mean number of staff with an advanced
degree, e.g., a Master's degree, Ph.D., or J.D., was six
per project. Taking all sites together, Master's level

2More detailed definitions of our terminology for the
various tactics will be provided in Chapter 3.
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TABLE 2.

4

TACTICS USED BY PARENT ORGANIZATIONS IN THE YEAR PRIOR TO YAP

TACTICS .
Monitoring Tech.
Admin. Coal. Statute | Agencies & | Assis.& Monitoring Case Service Raw
PROJECT/SITE Nego. Educa. Litiga. Build. Revis. Facilities Training Legis. Research Advocacy Provision Totals
Alabama [ ] [ ] ® o 4
Arizona: NFA ® ® ® [ [ ] [ [ ] 7
Arizona: UILP [ ] o [ J [ J ® [ ] o ® [ 9
Arkansas [ ® ® [ ] [ ] [ ] ® o 8
California: CCYFC - [ ] @ o ® [ ] ® [ 8
California: Coleman ® ® ® ® ® ® [ ] 9
Delaware ® ® ® ® ® ) ® ® L ® 11
Florida: FcCY ® ® ® ® ® ® ® [ ] 8
Florida: Broward ® ® ® ® [ ) o ] [ ] 8
Georgia ® [ (] ® [ ] [} ® [ J 8
Kentucky ® ® e ® [ ] [ ] ® ® | 9
Massachusetts ® ] ® ® ® ® 7
New Mexico ® ® ® ® ® ® e ® 8
New York ® [ ] ® ° ® [ ] ® ® ) [ ] ® 11
North Carolina ® ® ® ® ) ® L ] ® 8
Ohio [ ) n [ [ J ® ® ® " 7
Oregon o [ ] [ ] ® [ J o 6
pPennsylvania: JJC ® ® ® o ® ® ® ([ [ J [ ] 10
Pennsylvania: PUPS [ ] [ ] ® [} [ e 6
'I'ennessee1 - --—--NO'T APPLICABTLE ~--
Washington ) ® ® @ ® ® ® 7
Wisconsin e [ ] ° L L L o L L4 10
20 20 7 19 18 16 16 17 18 10 8 166

1 . L :
Tennesses ICR's inceplion coincides with that of yap,

- v i
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TABLE 2.5

CHARMCTERIS1ZCS OF STAFF IN YA PROJECTS

No. of Profess. Minority Paid Youth More than ond Subcon- Satellite Offices/| % of Orig. Staff
PROJECT/SITE staff: 1981 staff staff Proj. Dir. tractor Field Staff Left in 19832
Alabama 18 ® L ] ® 55.6
Arizona: NFA 7 © 71.4
Arizona: UILP 2 ® ® ® 50.0
Arkansas 5 [ ) ) [ ) 80.0
California: OCYFC 190 [ ) [ 60.0 .
California: Coleman 10 ® ® ® 50.0
Delaware 7 ® 85.7
Florida: FCCY 15 ® ® ® ® ® 53.3
Florida: Ft. Laud. 11 [ ® 18.2
Georgia 8 ® ® 12.5
Kentucky 7 [ [ ] [ J 32.1
Massachusetts 14 ® L 35.7
New Mexico 7 ° . 71.4
New ‘York 15 [ ) L 53.3
North Carolina’ 32 ° . ° 18.8
dﬂo" 6 e o * 50.0
Oregon 16 [ ) ® 75.0
Pennsylvania: JJC 10 ° °® ® 80.0
Pennsylvania: PUPS ) 21 ™ ° ) ® 57.1
Tennessee 9 ] 77.8
washington 7 ® ) 57.1
Wisconsin 9 ® ® 66.7
TOTALS 246 18 17 9 6
Percentage 100 81.8 77.3 27.3 40.9 27.3 Mean =55.1

1Refota oniy to subcontractors who had primary responsibility for a project activitv.

2Does not include youth or clerical staff. ) Y
:Includes staff of nine subcontractors.

Includes major subcontractor.
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Prime grantec had B0% of orlginal staff left in 1983,
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training predominated, followed by bachelor's level, but
there was great variation across sites.

All of the project directors had earned, at a minimum,
a bachelor's degree and four had doctorates (either of
jurisprudence or philosophy). Twelve project directors
(54.5%) were male and three (13.6%) were black. Eight
(36%) had been previously employed in one of the project's
target agencies. YA project directors and agency heads
were the same individual in 13 sites (59%). " All but five
project directors had been employed by the parent agency
prior to receipt of the Ya grant and all of these were
involved in the preparation of the proposal to QOJJDP.

Staffing patterns varied across the projects. Most
project staff were female. Eighteen (81.8%) of the
projects employed minorities, including Asians, Native
Americans, Hispanics, and Blacks, but overall about
one~third of the staff were minority. Seventeen of the
projects employed youth over the course of the project.
Alabama employed the most youth (26) simultaneously, with
youth hired part-time to act as school ombudsmen in 13
different counties. Table 2.6 provides further detail on
the types of youth involvement.  The most prevalent form of
youth involvement is as part-time staff (n=17), closely
followed by appointment of youth to the Board of Directors
(n=15). The most infrequent use of youth was as full-time
paid staff.

Turning back to Table 2.5, we see that in 9 projects
subcontractors assumed primary responsibility for one or
more activities. Sample activities include: litigation;
development of research reports or audio-visual
presentations; and preparation of legislative budget
requests. The number of subcontractors used ranged from 1
to 7 with a mean of 3.8. In addition to the subcontracts,
18 projects used consultants in a supporting role on
specific activities or for help with internal financial
audits or management information sytems.

Six projects had separate offices in a different city,
where certain activities were believed to require the
continuous presence of an advocate. For example, in
Wisconsin and Alabama, field staff were assigned to
advocacy efforts in local school systems. FCCY and JJC
used personnel in satellite offices to conduct
coalition-building activities.

e i £ .



TABLE 2.6

FORMS OF YOUTH PARTICIPATION IN YA PROJECTS

YOUTH ROLE

Full-time paid staff
Part-time paid staff
Volunteers

Member of Board of Directors
Member of Advisory Boards
Targets of Education/Training
Other

26

Project Respcnses

Yes %
5 22.7
17 77.3
8 36.4
15 68.2
10 45.5
20 90.9
5 22.7

v«,_} -—
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Staff turnover is one area in which demonstration
projects often experience difficulties. Slightly more than
one-quarter of the projects (6) changed leadership during
the three years of YAP. One project had three directors
during the three years of YAP. Most of the mid-term
project directors had been promoted from the ranks of YAP
staff. As a group, they were somewhat less likely than the
original project directors to have had pre-YAP experience
working in a target agency, and were much less likely to
have worked for the parent organization prior to YAP.

The final column in Table 2.5 shows the percentage of
the original staff remaining in *the project at the
beginning of the third year of YAP. (These data were
adjusted for each project's funding cycle.) The range is
from 12.5% in Georgia to 85.7% in Delaware.

Table 2.7 shows the financial picture for the Youth
Advocacy projects. The average initial award for the first
two years was about $634,000. All but one of the projects
received over $400,000; the exception was Arizona-UILP,
which received an award of $88,615. These initial awards
covered a 24 month period. One result of the initial
awards was that the budgets of fifteen of the parent
organizations increased during the first year of the YA
program. The mean change in the agency's annual budget
during the first year, over the year preceding YAP, was an
increase of about $156,000.

The projects received less than expected in the third
year for reasons previously discussed. However, the
averadge total (three year) award for YA projects was
$771,678 and the median award was $746,462.

Most of the YA projects operated for three years.
Even those projects that did not receive third year funding
carried over unexpended funds from the earlier award to
support efforts through the third year. One exception was
the Georgia project, which operated for 27 months.

The next section of this chapter describes the
environments in which the Youth Advocacy projects operated.
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Alabama

Arizona: NFA
Arizona: UILP
Arkansas
California: CCYFC
Ccalifornia: Coleman
Delaware

Florida: FCCY
Florida: Broward
Georgia

Kentucky
Massachusetts

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania: JJC
Pennsylvania: PUPS
Tennessee
Washington
Wisconsin

TOTALS

TABLE 2.7

FUNDING FOR AND DURATION OF YA PROJECT

Initial Funds for Total Proj. Start Proj. End

Funds 3rd Year Award Date (Mo/Yr) Date (Mo/Yr)

713,024 7,592 $720,616 5/80 5/83 37 months
535,821 160,910 696,731 10/80 9/83 36 months
88,615 45,000 133,615 6/80 6/83 36 months
449,565 86,782 536,347 7/80 6/83 36 months
694,503 231,500 926,003 11/80 8/83 34 months
488,011 147,297 635,308 6/80 4/83 34 months
564,367 144,000 708,367 5/80 8/83 40 months
749,691 115,000 864,691 5/80 5/83 37 months
739,949 184,793 924,742 6/80 5/83 36 months
746,415 None 746,415 5/80 8/82 27 months
577,000 None 577,000 9/80 8/83 36 months
725,963 148,758 874,721 5/80 4/83 36 months
748,820 92,065 840,885 - 7/80 8/83 38 months
749,935 251,245 1,001,180 5/80 6/83 38 months
750,000 209,535 959,535 6/80 8/83 39 months
592,481 199,834 792,315 7/80 9/83 39 months
745,071 251,181 996,252 6/80 7/83 37 months
752,497 245,771 998,268 5/80 4/83 36 months
536,856 113,749 650,605 6/80 5/83 36 months
709,088 None 709,088 9/80 9/83 37 months
552,315 144,321 696,636 7/80 6/83 36 months
736,348 251,250 987,598 5/80 5/83 36 months

13,946,335 3,030,583 16,976,918
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THE ENVIRONMENT FOR ADVOCACY

In this section, we look at those aspects of the
project environments that might be assumed to shape the
issues and process for advocacy.

Demographic and economic factors. Select demographic
and economic characteristics of each state are shown in
Table 2.8. Overall, the data illustrate that OJJIDP was
successful in selecting sites that varied on demographic
and economic variables that might affect efforts to
advocate for youth.

California and New York are by far the most populous
states, each having more than 15 million people. Delaware,
New Mexico, Arizona, Arkansas, and Oregon, on the other
hand, have less than three million. Three of the states,
Delaware, Massachusetts, and New York, have more than 300
persons per square mile while Arizona, New Mexico, and

Oregon have fewer than 30 persons per square mile. 1In
Ohio, California, and New York, over 90% of the population
lives in urban areas. More than half of the population in

Kentucky, Arkansas, and New Mexico, however, live in rural
areas.

As one might suspect, Florida has the smallest
percentage of youth (25.1%). The youth in Georgia,
Arizona, and New Mexico comprise nearly one-third of the
population. Members of minority groups comprise
approximately one-quarter of the populatica in Alabama,
California, Georgia, New Mexico, and North Carolina. 1In
Wisconsin, Oregon, and Massachusetts, they are less than 7%

of the population.

Per capita income ranges from $7,268 in Arkansas to
$10,938 in California. The per pupil expenditures for
education, which might serve as a gross measure of the
relative emphasis placed on investments in youth, range
from $1,306 in Tennessee to $3,197 in New York.

Socio-political climate. Three variables describing
the socio-political climate were hypothesized to affect
advocacy--the state's stance toward crime and
incarceration, the state's overall record of progressivism,
and the state's general record of support and concern for
youth. Tables 2.9 through 2.11 look at measures of these

characteristics.
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

-

TABLE 2.8

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATES IN WHICH YAP OPERATEDl

.

ECONOMIC VARIABLES

Population: 1980 Perso?s per % of Pop. in * of Population % of Minorities 2 Per Capita Per Pupil Expen-
STATE {in_thousands) Sqg. Mi.: 1980 Metro Areas: 1980 Under 18: 1979 in Population: 1980 Income: 1980 ditures for Education
Alabama 3,890 om 62.0 29.8 26.2 $ 7,488 $1,472
Arizona 2,720 24 75.0 30.7 17.6 8,791 1,641
Arkansas 2,290 44 39.1 29.3 17.3 7,268 1,343
California 23,670 151 94.9 27.4 23.8 10,938 2,173
Delaware 600 308 67.0 28.3 17.9 10,339 2,568
Florida 9,740 180 87.9 25.1 16.1 8,996 2,176
Georgia 5,460 94 60.0 30.4 27.17 8,073 1,531
Kentucky 3,660 92 44.5 29.5 7.7 7,613 1,315
Massachusetts 5,740 733 85.3 26.3 6.5 10,125 2,607
New Mexico 1,300 11 42.4 32.7 24.9 7,841 1,937
New York 17,560 371 90.1 27.0 20.5 10,260 3,197
North Carolina 5,870 120 52.7 28.8 24.2 7,819 1,801
Ohio 10,800 263 90.3 28.8 11.1 9,462 1,918
Oregon 2,630 27 64.9 27.7 5.4 9,317 2,459
Pennsylvania 11,870 264 81.9 26.5 10.2 9,434 2,567
Tennessee 4,590 112 62.8 28.5 16.5 7,720 1,306
washington 4,130 62 80.4 28.0 8.5 10, 309 2,373
Wisconsin 4,710 86 66.8 28.6 5.6 9,348 2,433
UNITED STATES 226,505 64 74.8 28.4 16.8 9,521 2,094

1Statistical Abstract of the U.S.:

2

Does not include persons of Spanish origin, who may be of any race.

1981. washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

19A8L.
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LA B S R N 3 To characterize the crime environment, three

' R ' oAl N indicators were used: the 1980 crime rate, using the

- ‘ standard definition employed by the FBI in its annual
Uniform Crime Reports; the number of adult prisoners per

_— 160,000 population; and the ratio of adult prisoners to

crime rate. (We chose statistics on adults because the

disparities in procedures for dealing with juvenile

A _ offenses across states make comparisons of juvenile

p SEVARAE SR statistics problematic.)
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As Table 2.9 indicates, Arizona, California, and
STl i g B - Florida, stand out as the states with unusually high crime
RN Lo rates. The lowest of these three, California, had a crime

_ . ) o . o S ey i rate of 7,833, whereas none of the other states reached
o) ' ' o RS REE TR N B - even 7,000. Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and Arkansas were

- B ‘ o R RN A T equally conspicuous for low crime rates; all were below
§o v . o o R S «'é ' - 4,000 while the next lowest state, Tennessee, had a rate of
w . 7 » R L g i 3 almost 4,500.

The highest rates of imprisonment--more than 200
prisoners per 100,000 population--were found in North
- Carolina, Georgia, and Florida. The lowest, fewer than 100
per 100,000, were found in Massachusetts, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin, California, and Kentucky. Massachusetts, with
an imprisonment rate of only 56, was the lowest by a
substantial margin over next-ranked Pennsylvania.

D

For purposes of estimating the readiness of the state
- system to use incarceration, we also computed the ratio of
the imprisonment and crime rates. This index allows a
comparison of the degree to which states are oriented
—_— toward punishment for crimes (though the conviction rate
is, admittedly, a confounding variable). A state with
higher rates might be viewed as more "punitive" in its
sentencing policies. The results from this measure
indicate that North Carolina not only has a very high
imprisonment rate relative to the other YAP states, it also
has a high rate relative to the size of its crime problem.
- The most "lenient" states were Massachusetts and
California.

The quantitative measure of a state's progressivism
was based on the mean ratings of its congressional
delegation by Americans for Democratic Action (ADA). The
ADA rating is based on the percentage of a congressional
e representative's votes rated as favorable to the liberal
position, out of a set of roll call votes selected to
display liberal/conservative divisions. These votes cover
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TABLE 2.9

SOCIG-POLITICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STATES IN WHICH YAP OPERATED

CRIME INDICES

POLITICAL INDICES

% Change Toward
Conservatism in

Crime Rate Adult Prisoners Ratio of Prisoners ADA Rating of ADA Rating:

STATE per 100,000 per 100,000 to Crimes "Liberal" Votes 1976-1981
Alabama 4,934 149 .030 19.9 .71
Arizona 8,171 160 .020 16.8 -6.25
Arkansas 3,811 128 .034 20.8 ~-6.25
California 7,833 98 .013 52.4 8.96

Delaware 6,777 183 .027 56.0 15.0
Florida 8,402 208 .025 34.8 1.61
Georgia 5,604 219 .039 18.4 -4.50
Kentucky 3,434 99 .029 27.9 4.28
Massachusettsg 6,079 56 .009 80.7 2.84

New Mexico 5,979 106 .018 21.5 10.0
New York 6,912 123 .018 59.1 8.41
North Carolina 4,640 244 .053 27.6 -3.18
Ohio 5,431 125 .023 38.5 -2.48
Oregon 6,687 120 .018 76.3 6.25
Pennsylvania 3,736 68 .018 43,2 - .92
Tennessee 4,498 153 .034 32.6 ~3.75
Washington 6,915 106 . 015 74.4 2.86
Wisconsin 4,799 85 .018 63.6 9.44
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a broad array of issues and are not limited to issues
relevant to youth. We looked at both the mean ADA rating
for a state in 1980, the first full year of operation for
the youth advocacy projects, and the change in ADA ratings
from 1976 to 1981,

According to the first of these indicators, Arizona is
by far the most conservative among the states hosting a
Youth Advocacy project, with its four representatives
voting liberal positions a meager 17 percent of the time.
Georyia, Alabama, Arkansas, and New Mexico were other very

conservative states.

Massachusetts was by far the most

liberal,

its representatives voting the liberal position

more than 80 percent of the time

{none.of the twelve

Massachusetts representatives had a rating lower than 67).
Other unusually liberal states were Oregon, Washington, and
Wisconsin,

Recent shifts in political climate were apparent from
our second indicator of political enviromment, changes in
the mean congressional ADA rating from 1976 through 1981.3
The Delaware delegation showed the yreatest shift toward
conservatism, followed by New Mexico, Wisconsin, and
California. Arizona and Arkansas were leaders in the
opposite direction.

Index variables. The nature of the data led to an
additional analysis of environmental factorg, We first
transtformed several of the demographic and political
variables into standardized scores, which permit a gquick
and easy way to compare the states.4 Using such scores, a
value of zero would indicate that a state is exactly
"average" on the indicator. There is no fixed range to the
scores but, generally, they fall within -3 to +3, with
either of those extremes representing a state that is
highly unusual relative to the population as a whole. In
addition, we added the scores for some of the specific
variables to create summary indices of selected

3We use the ADA voting record in 1981 rather than 1980 to
capture the results of the 1980 congressional elections,
held while the Youth Advocacy projects were in their first
vear of operation.

45tandardized scores are based on the mean and standard
deviation of an indicator. The computation is z = (x-m)/s
where z 1s the standardized score, X is a state's raw
score, m is the mean score for all of the states in the
U.s5., and s is the standard deviation of all states.
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characteristics.5 The results are presented in Table 2.10.

Two variables were included to form the urbanization I
index: the standardized scores for the percentage of the
state population living in metropolitan areas and for the —_—
density of the population per square mile. By this
measure, Massachusetts (with 85 percent of its population
living in metropolitan areas and 733 persons per square
mile) was by far the most intensely *urban" environment.
Other states among the eighteen with comparatively high
"urbanization" were (in descending order) New York,
California, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. The least urbanized
states were Arkansas and New Mexico.

The values shown in Table 2.10 for rating of 1980 -
liberal votes and for the shift toward conservatism between
1976 and 1981 are simple standardized scores. Note that -
for the "liberalism" rating, a high score indicates a more
conservative political stance; a low score indicates a
liberal one. Similarly, a high score on the shift toward y
conservatism indicates a greater shift than a lower score.
The transformation of these variables to standard scores -
does not alter the relative rankings of the states reported
earlier. Arizona and Georgia remain the most conservative
states on 1980 voting pattern, while Massachusetts and '
Oregon are the most liberal. Delaware, New Mexico, and
Wisconsin demonstrate the greatest shift toward -
conservatism while Arizona and Arkansas show the dgreatest
shift toward liberalism. i

The punitiveness index is simply a transformation of ‘
the ratio of number of prisoners to crime (as shown in o
Table 2.9) to standardized scores. The difference in ¢
scores allows one to interpret how much more punitive North :
Carolina is than any of the other states, for example. \

Finally, we turn to evidence of positive support for
youth-related measures. Per pupil expenditures for :
education is our most direct measure. We have examined b
this figure relative to the wealth of the state;
specifically, the ratio of per pupil expenditures to per
capita income. On the combined and standardized measure,
two states stand out as particularly supportive--New York
and Pennsylvania. The states at the other end of the scale S
are Tennessee and Kentucky. :

| .

5See Appendix A, Table 2.1, for standardized scores on
variables used to develop the indices.

s




T

pp-ugEso 2

&l

B

TABLE 2.10

INDEX VARIABLES DESCRIBING TﬁE SOCIO-POLITICAL CLIMATE OF STATES IN WHICH YAP OPERATED

INDEX VARIABLES

Shift to

1980 Rating of Support for

STATE Urbanization "Libeéral” Votes Conservatism: 1976-81 Punitiveness Youth
Alabama - .53 .99 -.21 .78 - .61
Arizona - .28 1.15 -1.32 .27 - .90
Arkansas -1.39 .95 -1.32 1.12 - .95
California .80 -.61 1.10 - .97 - :55
Delaware .42 -.79 2.06 .47 -87
Florida .67 .26 -.07 .24 .68
Georgia - .54 1.07 ~1.04 1.66 - .81
Kentucky -1.05 .60 .36 .65 -1.29
Massachusetts 2.45 -2.01 : .13 -1.30 1.13

w New Mexico -1.39 .92 1.28 - .45 .83
7 New York 1.39 ’ -.94 1.01 - .45 2.67
North Carolina - .69 .61 -.83 3.00 .35
Ohio .70 .08 -.72 .07 - .44
Oregon - .60 -1.79 .67 - .43 1.31 ‘
Pennsylvania .76 -.16 ~-.47 1.16 1.55
Tennessee - .38 .37 ~.92 - .69 -1.40
Washington .02 ) -1.70 .13 - .45 .35
Wisconsin - .34 -1.17 1.18 - .45 1.21

w
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Juvenile justice codes. The Juvegiiitﬁustlce and
linquency Prevention Act is concerne

g:insgitutgonalization of status_szgngigséeﬁggii?iazfvg?e

t restrictive (e.g., non-punitiv :
iii:rnatives for juveniles, and the separation ogl:dglii
and juveniles in jails and otheg facilities. Ta e .
illustrates the status of juvenile codes.on severa ‘s
relevant dimensions, as of 1980. Gross }nformatlogor
reported, for consistency across statgs_ls rare.for -
example, for the 18 YAP states, the minimum age e ene
waiver to adult courts ranges frgm_l3 to 16.‘ Six o oe
fourteen states that specify a minimum age cite excep.land
for a variety of reasons, e.g., categories of offenseie nd
classes of juveniles. Almost all of the 50 spates.re g
some offenses to adult court, e.qg., traffic violations.

Some states fail to enact quidelines spec?flca}ly fog
youth. This is illustrated by Fhosg states which, ;p 1980,
had yet to specify detention_cr1ter1§ for‘yguth. g is
oversight is also reflected ln.the time limit set or o
offenses that result in detentlon._ Most §tates coptlnue
institutionalize youth for indgf@nlte periods of time.

Only 17 of the 50 states set limits and seven of theig "
states are YAP sites. More stqtes do,.however, set limits
on holding prior to pre-detention hearings.

In addition to the statutory prov@s%oqs llsteq in
Table 2.11, we have looked at the proplb1§19ns against
jailing juveniles in detention and using jail as a
diépositional alternative, and.the FqulFements for
separation of adults and juveniles in jails (see Table

2.11, footnotes #2-#4).

We tallied the scores of the states and div@ded them
into groups. New Mexicé, Oregon, and Pennsylvanla.have the
most statutory provisions for youth, as rgflected &n‘thﬁse
indices. They, along with Alabama{ fall into the "high
group. Kentucky, New York, and'Arlzona have’the fewest
provisions, although juveniles in Delaware, Massachusetts,
North Carolina, and Ohio do not gare much better. The
remaining states fall into the middle category.

Similar data on the educational gnd sqcia% segvices
systems, and indeed other aspegts of juyenlle jugtlce,
€.9., education for juveniles'ln detention, quality of
services provided in institutions, etc., arg not '
Systematically available across states. Whllg'we recognize
its relevance, its collection would have constituted a

HET—

TABLE 2.11
STATUS OF JUVENILE CODES IN YAP SITESl

STATUTORY PROVISIONS

Composite
STATES A B (o} D E Score Groupings
Alabama 1 1 2 1 ) 72 High
Arizona o] 0 1 o] 0 23 Low
Arkansas 1 ¢] 2 1 0 4 Med.
California 1 1 1 2 1 6 Med.
Delaware 1 1 2 o] o] 34 Low
Florida 1 1 0 2 o] 4 Med.
Georgia 1 1 1 1 1 5 Med.
Kentucky 1 0 Q 1 0 2 Low
Massachusetts 1 0 1 1 9 3 Low
New Mexico 1 1 2 2 1 92 High
New York 0 0 0 1 1 2 Low
North Carolina 1 1 o] 1 0 3 Low
Ohio 1 1 o] 1 0 3 Low
Oregon 1 1 2 2 0 82 High
Pennsylvania 1 1 2 1 1 g? High
Tennessee 1 1 0 1 (o] 52 Med.
Washington 0 1 2 1 1 5 Med.
Wisconsin 1 1 1 2 1 6 Med.

KEY to Statutory Provisions: a - Minimum Age Limitations set for Waiver to

Adult Criminal Court

B - Specification of Criteria for Detenticn

c - Deinstitutionalization of Children in Need
of Protective Services from Detention Centers
and/or Jails

D - Holding Limit Prior to Predetention Hearing
per JJDPA (1 pt.) or other (2 pts.)

E - Time Limit on Institutionalization

NOTE: 0 indicates the absence of a provision Or unclear provisions.
1l indicates the pPresence of a provision for a single circumstance.
2 indicaces the Presence of a provision for two circumstances (e.g., jails
and detention) or the presence of criteria more stringent than the JIDP Acre.
Range 0~10 with higher valiag indicating more supportive policies regarding
youth, High 7-10, Med. 4-6, Low 0-3

1 - . . . P
Adapted from King, Jane L. a Comparative Analysis of Juvenile Codes. Community
Research Forum, University of Illinois at Urbana-Chamoacne, July, 1980

2
Two points have been added to this score because this stste is one of 11 that
absolutely prohibits adult jails as a disposition alternative for juveniles.

3One point has been added to the score because this state is one of five that
absolutely prohibits the holding of juveniles in adult jails.

4 . R .
One point has been subtracted from the Score because this state does not require

the separation of adults and juveniles.
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stuqy in itself. Some of these data were available on a :
project-by-project basis, however, and will be presented as —_—. T 3. THE YOUTH ADVOCACY PROCESS
relevant to specific project activities that are discussed :

in later chapters.

In the next chapter we describe the activities of

projects under the YA initiative.
described in terms of the tactics,
agencies affected by their work.

These efforts are
issues, and target

This chapter discusses the advocacy process, or the
way the Youth Advocacy projects attempted to influence the
youth-serving systems. The intent is to define the
parameters of advocacy and to describe the efforts of the
Youth Advocacy grantees on both an individual project level
and across sites, on the program level.

PARAMETERS OF THE YOUTH ADVOCACY PROGRAM

QJJIDP specified the boundaries of the Youth Advocacy
Program in the October 1979 Program Announcement. This
document instructed applicants to seek changes in at least
one of the three youth-serving systems--the juvenile
justice system, the social services system, and the

educational system. It delineated 13 issues in these three

systems, including "lack of accessibility to guality
services," "lack of due process safeguards," "youth
classification problems," "lack of accountability among
agency officials," "adverse elements in statuktes, agency
regulations and procedures affecting youth," and "lack or
inequitable development of resources Ffor youth." The
targets of these efforts were to be state and local
legislative bodies, elected and appointed officials, and
state and local agencies and organizations. Suggested
methods of change were to educate and organize the
community, to review public and private youth-serving
institutions, to analyze proposed statutes, and to provide
testimony to facilitate systems changes.2

In addition to describing advocacy elements, the
Program Announcement identified some of the characteristics

believed to be associated with successful advocacy:
functional independence of the advocacy organization from
the systems to be affected; community participation in
advocacy; participation of youth, preferably from
disadvantaged, high-crime neighborhoods; and the empioyment
of skillful staff with experience in both the systems to be
changed and in advocacy. The theory was that change is
more likely to occur when three conditions are met: the

- 7wl 1Youth Advocacy Program Announcement. Washington, DC:
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention,
- ! October 1979, pp. 2-3.
- 21bid., p. 5.
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peneficiaries of the change, in this case youth, are
involved; a wide, influential segment of the population
supports the change; and the advocacy procject is
independent of but familiar with the issues and the agency
involved.

The Program Announcement was very specific about
unacceptable project designs and strategies.
National-level projects could appear only if they had a
strong local affiliate. Applicants were discouraged from
apy.dlrect provision of services, and were admonished to
limit their individual representation to cases which would
contest or establish principles affecting classes of youth.
Moreover, applicants were warned of two illegal uses of
Fedgral funds--political advocacy at the local, state, or
national level or lobbying to support or defeat legislation
before any legislative body.

This lobbying restriction was a major concern to both
OJJDP and the projects because of the unclear distinction
between acceptable efforts to revise statutes and lobbying
?he.LEAA Handbook sheds little light on the topic, '
indicating that Federal funds cannot be used to support or
defeat leg@slation, to influence members of Congress, or to
pay a publlcity expert. On the other hand, these
provisions were "not to be construed as limiting expenses
for.thg purpose of testimony before legislative bodies
reviewing the effectiveness of grant programs or to prevent
the introduction and support in the State legislatures of
geneFal Statutory reform such as criminal code revisions
etc."3 Because of the ambiguities in the guidelines, a ’
representative from the OJARS General Counsel's Office helqd
a workshop on acceptable statute revision work at the first
post-award conference for the grantees. Projects were

ingtrugted to scrupulously follow the letter of the
guidelines.

Conceptualization of the Process

Working within the framework established
evalgatign conceptualized advocacy as a three-g{mgggggéa§he
matrix w%th project issues, tactics, and target audiences
as the d}mensions. The issue dimension describes the
substantive area of concern for a particular activity, such

as _permanency planning for foster children. The target is

3LEAA Handbook on Discretionary Grants, M
3, Paragraph 42. Y ’ 7100.1A, cChapter

L

the organization, agency, or group that the project was
trying to influence (such as a Division of Youth Services).
The tactic is the specific action taken to promote certain
policy decisions or changes. Combinations of these
elements which were observed in the Youth Advocacy projects
became the basic building blocks of the evaluation data
base. We dubbed them "activities."

Looked at from another perspective, activities are the
specific discrete efforts the grantee makes to achieve a
stated objective. Filing suit to enforce a regulation on
the segregation of juvenile from adult offenders is one
activity. Using the media to arouse public support for the
suit is a second activity. Each of these activities
focuses on different portions of the sequence of events
that is to bring about a desired outcome. Disaggregating
the data to the "activity" level has the advantages of
expanding the sample sizes available for quantitative
analyses, and disentangling the similar events that occur
within and across sites.

In practice, developing a congistent list of
activities using our operational definition is extremely
difficult. Advocacy efforts do not always conform to
clear-cut divisions cf tactics, issues, and targets. The
specific procedures followed to insure the consistent
definition of activities across sites and the validity of
the activity divisions for a given site are described in

Appendix B.

The final data base consisted of 717 activities for
the 22 projects. Process and outcome characteristics were
coded for each of these 717 activities. We looked at
patterns of activities across the entire program using all
717 activities; we also looked at the pattern of activities
for each individual project. 1In the remainder of this
section we describe the key characteristics of advocacy
activities and some of the other aspects of the process
followed by the advocacy grantees.

Issues Addressed by Activities

A very general descriptor of the issue is the sector
or system within which it falls. Certain issues are
routinely associated with specific sectors--for example,
school discipline issues are usually addressed in the
educational sector. There is overlap between systems,
however, particularly the juvenile justice and social
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TABLE 3.1

SECTORS OF PROJECT WORK

Ne. of Percent of

- " SECTOR All Activities All Activities
the social services system in another and may cut across v ' —_— (N=717)
both systems in another. We let the state's designation of :
the system involved dictate which sector we coded,

. Juvenile Justice 192 26.8

Table 3.1 shows that about 27 percent of the project Social Services 110 15.3

activities fall within the juvenile justice sector, another - . 188 26.2
26 percent in the educational sector and 15 percent in the - . Education

social services sector. General activities {those not Juvenile Justice and Social Services 82 . 11.4

: . : . ; . - . . : 1.3
Juvenile justice and social services systems account for Social Services and Education E

Juvenile Justice and Education 20 2.8
Individual projects focused on the following sectors: T All Three/Not Specific to Any Sector 110 15.3
. \ . e e 6 0.8
® Education: Alabama, Arizona-UILP, Georgia, New Other or Unknown ,
Mexico, New York, and Fennsylvania-pPUps; - {Due to rounding error, percentages do not total 100.

® Juvenile justice: California-CCYFC, Ohio, -
Tennessee, and Washington;

® Juvenile justice and social service: Arkansas,
California-Coleman, Delaware, Kentucky, ?
Pennsylvania—JJC; — T

® All three sectors: Arizona-NFa, Florida-Fccy, B
Florida-Ft, Lauderdale, Massachusetts, North
Carolina, Oregon, Wisconsin.

No project focused Primarily on the social services system.

For most of the projects the area of emphasis was - T
consistent with their work Prior to YAP. The exceptions
were Georgia and Tennessee. Georgia seized upon the :
opportunity afforded by Youth Advocacy to expand into the s e
educational sector. The Tennessee project did not exist

before Youth Advocacy.4

To obtain a more precise categorization of project - o
issues, we sorted the list of activity-specific issues into
!
]h 3 TR
4New Mexico had intended to expand into the juvenile
justice sector, but did so only Peripherally. ’
L e
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25 clusters, which were later collapsed into 16.5 The
choice of issues reflects the emphases detailed in the 1980
amendments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. Some of the primary concerns of
the Congress embodied in those amendments are the removal
of status offenders from Secure facilities, the removal of
all juveniles from adult jails, and the provision of
non-secure community-based services as alternatives. Aas
Table 3.2 indicates, these issues account for a large
proportion of the Youth Advocacy activities. More project
activities were concerned with deinstitutionalization and
least restrictive environments for delinquents and status
offenders than for any other single prcblem. When combined
with the related issues of removal of children from jails,
conditions and rights in detention and correctional
facilities, and improved detention criteria, these
activities account for about 22 percent of all project
activities. Other foci of the JJIDP Act, such as improved
system coordination and increased youth involvement,
account for 3.2 percent and 6.9 percent, respectively, of
project activities. The broader emphasis of the Act on
delinquency prevention encompasses virtually all of the
remaining activities.

Three additjonal Federal initiatives appear to have
influenced the issues selected by the projects--the Child
Abuse Prevernition and Treatment Act of 1974, the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980, and the Education
for all Handicapped Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142). The first
attempts to encourage states to improve prevention and
treatment services for child abuse and neglect.
Requirements for participation in the Act include
provisions for confidentiality protections and other
safeguards such as guardians ad litem.6 Eleven Youth
Advocacy activities focused on child abuse reporting and
treatment, nine on confidentiality and access to records,
and nine on guardians ad litem. The Adoption Assistance
and Child Welfare Act of 1980 stresses the pPrevention of
unnecessary separation of parents and children, improved
quality of care and services to families, and reunification
of families, adoption, or other steps toward permanency of

58ince we did not attempt to develop orthogonal categories,
there is some overlap among issues. We coded both a
primary issue and, if appropriate, a secondary issue.

6M. Magri. Legislator's Guide to Youth Services,

Denver: ©National Conference of State Legislatures, 1982,
pp. 81-82,

LS
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TABLE 3.2

PRIMARY ISSUES OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES

School Discipline, Suspension, Due

Process

School Attendance, Drop-out,

Alternative Education

Education for Handicapped/P.L. 94-142
Career Education, Vocational Education,

Other School Programs

Permanency Planning for Foster Care/

P.L. 96-272

Child Abuse Reporting and Treatment

Conditions and Rights~-Social Services,

Mental Health, Educational, Mixed
Facilities

Least Restrictive Environment/

Deinstitutionalization?2

Detention, Separation, Conditions in

Correctional Facilities

., . 3
Judicial Process, Juvenile Code

Discrimination, Equal Opportunity,

Other Issues of Minorities or Females

Integration/Coordination of Systems

Increasing Youth Involvement
General Youth Issues

Other

4

lDue to rounding error, percentages do not add to 100.

2

L4

A more elaborate breakdown of LRE activities by type of youth at issue
is as follows: delinquents--8, status offenders--19, emotionally dis-

turbed-~16, mixed--63.

3Includes 9 Guardian Ad Litem activities.

4Includes 9 activities on confidentiality

Number of al1l

Activities Activitiesl
60 8.5
33 4.6
27 3.8
25 3.5
48 6.8
11 1.5
22 3.1

106 14.9
52 7.3
64 9.0
41 5.8
23 3.2
49 6.9

100 14.1
49 6.9

of records.

Percent of All
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placements.7 Forty—-eight Youth Advocacy activities, or 6.3
percent, focused on permanency planning for children in
foster care. P.L. 94-142 stipulates that participating
states provide full education opportunities to all
handicapped children in the least restrictive environment.
It also provides due process safeguards for the placement
and treatment of handicapped children. Almost 4% of the
youth advocacy activities focused on guaranteeing P.L.
94-142 protections.

Table 3.3 shows the choice of issues by project.
Although none of the projects dealt with all of the issues,
North Carolina, Wisconsin, and to a lesser extent,
California-Coleman and Massachusetts showed a fairly broad
distribution of their activities across the issues. Most
projects were narrower in scope, working on six to eight
issues. And several projects focused almost exclusively on
one or two issues: California-CCYFC focused on securing the
least restrictive environment for youth; Arizona-National
Female Advocacy on discrimination against women; Tennessee
on judicial process improvements; and Alabama on increased
youth involvement. The activities of most of the
educational projects such as Pennsylvania-PUPS, New York,
New Mexico, and Arizona-UILP are clustered in the catgories
of school discipline, attendance, handicapped education,
and other special school programs.

Within each issue category, the projects could tackle
these youth problems from many different angles. For
instance, one project might have approached attendance and
drop-out prevention through the development of alternative
education programs while a second might focus on deleting
policies which allow academic penalties for truancy.

Targets of Activities

The targets that the Youth Advocacy. projects were
trying to influence included elected bodies, administrative
and executive agencies, the courts, local service agencies
and commissions, associations, etc. But for many
activities, particularly those involving education and
training, the most direct target was not an agency or
organization but the public-at-large or some segment of it,
Influencing the public may be seen as a means of ultimately
influencing an existing agency or it may be an end in
itself.

7Ibido[ po 88-

46
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placements.7 Forty-eight Youth Advocacy activities, or 6.8
percent, focused on permanency planning for children in
foster care. P.L. 94-142 stipulates that participating
states provide full education opportunities to all
handicapped children in the least restrictive environment.
It also provides due process safeguards for the placement
and treatment of handicapped children. Almost 4% of the
youth advocacy activities focused on guaranteeing P.L.
94-142 protections.

Table 3.3 shows the choice of issues by project.
Although none of the projects dealt with all of the issues,
North Carolina, Wisconsin, and to a lesser extent,
California-Coleman and Massachusetts showed a fairly broad
distribution of their activities across the issues. Most
projects were narrower in scope, working on six to eight
issues. And several projects focused almost exclusively on
one or two issues: California-CCYFC focused on securing the
least restrictive environment for youth; Arizona-National
Female Advocacy on discrimination against women; Tennessee
on judicial process improvements; and Alabama on increased
youth involvement. The activities of most of the
educational projects such as Pennsylvania-PUPS, New York,
New Mexico, and Arizona-UILP are clustered in the catgories
of school discipline, attendance, handicapped education,
and other special school programs,

Within each issue category, the projects could tackle
these youth problems from many different angles. For
instance, one project might have approached attendance and
drop-out prevention through the development of alternative
education programs while a second might focus on deleting
policies which allow academic penalties for truancy.

Targets of Activities

The targets that the Youth Advocacy projects were
trying to influence included elected bodies, administrative
and executive agencies, the courts, local service agencies
and commissions, associations, etc. But for many
activities, particularly those involving education and
training, the most direct target was not an agency or
organization but the public-at-large or some segment of it,
Influencing the public may be seen as a means of ultimately
influencing an existing agency or it may be an end in
itself.

71bid., p. 88.
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SITES

AL

AZ:
AZ:

AR

CA:
CA:

DE

FL:
FL:

GA
KY
MA
NM
NY
NC

Ohio (n=34)

OR

PA:
PA:

TN
WA
WI

Note:

(n=31)
NFAP
UILP

(n=27)

CCYFC (n=19)
Coleman (n=27)

(n=34)

FCCY (n=36)
Ft. Lauderdale (n=24)

(n=30)
(n=17)
{n=24)
(n=21)
{n=50)
(n=86)

(n=29)

JJc (n=31)
PUPs (n=32)

{n=15)
(n=37)
(n=57)

TOTAL (n=713)
ACTIVITIES

Page 1 of 2

TABLE 3.3

PRIMARY ISSUES ADDRESSED BY PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Attendance/
Alternative

Education Conditions
in 85, Other

Facilities

Restrictive

Handicapped Programs Environment

Discipline

Percentage of Activities
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Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding errors.
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SITES

AL (n=31)

AZ: NFAP (n=46)
AZ: UILP {n=12)
AR (n=27)

CA: CCYFC (n=19)
CA: Colemapn (n=27)
DE (n=34}

FL: FCCY (n=36)

FL: Ft. Lauderdale (n=24)
GA (n=30)

KY (n=17)

MA (n=24)

NM. (n=21)

NY (n=50)

NC (n=86)

Chio (n=34)

OR (n=23)

PA: JJC (n=31)
PA: PUPs (n=32)
TN (n=15)

WA (n=37)

WI (n=57)

TOTAL (n=713)
ACTIVITIES

Note: Percentages may not add to 100

Page 2 of 2
TABLE 3.3 (Continued)
PRIMARY ISSUES ADDRESSED BY PROJECT ACTIVITIES
Judicial
Detention, Process, Increased General
Correctional Juvenile Coordination Youth Youth All
Conditions Code of Systemsg Discrimination 1Involvement Issues Other Issues
Percentage of Activities

0 0 0 0 38.7 45.2 0 100.0
2.2 0 0 69.6 4.3 4.3 4.3 100.0
0 0 0 16.7 8.3 0 0 100.0

0 33.0 0 0 11.1 22.2 3.7 100.0
5.3 0 0 0 0 15.8 5.3 100.0
0 0 3.7 11.1 3.7 14.8 11.1 100.0
11.8 8.8 23.5 0 2.9 2.9 5.9 100.0
16.7 5.6 0 0 2.8 13.9 0 100.0
o] 12.5 0 0 8.3 20.8 4.2 100.0

0 0 0 0 3.3 43.3 3.3 100.0
11.8 23.5 0 0 0 5.9 0 100.0
12.5 16.7 0 4.2 4.2 4.2 25.0 100.0
0 4.8 0 4.8 4.8 9.5 14.3 100.0

0 0 0 2,0 4.0 2.0 14.0 100.0
5.8 2.3 2.3 0 4.7 12.8 4.7 100.0
11.8 17.6 0 0 5.9 17.6 8.8 100.0
13.8 17.2 6.9 0 13.8 10.3 10.3 100.0
9.7 6.5 0 0 6.5 25.8 12.9 100.0
0 1] 12.5 0 9.4 9.4 15.6 100.0
13.3 53.3 0 0 6.7 20.0 0 100.0
10.8 18.9 13.5 0 13.5 8.1 v} 100.0
25.5 15.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 11.8 5.9 100.0
7.3 9.0 3.2 5.8 7.0 14.2 6.9 100.0

because of rounding errors.
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We drew a distinction between "immediate" and
"ultimate" targets. An immediate target was the group that
the project was attempting to influence directly while an
ultimate target was the final "locus of decision-making"8
for the policy changes sought by the projects. The
ultimate and immediate targets were frequently the same.
They were different when the project approached a problem
through an intermediary. For instance, the project may
have worked with budget staff in the Department of Social
Services in order to eventually push for a higher
appropriation for foster care services. 1In this case the
Department of Social Services was the immediate target and
the state legislature was the ultimate target.

Table 3.4 shows the distribution of project activities
across state, local, and other targets. Roughly a third of
the activities directly targeted state agencies and
organizations, 30% local agencies, and 38% public or
multiple agencies. Within these general clusters, efforts
directed at the public accour:ted for 13% of the activities,
the highest proportion in any category except for "multiple
targets." Other popular immediate targets were the
legislature or legislative committees (12%), the Department
or Division of Social Services (5.2%), local boards of
education (8.5%), service providers or individual
facilities (5.8%), and parents and students (9.2%). In
contrast to these immediate targets, there were more
activities with state agencies and organizations as
ultimate targets and fewer activities with the public as
the ultimate target. This shift in the distribution of
activities reflects the choice of indirect methods where
the project works through the public to reach the ultimate
target.

The distribution of each project's activities across
the various ultimate target agencies is shown in Table 3.5.
For four of the projects--Massachusetts, Kentucky,
Florida-FCCY, and Delaware--the ultimate target agencies
were predominantly at the state level. These four projects
all had a centralized staff and were located in the state
capital, where they had access to the legislature and state
social services departments, their usual targets.
Conversely, five of the projects--Alabama, Arizona-UILP,

8Alfred J. Kahn, Sheila B. Kamerman, & Brenda G. McGowan.
Child Advocacy: Report of a National Baseline Study.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, 1975, p. 98.
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AGENCIES TARGETED BY THE PROJECTS

IMMEDIATE TARGETS ULTIMATE TARGETS

No. of All % of All No. of All % of All
TARGETS Activities Activities Activities Activities
(N=696) (N=696)
STATE
Legislature 83 11.9 91 13.1
Bd./Dept. of Education 10 01.4 14 2.0
Dept./Div. of Corrections 20 2.9 16 2.3
Dept./Div. of Social Services 36 5.2 42 6.0
Dept./Div. of Youth Services 22 3.2 30 4.3
Judiciary 2 14 2.0 14 2.0
Other Executive Agency 12 1.7 17 2.4
Association/Commission 20 2.9 19 2.7
(Total State Targets) (217) (31.2) (243) £34,8)
LOCAL 3
City/County Government 11 1.6 12 1.7
Bd, /Dept. of Education 59 8.5 92 13.2
Individual School 30 4.3 54 7.8
ég Dept./Div. of Social Services1 21 3.0 24 3.4
Judiciary 21 3.0 25 3.6
Association/Commission 19 2.7 8 1.1
Service Providers/Facilities 40 5.8 25 3.6
Other Local Agencies 7 1.0 - ——
(Total lLocal Targets) (208) (29.9) (240) (34.4)
OTHER
General Public/Media 91 13.1 67 9.6
Students and Parents 64 9.2 3o 4.3
Multiple Targets 9 14.2 116 16.7
Other4 17 2.4 - .
{Total Other) (271) £38.9) (213) (30.6)

lCategory includes Division of Mental Health.

2 .
Category includes Governor's Office, Attorney General, more than one

agency.

3Category includes City Council, Board of Supervisors, Police Department, Sheriff's Repartment.

4 . . . ) R . N “ . .
Cateaorv includes Bureau of TIndian Affairs, Foundations, Attorneys, Natlonal Level sService Providers.
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Table 3.5

Page 1 of 3
ULTIMATE TARGET ‘AGENCIES BY PROJECT
STATE LEVEL AGENCIES
Board/
Dept. of Dept/Div of Dept/Div of Dept/Div of
SITES Legislature Education Corrections . Soc. Servs. Yonth Services Judiciary - Other*
Percentage of Activities
Alabama (n=29) "0 0 o} o} o} 0 0
Arizona NFAP (n=41) 7.3 0 0 0 7.3 0 9.7
Arizona UILP {(n=12) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.3
Arkansas {(n=20) 23.1 0 0 15.4 3.8 0 0
California CCYFC (n=20) 0 0 15.0 0 0 0 0
California Coleman (n=26) 0 0 0 7.7 0 0 0
Delaware (n=34) 11.8 0 17.6 26.5 2.9 il.8 17.7
Florida FCCY (n=36) 36.1 4] 5.6 5.6 11.1 2.8 5.6
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24) 16.7 0 0 4.2 4.2 0 0
Georgia (n=28) 14.3 21.4 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky (n=17) 5.9 0 5.9 41.2 5.9 11.8 11.8
Massachusgetts (n=23) 17.4 8.7 13.0 26.1 0 4.3 21.7
New Mexico (n=21) 9.5 0 0 0 8] 4.8
New York (n=50) 0 6.0 0 2.0 .0 0 0
North Carolina (n==85) 11.8 1.2 i 1.2 3.5 1.2 7.1
Ohio (n=34) 14.7 0 2.9 o 0 0 0
Oregon (n=29) 17.2 3.4 0 0 20.7 3.4 3.4
Pennsylvania JJC (n=29) 24.1 0 0 0 20.7 0 3.4
Pennsylvania PUPS (n=32) 0 3.1 0 0 0 0 0
Tennessee (n=14) 28.6 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Washington (n=37) 18.9 0 0 5.4 0 2.7 8.1
Wisconsin (n=49) 24.5 0 0 14.3 8.2 6.1 8.2
TOTAL (n=696} 13.1 2.0 2.3 6.0 4.3 2.0 5.1

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding errors.
* Includes "Other Executive Agencies" and "Associations and Commissions"
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TABLE 3.5 page 2 of 3

ULTIMATE TARGET AGENCIES BY PROJECT (Cont'd.)

LOCAL LEVEL AGENCIES

Service Dept/Div of
City/County  Board/Dept of Individual Association/ Providers/ Social
SITES Government Education school Judiciary Commision Facilities Services
percentage of Activities
Alabama (n=29) 0 6.9 3.4 0 0 0 0
Arizona NFAP (N=41) 2.4 0 2.4 2.4 4.9 12.2 0
Arizona UILP (n=12) 0 0 33.3 0 8.3 0 0
Arkansas (n=28) o} 0 0 7.7 3.8 0 0
california CCYPFC (n=20) 15.0 0] 0 0 10.0 5.0 0
california Coleman (n=26) 3.8 3.8 0 0 0 3.8 11.5
pDelaware (n=34) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Florida FCCY (n=136) o} 5.6 G o] 0 0 0
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24)} 4.2 12.5 4.2 4,2 0 20.8 0
Georgia (n=28) o] 7.1 10.7 0 0 0 0
Kentucky (n=17) 0 0 0 0 (4} 0
Massachusetts (n=23) 0 4.3 0 0 0 0 0
o1 New Mexico (n=21) 0 61.9 4.8 0 0 0 0
o New York (n=50) 2.0 58.0 20.0 o] (o} 0 0
North Carolina (n=85) 2.4 4.7 9.4 2.4 ] 3.5 24.7
Ohioc (n=34) 0 2.9 0 8.8 0 8.8 0
Oregon (n=29) 4] 0 o} 6.9 0 6.9 0
pennsylvania JJC (n=29) 3.4 0 3.4 6,9 3.4 6.9 0
pennsylvania PUPS (n=32) 6.3 43.8 28.1 3.1 3.1 0 0
Tennessee (n=14) 0 0 0 21.4 0 0 0
washington - (n=37) 0 5.4 8.1 5.4 0 2.7 0
Wisconsin (n=49) 0 0 8.2 8.2 0 4.1 2.0
TOTAL (n=696) 1.7 13.2 7.8 3.6 1.1 3.6 3.4
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Alabama (n=29)

Arizona NFAP (n=41)
Arizona UILP

Arkansas (n=26)
California CQYFQ (n=20)
California Colemar
Delaware (n=34)

Florida FCCY {n=36)
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24)
Georgia (n=28)

Kentucky (n=17)
Massachusetts {n=23)

New Mexico (n=21)

New York (n=50)

North Carolina (n=85)

Ohio (n=34)

Oregon (n=29)
Pennsylvania JJc (n=29)
Pennsylvania PUPS (n=32)
Tennessee (n=14)
Washington (n=37)
Wisconsin (n=49)

TABLE

3.5

Page 3 of 3
ULTIMATE TARGET AGENCIES BY PROJECT (Cont'd.)
OTHER LEVEL -~
General Students Multiple
Public/Media & Parents Targets Other
Percentages of Activities
0 0 o} 3.4
17.1 2.4 24.4 7.3
0 33.3 o] 16.7
26.9 11.5 7.7 0
10.0 0 45.0 o]
23.1 0 26.9 19,2
2.9 2.9 5.9 0
5.6 o 8.3 5.6
8.3 8.3 8.3 4.2
35.1 7.1 3.6 0
11.8 0 5.9 0 :
0 0 4.3 0 T
4.8 0 14.3 0
4.0 2.0 6.0 @
10.6 7.1 7.1 2.4 )
8.8 0 50.0 2.9
3.4 3.4 27.6 3.4 N
6.9 3.4 6.9 10.3 B
3.1 6.3 0 3.1
21.4 0 21.4 0
13.5 8.1 18.9 2.7 :
2.0 6.1 10.2 0
9.6 4.3 12.8 3.9

TOTAL (n=696)
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New York, California-Coleman, and Pennsylvania-PUPS--~
concentrated their efforts on local target agencies and the
public and directed little attention to the state level.
Four of these projects focused on educational issues; their
targets were generally local Boards of Education, school
administrators, or parents and students.

California-Coleman was the exception. Most of its
activities were directed toward the local social services
or mental health departments, the general public, and mixed
audiences. The remainder of the projects distributed their
efforts across state agencies, local agencies, the public
and mixed groups. The specific agencies involved varied,
but state and local departments of social services or
departments with both social services and corrections under
their umbrella, the legislature, Boards of Education, mixed
audiences and the public were common targets. A popular
model with projects in this group was to establish central
staff in the state capital but to use local level
representatives (either subcontractors, a network of
volunteers, or satellite project staff) to interact with
local officials.

An integral part of advocacy is the process of
identifying appropriate contacts at target agencies,
obtaining access to them, and developing cooperative
working relationships. Most of the Youth Advocacy projects
had already worked cooperatively with a number of the
target agencies prior to Youth Advocacy. Table 3.6 shows
the project directors' ratings of their prior relationships
with target agencies. For 88 percent of the activities
there had been a prior relationship with the target agency.
About half of these were described as supportive. Overall
the agencies with which the projects had the best previous
record were the state judiciary, state legislatures, local
baords of education and social services departments, and
state and local commissions and associations. Agencies
with which they had not worked well previously were the
divisions of youth services, individual schools, and local
service providers.

These same ratings by project directors of prior
relationships with target agencies are broken out by
project in Table 3.7. Only Washington, Arizona-NFA, and
Tennessee reported they had no pre-YAP relationship with a
substantial number of their target agencies. When previous
relationships existed, they were typically supportive; only
three projects--Arizona-NFA, Arizona-UILP and
Pennsylvania-PUPS--described more of their target agency
relationships as non-supportive than supportive.
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TABLE 3.6

1
RATINGS OF PRE-YAP PROJECT RELATIONSHIP WITH PRIMARY TARGET AGENCY

Immediate Target Agency

State

Legislature (n=68)

Board/Department of Education (n=6)
Department/Division of Corrections (n=19)
Department/Division of Social Services (n=32)
Department/Division of Youth services (n=20)
Judiciary (n=10)

Other Executive Agency (n=8)
Association/Commission (n=10)

(State Total) (n=173)

Local

[y
(S2}

Ccity/County Government (n=5)

Board/Department of Education (n=47)
Individual School (n=17)

Department/Division of Social Services (n=13)
Judiciary (n=18)

Association/Commission (n=6)

Service Providers (n=15)

(Local Total) (n=121)

Relationship Relationship Relationship
Rated Rated Rated No Pre-YAP
Not Supportive Neutral Supportive Relationship

N il A N 3 N3 N
9 14.1 11 17.2 36 50.0 12 18.8 100.1
0 0.0 3 50.0 0 0.0 3 50.0 100.0
5 26.3 3 15.8 9 47.4 2 10.5 100.0
6 18.8 10 31.3 14 43.7 2 6.3 100.1
8 40.0 3 15.0 9 45.0 0 0.0 100.0
2 20.0 1 10.0 7 70.0 0 0.0 100.0
1 12.5 2 25.0 5 62.5 o] 0.0 100.0
1 10.0 0 0.0 6 60.0 3 30.0 1060.0

(32) (18.5) (33) (19.1) (86) (49.7) (22) (12.7) (100.0)
1 20.0 1 20.0 3 60.0 0 0.0 100.0
13 27.6 1 2.1 32 68.1 1 2.1 99.9
8 47.0 2 11.8 5 29.4 2 11.8 100.0
0 0.0 4 30.8 9 69.3 0 0.0 100.1
3 16.7 3 16.7 8 44.5 4 22.2 100.1
0 0.0 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 100.0
6 40.0 0 0.0 3 20.0 6 40.0 100.0

(31) (25.6) (13) (10.7) (63) (52.1) (14) (11.e6) (100.0)

1 Note that the N's (number of target agencies) are relatively small for these tables, because project director
ratings were not available for all immediate target agencies nor for immediate targets like the general public,

parents/students, mixed groups, etc.
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TABLE 3.7
RATINGS OF -
PRE-YAP PROJECT RELATIONSHIP TO TARGET AGENCIES BY PROJECTl
(N=325)
- Relationship Relationship Relatinnship |
Sites Siated got Rated Rated NO Pre-YAP
pportive Neutral Supportive Relationship
N s N & N & N &
Alabama MD MD o
Arizo | o
Arizog: Siié 5 23.8 4 19.0 4 19.0 SD ;
Arkeon2 5 62.5 0 0 2 25'0 1 e
. : : . 12.5
Cal%fornia CCYFC 0 0 g s . 5 e : e
California Coleman MD MD ° . 100-0 . °
Delaware 5
e 0 0 7 28.0 18 72.0 gD 0
Flor+da FCCy 4 22.2 1 5.6 11
: l.a Ft. Laud. 4 28.6 2 14.3 8 e : Mot
eor ;
Kentzl; 5 5 : : . 57.2 0 0
ry . 0.0 0 109.0 0 0
Massachusetts 8 44 .4 9 5 ° : °0.°
gew gex;co 0 0] 1 32'2 g ° : %°
o . 66.
North Carolina ; a3 ; ° > o g 7 :
3 6.7 7 15.6 24 53'3 ! "t
o . . 11 24.4
orenon ; 28.6 1 14.3 3 42.9 1
Feinoy Lvans 31.3 4 25.0 5 P
ania JJC 0 5 . o : 12.3
gennsylvania PUPS 8 57.1 0] 4167 . o : °
w::;:ss:s 1 - 0 0 g 28.86 2 14.3
Hashington 1 7.1 1 7.1 3 SO -
i n 12 44.4 2 7.4 13 ié.ﬁ ; o3
TOTAL . i i
6
3 19.4 49 15.1 165 50.8 48 14.8

MD = Missing Data

1
Note

tables, because j {re
Project director rati
target a i : - 1ngs were not availab ; ;
stug gencies nor for immediate targets like the . for.all mmedlate
ents, mixed groups, etc. general public, parents/

56

Projects appeared to have had supportive relationships
with agencies in all three sectors—-—-educational, social
services and juvenile justice. (See Appendix A, Table
3.1). Although the conventional wisdom is that school
systems are more difficult targets of advocacy than other
systems, the Youth Advocacy projects had supportive
relationships with local school boards or Departments of
Education for 68 percent of the activities targeted at
those groups. However, the problem may be with individual
schools rather than the upper echelons of school
management. Youth Advocacy relationships with individual
schools had been poor; for almost half the activities the
relationship between the project and an individual school

was rated as uncooperative.

Advocates have two theories of the proper level to
approach within a target agency.9 One theory holds that
the ‘lower levels of the bureaucracy should be approached
first because they are more receptive to change, closer to
the service populations, and more removed from "politics."
In addition, advocacy efforts which fail at lower levels
can be redirected toward the upper echelons. 1In contrast,
the second theory holds that upper level staff should be
approached first since they have control over a wider range
of policies and the authority to change policies.

The Youth Advocacy projects did not appear to
consistently follow either approach. For many activities,
the project merely elected to deal with staff with whom
they had worked previously or staff known to be progressive
and receptive to advocacy efforts at whatever level they
happened to be. The choice of level appeared to be of
secondary importance to the personalities involved.

Tactics of Activities

In addition to the choice of issue and target group,; a
key component of a project's approach is its tactics. For
this evaluation, we considered tactics to be more specific

than an overall project strategy for resolving an issue
(strategies are composed of combinations of tactics) and
less specific than a one-time event (such as writing a
report). The projects used eleven distinct tactics in

their efforts to affect youth policies:

9Nntes summarizing the discussions during a September 1981
cluster conference of Youth Advocacy grantees in

Washington, D.C.

)7




Research: activities intended to develop new or

updated knowledge about a particular issue.

Education: activities intended to increase the

amount of information that non-project people
have about either the Youth Advocacy Project or
the problems that youth face in the criminal
justice, educational, or social services systems.

Coalition-building: activities designed to

identify, educate, and mobilize groups or
individuals around an issue or issues,

Training and technical assistance: activities

designed to teach individuals or organizations a
particular skill, methodology or area of
expertise.

Administrative negotiations: activities
involving personal contacts between project staff
and others (usually representatives of public
agencies) for the purpose of affecting policies,
practices, and procedures.

Litigation: activities that challenge the

legality of a law, administrative regqulation, or
practice through the courts or through formal
administrative hearings.

Statute revision: activities ccnducted to

identify the need for, develop, and pass
legislation at the state, local, or national
level.

Monitoring legislative activity: activities

designed to identify youth-related legislation,
to analyze the impact on youth, and to
disseminate this information to individuals and
organizations.

Monitoring/inspecting for compliance: activities
designed to identify problems in on-going agency
cpeiations and to ensure that promised revisions
are implemented.

Case advocacy: activities in which an
individual's criminal justice, human services, or
educational problem is pursued and a resolution
sought. '

-

i

i

® Service development or provision: activities
that provide direct services to youth, or develop
specific plans and funding arrangements for a
direct service.l0

In addition, two combinations of these tactics appeared so
frequently as to warrant their treatment as separate
tactics. They are the research and education combination
and the education and coalition~building combination.

Table 3.8 shows the distribution of program tactics
for all project activities. Education was the single most
popular tactic, accounting for 21 percent of the activities
by itself and 38 percent, when used in combination with
coalition-building and research. Training and technical
assistance, administrative negotiation, and statute
revision were also frequently employed tactics. Projects
used coalition-building, litigation, monitoring and
inspecting for compliance, research,; and service
developiment/provision more sparingly. Case advocacy was
the primary tactic for only three percent of the
activities. This is not surprising since the Youth
Advocacy Program Announcement had stipulated that case
advocacy was an acceptable strategy only when used as a
supplement to class advocacy efforts.

The projects had been requested to be extremely
careful in their statute revision efforts so as to avoid
overstepping the permissable bounds. Most of the 69
statute revision activities involved presenting information
to both the public and the legislators on the potential
effects of a legislative change, 'Some of the older
projects such as Wisconsin, Florida-FCCY, and
Pennsylvania-JJC had a reputation with legislators and
legislative staff for providing timely and accurate
information on juvenile issues. Consequently legislators
would request information and/or ask that these groups
testify at hearings. . Since amendments to the JJDP Act in
1980 stipulated that communications with legislative
officials were acceptable when they had been requested,

10In our usage, litigation and case advocacy on behalf of
specific youth were classified separately from service
provision, although we recognize that in a broader sense
these too might be considered direct services., Qur
category of service development/provision includes services
like emergency shelter, operation of a familiy counseling
program, etc.
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TACTIC
Research
Research and Education

Education

Education and Coalition Building

Coalition Building

Training and Technical Assistance

Administrative Negotiation

Litigation

Statute Revision

Monitoring Legislative Activity

TABILE 3.8

Monitoring/Inspecting for Compliance

Case Advocacy

Service Development/Provision

Other

TOTAL .

PROGRAM TACTICS

No. of All

Activities

29
56
140

14

———,

683

*Due to rounding errors, percentages do not total 100.0.

Percent of All

Activities*

4.2
8.2
20.5
8.9
a.s
9.1
13.3
" 6.0
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1.2
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projects which were sought out by legislators were secure
that their actions would not be construed as lobbying.
Projects such as Kentucky that conducted most of their
legislative work via participation on commissions and task
forces used the same "request" guideline in determining
acceptable limits. In most cases the simple request to
participate on an official task force was adequate to
ensure that the projects were acting legally.

The distribution of activities employing each of these
tactics across the 22 projects is shown in Table 3.9. The
most obvious information provided by this table is that the
majority of the projects employed all but one or two of the
tactics for at least some of their activities.

The less frequent use of litigation may be explained
by two factors--the technical expertise required and the
adversarial nature of the tactic. Most of the ten projects
which did not have any litigation activities did not have
any attorneys on their own staff or on the subcontractor's
staff. One exception was North Carolina, which had two
attorneys in the central office, but was prevented from
litigating because of its status as a governmental agency.
Most of the projects emphasized techniques which require
cooperation with target agency personnel such as public
education, administrative negotiation, ' and
coalition-building. It was a common assumption among many
projects that entering into litigation would be
counterproductive. Even projects employing litigation
tended to reserve it for problems which they were unable to
resolve by other means. 1In Delaware, which used it as a
primary tactic in 5.9% of its activities, the project
director stated that he viewed "litigation as a last
resort. Why fight them (Bureau of Juvenile Corrections and
Family Court) if you can accomplish objectives through
negotiation." 1In New York, which used litigation in 18.4%
of its activities, the project director stated that
"litigation was the only way to resolve certain issues."
Even Massachusetts, which employed litigation for 34.8% of
its activities, routinely attempted to negotiate a solution
to observed violations before attempting to litigate.
However, the project director stated that advocacy could
not be successful without at least the threat of
litigation.

Coalition-building was used by more projects in
conjunction with public education than as a separate
tactic. All projects, except for Kentucky and
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TABLE 3.9

TYPE OF TACTICS USED BY PROJECTS*

&
Bldg.

& Educa.
Coal.

Educa.

Statute

Assis.
& Training

Tech.

Admin,

OTHER**

Coal. Bldg.

Research Research

Revision

Litiga.

Educa.

Nego.

SITES

PERCENTAGE OF ACTIVITIES

58.1

3.

Alabama (n=31)

10.9

34.8

Arizona NFAP (n=46)
Arizona UILP (n=12)

Arkansas (n=27)

16.7

25.0

11

™~

29.6
45

20.0

15.0

=20)

California CCYFC (n

14.8 29.8

=27}

California Coleman (n

26.5

Delaware (n=34)

16.7

27

22.
12

16.7

36)

Laud.

Georgia (n=30)

Florida Fccy (n
Florida Ft.

9

24.
10.

25

16.7

(n=24)

10.0

13.3

13.3

10.0
17

3.
11.8

26.7
11

23.5

=17)

Kentucky (n

34.8

Massachusetts (n=23)
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Massachusetts, had some coalition efforts. And even these
projects worked informally with a number of groups on
issues of mutual concern. The term coalition covered a
broad range of phenomena. At one extreme it consisted of
an ad hoc group of individuals or organizations mobilized

to suppeort a given issue. At the other extreme, a
coalition was a structured conglomerate of individuals and
agencies with a formal commitment to specific goals. The
different types of coalitions served different functions.
The ad hoc coalition appeared to be particularly useful in
supporting statute revision activities. More structured
coalitions tended to be developed by advocates who wanted
to monitor policy implementation and institutionalization.
For some of the advocacy organizations, such as the Oregon
Youth Work Alliance and the Pennsylvania Juvenile Justice
Center, the structured coalition was a means of
institutionalizing their efforts.

In Year 1 and Year 3 of the YA program, 'we asked sites
to identify organizations which they considered to be
members of their coalition or network. These data are
shown in Table 3.10. A few of the projects--North
Carolina, QOregon, Pennsylvania-JJC, and Wisconsin--named
over 100 coalition groups. At the other extreme, three of
the sites--Alabama, Kentucky, and Tennessee--named fewer

than 10.

For all but four projects, the membership of the
support network fluctuated by 12 percent or more during the
life of the project. Some of the sites showed increases in
the number of coalition members. Florida-FCCY showed by
far the greatest increase with their network expanding from
38 to 312 members. The dramatic jump reflected several
years of work in establishing a statewide "legislative
information network." Six sites showed noticeable
decreases in the coalition membership. Several projects
intentionally pared down their networks in order to
concentrate on those organizations which had provided
active support. Other projects suffered at least some
coalition member attrition because many organizations
closed in the difficult economic times. 1In another
instance, the reduction in a subcontractor's role accounted
for a decline in coalition size in Year 3.

In addition to identifying the coalition members,; we
asked project directors to estimate the amount of contact
they had with each coalition member and to rate the
strength of the relationship on a 5-point scale (1
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TABLE 3.9

TYPE OF TACTICS USED BY PROJECTS*

Admin, Tech, Assis. Statute Educa. & Educa. &
SITES Nego. Educa. & Training Litiga. Revision Research Research Coal. Bldg. Coal. Bldg. OTHER**

PERCENTAGE OF ACTIVITIES

Alabama (n=31l) 3.2 6.5 3.2 o] 4] 0 4] 58.1 19.4 9.6
Arizona NFAP (n=46) 8.7 34.8 10.9 0 2.2 4] 8.7 2.2 8.7 23.8
Arizona UILP (n=12) 25.0 8.3 16.7 8.3 0 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.5
Arkansas (n=27) 7.4 29.6 3.7 3.7 11.1 7.4 11.1 3.7 7.4 14.9
California CCYFC (n=20) 0 45.0 15.0 0 2.9 4] 5.0 20.0 0] 12.1
California Coleman (n=27) 14.8 29.8 7.4 o] 7.4 3.7 1.1 3.7 7.4 14.7
Delaware (n=34) 11.8 11.8 8.8 5.9 8.8 26.5 5.9 0 20.5
Florida FCCY (n=36) 16.7 22.2 0 11,1 27.8 0 5.6 16.7 o 0
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24) 16.7 12.5 4.2 8.3 25.0 4.2 [4] 4.2 0 24.9
Georgia (n=30) 0 26.7 6.7 3.3 10.0 6.7 13.3 13.3 10,0 10.0
Kentucky {(n=17) 23.5 11.8 5.9 11.8 17.6 0 29.4 0 0 0
Massachusetts (n=23) 21.7 8.7 o 34.8 21.7 4.3 0 o 4] 8.8
New Mexico (n=21) 9.5 23.8 38.1 0 0 4.8 4.8 0 9.5 9.5
New York (n=49) 16.3 18.4 6.1 18.4 6.1 6.1 2.0 8.2 6.1 12.3
North Carolina (n=86) 15.1 22.1 5.8 0 5.8 8.1 5.8 4.7 ] 32.6
Ohio (n=34) 14,7 20.6 11.8 2.9 2.9 o] 17.6 14.7 o] 14.8
)] Oregon (n=29) o] 10.3 17.2 13.8 10.3 3.4 17.2 6.9 4] 20.9
[\)
Pennsylvania JJC (n=31) 12.9 29.0 12.9 0 12.9 6.5 4] 12.9 0 12.9
Pennsylvania PUPS (n=31) 22,6 19.4 o 0 0 6.5 3.2 12.9 16.1 19.3
Tennessee (n=37) 0 26.7 20.0 0 26.7 6.7 13.3 6.7 0 0
Washington (n=37) 21.6 27.0 2.7 0 8.1 8.1 8.1 16.2 2.7 5.
Wisconsin '(n=50) 14.0 4.0 16.0 22.0 18.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 10.0
TOTAL (n=710) 12.8 20.4 8.7 6.5 9.9 4.2 8.0 9.9 4.5 15.1

* Because of differences in definition, AIR's designation of tactics may differ from the project's, particularly for some of the cateqories
such as "education" versus "training and technical assistance" and "education and coalition building" versus "coalition-building."

** For the purposes of presentation, the categories of monitoring legislation, case advocacy, and service provision have been combined with
the more general "other" category.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Massachusetts, had some coalition efforts, And even these
projects worked informally with a number of groups on
issues of mutual concern. The term coalition covered a
broad range of phenomena. At one extreme it consisted of
an ad hoc group of individuals or organizations mobilized
Lo support a given issue. At the other extreme, a
coalition was a structured conglomerate of individuals and
agencies with a formal commitment to specific goals. The
different types of coalitions served different functions.
The ad hoc coalition appea.’ed to be particularly useful in
supporting statute revision activities. More structured
coalitions tended to be developed by advocates who wanted
to monitor policy implementation and institutionalization.
For some of the advocacy organizations, such as the Oregon
Youth Work Alliance and the Pennsylvania Juvenile Justice
Center, the structured coalition was a means of
institutionalizing their efforts.

In Year 1 and Year 3 of the YA program, we asked sites
to identify organizations which they considered to be
members of their coalition or network. These data are
shown in Table 3.10. A few of the projects--North
Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania-JJC, and Wisconsin--named
over 100 coalition groups. At the other extreme, three of
the sites--Alabama, Kentucky, and Tennessee--named fewer
than 10.

For all but four projects, the membership of the
support network fluctuated by 12 percent or more during the
life of the project. Scme of the sites showed increases in
the number of coalition members. Florida-FCCY showed by
far the greatest increase with their network expanding from
38 to 312 members. The dramatic jump reflected several
vears of work in establishing a statewide "legislative
information network." Six sites showed noticeable
decreases in the coalition membership. Several projects
intentionally pared down their networks 'in order to
concentrate on those organizations which had provided
active support. Other projects suffered at least some
coalition member attrition because many organizations
closed in the difficult economic times, In another
instance, the reduction in a subcontractor's role accounted
for a decline in coalition size in Year 3.

In addition to identifying the coalition members, we
asked project directors to estimate the amount of contact
they had with each coalition member and to rate the
strength of the relationship on a 5~point scale (1
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TABLE 3.10

NUMBER OF COALITION MEMBERS BY PROJECT

SITES

Alabama

Arizona NFAP
Arizona UILP
Arkansas
California CCYFC
California Coleman
Delaware

Florida FCCY
Florida Ft. Laud.
Georgia

Kentucky
Massachusetts
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

Ohio**

Oregon
Pennsylvania JJC
Pennsylvania PUPS
Tennessee
Washington
Wisconsin

TOTAL

%
Data not available.
%* %

Year 1 Year 3 Change
N N [
6 * *
61 62 1.6
19 24 26.3
26 30 15.4
75 * *
25 16 -36.0
17 12 -29.4
38 312 721.1
37 50 35.1
60 * *
8 9 12.5
17 17 0
59 11 -81.3
88 86 - 2.3
127 153 20.5
83 50 -39.8
109 94 -13.8
153 194 26.8
62 63 1.6
8 12 50.0
57 64 12.3
247 153 -38.1
1382 1412 2.2

Includes data provided by a major subcontractor.

indicating a weak relationship, 5 indicating a strong one).
The average number of monthly contacts the youth advocacy
programs made with each coalition member was 3.3 in the
first year. It was slightly higher, 3.9, for coalition
members with whom they had "strong" relationships. 1In the
third year, the average number of monthly contacts across
all coalition members dropped to 2.5, while the average
among strong coalition members only fell to 3.7. For about
half the sites, over 50% of the coalition membership
consisted of groups with which the organization felt it had
strong ties.

One useful means of classifying tacticvs is by the
degree to which a project relies upon direct versus
indirect means of influencing key decision-makers. This
criterion was used by Berry (1977) in his typology of the
advocacy methods used by public interest groups.ll He
identified three methods. The first is characterized by
direct communication between advocates and government
officials; it would include the tactics of litigation,
statute revision, administrative negotiation,
monitoring/inspecting for compliance, and case advocacy.
The second method is to promote constituent intervention in
the governmental process on behalf of the advocacy cause
through coalition-building or training and technical
assistance. - The third is to indirectly influence
governmental policy by altering public opinion through
community education and research. Any combination of these
methods can be applied to a specific problem.

The Youth Advocacy projects tended to prefer the
direct over the indirect methods. As Table 3.11 indicates,
for more than two-thirds of the activities, direct tactics
were the primary methods employed. Administrative
negotiation, statute revision, litigation, and case
advocacy were always classified as direct; training and
technical assistance, monitoring, education, and
coalition-building were classified as direct only if there
was an identifiable target agency (as opposed to the
general public) and if there was personal contact
(telephone or face-to-face) between the project and the

agency.

Many of the activities whose primary tactic was
direct, also employed indirect methods such as research,

llJeffrey M. Berry, Lobbying for the People. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1977.
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TABLE 3.11

TYPE OF ACTIVITY TACTIC BY SECTOR

Activities by Sector

Juvenile Social Juvenile Justice Other Total

Type of Tactic Justice Services Education & Social Services! combinations?
N L N L N A N L N ) 3 N )
Direct Tactic (n=371) 107 77.0 76 85.4 99 64.3 54 90.0 a5 37.6 371 69.3
Indirect Tactic .(n=164) 32 23.0 13 14.6 55 35.7 6 10.0 58 62.4 164 130.7
Totals 139 100.0 89 100.0 154 100.0 60 100.0 93 100.0 535 100.0

Indicates activities that jointly involved the juvenile justice and social services sectors.

Indicates activities that involved other combinations of gectors.
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education and coalition-building as supplements or preludes
to the direct work. These indirect tactics in a sense laid
the groundwork for the application of more direct methods;
the research efforts provided the information and data to
substantiate system problems. Coalition-building efforts
provided the support to press for change. O0On the other
hand, use of indirect tactics as the final and primary
method of accomplishing change was not the youth advocacy
model preferred by the sites.

The indirect tactics surfaced primarily with
activities in the educational sector or with activities
that involved miscellaneous combinations of sectors. 1In
the educational sector, training and education of
constituent groups was used typically as a means of
ultimately influencing the school system. For many of the
activities that cut across all sectors, the education and
training was seen as an end in itself with an informed
public as the goal. Presumably, the rationale for
educating or training citizens 1s that they will influence
the system at some point, but the projects did not always
articulate this long-range objective.

Styles of Implementing Tactics

While choices of tactics are interesting in
themselves, the "style" or manner in which the tactics are
employed is also relevant. 1In our terminology, style
refers primarily to the degree of confrontation employed by
the prcject, which may be a function of the timing of the
tactics, the ordering of the tactics, or the personality
characteristics of project staff. A tactic such as
litigation is inherently more confrontational than
education, for example, but there is still room for
considerable variation within some tactics. For instance,
administrative negotiations can be conducted privately with
a handful of people politely expressing their views on a
situation, or they can be conducted in a public forum with
advocates angrily accusing the target agency of some
wrongdoing. The intent in the latter situation is to
embarrass the agency and to generate greater external
pressure for change. The intent in the former is to
convince reasonable individuals within the target agency
and to enlist thelr support in pursuing changes. A few
target agencies would percelive any project action conducted
in any public fashion as confrontational.
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The youth advocacy projects preferred the cooperative,
non-confrontational style of advocacy. Table 3.12 shows
our ratings of project style of advocacy for each activity.
For sixty-eight percent of the activities the advocacy
style was rated persuasive and non-confrontational. For
only 10 percent of the activities the style was considered
to be adversarial or confrontational and for the remaining
22 percent it was neutral. There was general agreesment
among the projects that the persuasive style of advocacy
was preferable, and in the long term more likely to yield
the type of changes sought by the projects.

The style employed by the projects did seem to vary by
type of target agency, as indicated in Table 3.13. The
significance levels in this table were obtained by
comparing the style of advocacy for each target agency
against all other target agencies as a group and repeating
this dichotomized analysis for each type of target agency.
Activities targeted at the state legislature, state and
local associations or commissions, miscellaneous
city/county agencies, parents and students, or at "other"
groups (several audiences concurrently) were more likely to
employ a persuasive style than were activities targeted at
other groups. A more adversarial style was associated with
activities targeted at state and local boards of education,
individual schools, the State Department of Correction,
state and local departments of social services, State
Departments of Youth Services, and specific treatment
facilities. Not surprisingly, these are some of the same
agencies with which the projects had nonsupportive
relationships prior to the Youth Advocacy Program. Thus,
adversarial activities may have been a continuation of an
already established pattern of interaction. Or the project
may have first tried persuasive techniques, and turned to a
more adversarial stance as a last resort when persuasion
did not work.

We also grouped the projects according to the
proportion of their activities which were rated
confrontational/adversarial, neutral, and
collaborative/persuasive. Ten of the sites~--Arkansas,
Georgia, California-CCYFC, Delaware, Arizona—-NFA, New
Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Florida-FCCY, and Washington--were
considered collaborative. Only three--Arizona-UILP,
California-Coleman, and Florida-Ft. Lauderdale--were
characterized as confrontational. These groups had few
other similarities that would account for the similarities
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Number & Percent of Activities
With Adversarial/Confrontational

Type of Target Agency

RATINGS OF ACTIVITY

and Percent of Activities
With Meytral Style

With Perguasive Stvle

Number and Percent of Activities

state
Legislature (n=77)
Board/Department of Education (n=9)
Department/Division of Corrections (n=19)
Department/Division of Social Sexvices (n=35)
Department/Division of Youth Services (n=20)
Judiciary (n=13)
Other Executive Agency (n=10)
Association/Commission (n=18)

(Total, State) (n=201)

Local
City/County Government (n=9)
poard/Department of Education (n=55)
Individual School (n=22)
pepartment /Division of Social Services (n=15)
Judiciary (n=18)
Association/Commission (n=7)
Service Providers (n=20)
{Total, Local} (n=144)

other or Mixed Targets (n=116)

Total (n=463)
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1.3
33.3
15.8
22.8
15.0
15.4
20.0

0.0

(10.9)

11.1
16.4
27.3
6.7
5.6
0.0
40.0

{17.8)

0.0
10.4
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15.6
11.1
47.4
25.7
25.0
30.8
10.0
11.1

(21.4)

11.1
25.5
36.4
60.0
33.3
28.6
20.0

(30.1)

12.1

21.8

64
5
7

18

12
7
7

16

(136)

(76)
102
314

83.1
55.6
36.8
51.4
60.0
53.9
70.0
88.9

(67.7)

77.8
58.2
36.4
33.3
61.1
71.4
40.0

(52.1)

87.9

67.8

100.0
100.0
100.0

99.9
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.1
100.1
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
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State

State Legislature

Target

Board/Department of Education
Department/Division of Corrections
Department/Division of Social Services
Department/Division of Youth Services
Judiciary
Other Executive Agency
Association/Commission

local

City/County Government
Board/Department of Education

Individual School

Department/Division of Social Services
Judiciary
Association/Commission

Service Providers/Facilities

Other

General Public
students/Parents

Other

Mixed Systems

T s

*
significance level using Kendall's Tau c

TABLE 3.13

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STYLE OF ADVOCACY & TARGET (n=544)

Relationship Rated as More
Persuasive With Specified
Target Than With Other Targets
(significance Level)*

.06

.02

.05
.03

statistic,

Relationship Rated as More
Confrontational With Specified
Target Than With Other Targets

(Significance Level)

No Relationship Between Style
of Advocacy for Target, Compared
to Other Targets
(No Significance)

.02
.04
.05
.02

.06

.04

.04

NS
NS

NS

NS

NS

o Tt .
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in style. Among the collaborative sites, six employed the
education tactic more than any other tactic. Surprisingly,
the three sites considered adversarial used litigation
infrequently. They had more local than state-level
activities and were slightly more likely to be working with
target agencies with which they had a poor pre-YAP
relationship. According to the project director for

A At e e g

|

s

=

= - California-Coleman, the relationship with the target agency
A was critical:
R RIS S R A - "The most important single factor to be
' o 5 gﬁr considered in developing an advocacy strategy is
; the attitude of the target agency(ies) towards

the advocate's goals.... Aggressive opposition
to the goals from the target agency usually
results in an adversarial relationship between
the advocate and the agency.1l2

ami

. ; TN Conversely, the success of the persuasive approaches

o : o : launched by most of the youth advocacy projects rests upon
' there being individuals within the agency who are in
agreement with the advocates' position or at least willing
listen to it.
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Tactic, Target and Issue Patterns

‘Qiéa;h
|

: The tactics employed by the projects varied according
RS . to the sectors of the activities, the specific issues, and
the target agencies. Some of the predominant patterns are
described below. In reviewing the tables, note that some
of the frequent target and tactic combinations are expected
by definition. For example, all statute revision
activities are targeted at legislatures or local governing
bodies. Other target and tactic combinations are
improbable. For example, it is unlikely that a project
R R A S T would monitor or inspect the public for compliance with a
o ' B T LT e A statute. The full tables showing crosstabulations of
‘ s ' tactics by issues, sectors, and target agencies are in
Appendix A, Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4.
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% , : , ‘ i AT e e T s e Administrative negotiation activities were the only

” ' S ] efforts which were equally distributed across the juvenile
justice, education, and social service sectors. Other
tactics were associated with specific sectors. Research,
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training and technical assistance, and litigation _
activities were usually conducted in the juvenile justice
or educational sectors. Monitoring and inspecting for
compliance, statute revision, and research and education
efforts fell predominantly in the juvenile justice or
social services sectors. The more indirect tactics of
education and coalition-building were more likely to fall
in the "general" category and secondarily the education
group.

A similar pattern emerges from the issue and tactic
combinations. Education and coalition-building are
associated with issues that cut across several sectors such
as increased youth involvement, discrimination, general
youth problems and least restrictive environments for
emotionally disturbed, delinquent, status offender, and
foster care children. Least restrictive environments also
were the primary concern for many of the training and
technical assistance and monitoring efforts (including
"court watch"). Administrative negotiation, statute
revision, and litigation activities were fairly equally
distributed across the more specific issues such as
detention criteria, school discipline, and conditions in
social service, mental health, and correctional facilities.
Litigation activities were likely to focus on P.L. 94-142,
which guarantees the least restrictive environment for
handicapped children, as well. P.L. 94-142 and school
discipline were the predominant issues for most of the case
advocacy activities. Many of the lawsuits, particularly in
the educational systems, emerged from individual cases
which a project had not been able to resolve satisfactorily
through administrative channels.

The primary tactics that were associated with each of
the target agency types are listed in Table 3.14.
Administrative negotiation was the tactic of choice for
most of the activities targeted at state-level executive
agencies and the judiciary. Only the departments of
education and the legislatures were more often approached
through different avenues-~research and education for the
former and statute revision for the latter. On the local
level, administrative negotiation was the predominant
tactic for only two agencies, the board of education and
the department or division of social services. 1Individual
schools were most often targets of case advocacy efforts,
and courts were most often targets of monitoring and
educational efforts. Service providers were typically
involved in lawsuits brought by the projects. Finally,
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TABLE 3.14

Predominant Tactics Used Per Target Agency

Target Predominant Tactics Employedl

State
Legislature (n=83) Statute revision (81%), Research & BEducation (16%)
Bd./Dept. of Education (n=10) Research & Educ. (30%), Admin. Neg. (30%), Litigation (30%)
Dept./Div. of Corrections (n=20) Admin. Neg. (30%), Litigation (15%)
Dept./Div. of Social Services? {n=36) Admin. Neg. (28%), Research & Education (19%)
Dept./Div. of Youth Services (n=22) Admin. Neg. (27%), Statute revision (18%)
Judiciary (n=14) Admin. Neg. (21%), Monitoring (21%)
Other Executive Agency (N=12) Admin. Neg. (58%), Service Provision (17%)
Assoc./Commission (n=20) Admin. Neg. (35%), Education (25%)

Local
City/County Government (n=11) Statute revision (36%)
Bd./Dept. of Education (n=58) Admin. Neg. (29%), Litigation (17%)
Individual School (n=30) Case Advocacy (23%), Admin. Neg. (17%)
Dept./Div. of Social Services2 (n=21) Admin. Neg. (33%), Monitoring (23%)

q Judiciary (n=21) Monitoring (33%), Admin. Neg. (28%)
w Assoc./Commission (n=18) Education (22%)

Service Providers (n=23) Litigation (39%), Case Advocacy (22%)

other
General Public (n=91) Education (70%)
Parents & Students (n=64) Education & Coalition Building (31%), Education (30%)
Mixed (n=139) Education (25%), Training and TA (20%)

Numbers in parentheses represent the percentage of all activities targeted at a particular agency which employ
the tactic specified.

2 . L
Also includes Department/Division of Mental Health.

-
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most of the activities targeted at the general public,_
parents and students, and mixed groups employed educational
or coalition-building tactics.

IMPLEMENTING THE PROGRAM

Having discussed the major components of
advocacy-~-tactics, targets, issues, style~-we now turn to
some other key characteristics of implementation. These
are: allocation of organizational and staff responsibility
for an activity, including degree of youth involvement;
type of contact the project had with the target agency;
approximate time frame in which an activity was initiated;
level of effort; and the duration of an activity.

Most of the activities conducted during the Youth
Advocacy grant period had been spelled out in the :
objectives approved by OJJDP in the fall of 1980. As shown
in Table 3.15, they were primarily new efforts for the
projects (only 15.6 percent had been ongoing prior to Youth
Advocacy), and most (63%) were initiated during the first
year of the grant. Although almost half of the activities
lasted for two or more years, about a quarter lasted for
1-2 years and another quarter less than a year. (See
Tables 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7 in Appendix A for freaquencies
and percentages for each of these variables.)

When we look at the individual projects the same
pattern emerges. For all the projects the majority of the
activities implemented had been part of the original
objectives approved by OJJDP in Year 1. Two sites, Alabama
and Arizona~UILP, implemented only those activities which
were in the original set. Delaware showed the greatest
deviation from this pattern, with almost 39 percent of its
activities not identified in the original plan, but half of
these were follow-ups to earlier efforts. The seven
sites--Arkansas, Delaware, Arizona-NFA, New Mexico, Oregon,
Pennsylvania-PUPS, California-Coleman~--which chose over 10%
of their activities after the original plan was approved,
usually implemented them during the second year of the
program,

Since all but one of the projects were ongoing prior
to Youth Advocacy and most had received prior 0OJJDP
funding, it is not surprising that the majority of projects
carried on some activities that had started before the
Youth Advocacy grants. However, Wisconsin was the only

rE—

ACTIVITY INITIATION DATE BY PROJECT

Projects

Alabama (n=29)

Arizona NFAP (n=46)
Arizona UILP (n=12)
Arkansas (n=27)
California CCYFC (n=20)
California Coleman (n=29)
Delaware (n=34)

Florida ECCY (n=35)
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24)
Geargia (n=28)

Kentucky (n=17)
Massachusetts (n=24)
New Mexico (n=27)

New York (n=50)

Nerth Carolina (n=85)

Ohio (n=34)

Oregon (n=29)
Pennsylvania JJC (n=30)
Pennsylvania PUPS (n=31l)
Tennessee (n=15)
Washington (n=37)
Wisconsin (n=386)

Total (n=689)

TABLE 3.15

Eyen Began

Pre-YAP YR 1 YR 2 YR 3

% of Activities
0 100.0 0 0
10.9 54.3 28.3 6.5
0 83.3 16.7 0
7.4 59.3 25.9 7.4
15.8 52.6 31.6 0
6.9 75.9 17.2 o
2.9 61.8 23.5 11.8
"31.4 60.0 8.6 0
0 70.8 25.0 4.2
0 92.6 7.4 0
41.2 35.3 23.5 0
29.2 50.0 20.8 0
0 77.3 22.7 0
26.5 60.0 14.0 0
5.9 6l.2 24.7 8.2
26.5 50.0 14.7 8.8
10.7 60.7 28.6 0]
30.0 50.0 13.3 6.7
34.4 46.9 18.8 0
0 86.7 6.7 6.7
2.7 86.5 8.1 2.7
51.4 43.2 2.7 2.7
15.6 63.2 17.6 3.6
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project which had the majority of its activities underway
before the program. Many of these activities were ongoing
class action lawsuits, as they were for the ongoing
Massachusetts and New York efforts. For other projects,
the pre-YAP activities were primarily attempts at statutory
revision (Florida-FCCY, Kentucky, Ohio) or
coalition-building (Pennsylvania-JJC, Pennsylvania-PUPS)
that continued under YAP. The third year saw the
initiation of only a few follow-up activities because of
instructions from OJJDP that no new efforts would be
funded.

The activities were rated on a three-point scale
according to the level of effort expended. "Low" effort
was defined to mean one person-month or less of staff time,
"medium" effort encompassed over one month to six-person
months, and "high" effort was defined as anything exceeding
six-person months of effort. Table 3.16 shows the
percentage of activities which fell into these effort
categorias. On the average, a high level of effort was
exerted on over 20% of the activities. Table 3.16 also
shows that activities involving certain tactics were
associated with higher levels of effort; these tactics
included litigation, service development/provision, case
advocacy, and education/coalition-building. Administrative
negotiation, research, coaltion~building (without the
strong educational dimension), and legislative monitoring
activities tended to be associated with lower investments
nf staff time.

As Table 3.17 shows, the pattern of effort was
variable across sites, but only three sites spent a high
level of effort on fewer than 10% of their activities.
Most activities required a moderate level of effort.

For most sites, level of effort was associated with
when the activity was initiated. Over a fourth of the high
level efforts were begun prior to Youth Advocacy while only
7% of the low effort activities were implemented in this
time frame. Conversely only a few of the high level
efforts were begun as late as Year 3 and each of these was
a follow-up effort. For instance, during Year 3 Delaware
provided support to an advisory committee which was to
assist in setting up an Interagency Diagnostic Center for
youth; this was an outgrowth of prior statute revision
efforts. The Florida-Ft. Lauderdale program implemented a
surrogate parent program in the third year which evolved
from earlier work with parents of handicapped students. In
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TABLE 3.16

LEVEL OF EFFORT FOR ACTIVITIES BY TACTIC

(N=633)

ey

Activities With Activities With Activities With

TACTIC Low Level of Effort Med. Level of Effort High Level of Effort
N L) N 2 N %
Research (n=29) 13 44.8 14 48.3 2 6.9 100.90
Research and Education (n=56) 14 25.0 29 51.8 13 23.2 i1o00.0
Education (n=140) 38 27.1 73 52.1 29 20.7 99.9
Education and Coalition Building (n=61) 11 18.0 32 52.5 18 29.5 100.0
Coalition Building (n=31) 12 38.7 12 38.7 7 22.6 100.0
Training and Technical Assistance (n=62) 17 27.4 33 53.2 12 19.4 100.0
Administrative Negotiation (n=91) 44 48.4 35 38.5 12 13.2 100.1
Litigation (n=41) 11 26.8 16 39.0 14 34.1 99.9
Statute Revision (n=69) 15 21.7 39 56.5 15 21.7 99.9
Monitoring Legislative Activity (n=8) 3 37.5 3 37.5 2 25.0 100.0
Monitoring/Inspecting for Compliance (n=33) 11 33.3 16 48.5 6 18.2 100.0
Case Advocacy (n=18) ' 5 27.8 7 38.9 6 33.3 100.0
Service Development/Provision {(n=30) 10 33.3 7 23.3 13 43.3 99.9
~ Other (n=14) 2 14.3 10 71.4 2 14.3 100.0
™ TOTALS 206 30.2 326 47.7 151 22.1 100.0
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TABLE 3.17

LEVEL OF EFFORT FOR ACTIVITIES BY PROJECT

Projects

Alabama (n=29)

Arizona NFAP (n=46)
Arizona UILP (n=12)
Arkansas (n=27)
California CCYFC (n=20)
California Coleman (n=29)
Delaware (n=34)

Florida FCCY (n=35)
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24)
Georgia (n=28)

Kentucky (n=17)
Massachusetts (n=24)
New Mexico (n=27)

New York (n=50)

North Caroclina (n=85)

Ohio (n=34)

Oregon (n=29)
Pennsylvania JJC (n=30)
Pennsylvania PUPS (n=31)
Tennessee (n=15)
Washington (n=37)
Wisconsin (n=36)

Total (n=689)

High

Level of Effort

Medium

Low

9.5
15.6
33.3

7.4
30.0
24.1
12.5

28.1
20.8

7.1
17.6

9.1
22.7
26.0
29.3

15.2
37.9
30.0
31.3
24.4
21.6
16.0

21.9

$ of Activities

8l.0
43.5
33.3
48.1
30.0
41.4
34.4

56.3
58.3
64.3
70.6
45.5
40.9
42.0
43.9

42.4
41.4
36.7
40.6
71.4
59.5
50.0

47.6

9.5
37.0
33.3
44.4
40.0
34.5
53.1

15.6
20.8
28.6
11.8
45.5
36.4
32.0
26.8

42.4
20.7
33.3
28.1

7.1
18.9
34.0

30.5

Washington the youth staff had initially conducted
interviews with youthful offenders for the newsletter; in
Year 3 they conducted interviews with judges, prosecutors,
and public defenders as well and wrote a book.

In implementing the Youth Advocacy program, projects
sought expertise from groups outside of the local
organization. For seven projects--Arkansas, Florida-FCCY,
Kentucky, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, and
Oregon--subcontractors had primary responsibility for
implementing some activities.13 For two additional
projects--Pennsylvania-PUPS and
California-Coleman~-subcontractors provided back-up
assistance on efforts for which the grantee was primarily
responsible. The number of subcontractors and the
activities for which they were responsible are presented in
Table 3.18 below. In addition, 10 projects hired
consultants for specific tasks such as the development of
public service announcements and bookkeeping.

In North Carolina, Ohio, and Oregon the subcontractors
were responsible for a substantial number of activities.
The North Carolina model was for county organizations to
apply to the prime grantee, GACCY, for funds to conduct
work in the areas designated by GACCY. These 10-12 local
projects were supposed to channel data from their research
and monitoring efforts to GACCY so that GACCY could press
for state level changes. The subgrantees focused on
increasing the use of permanency planning and least
restrictive environments by departments of social services.
Their efforts usually did not filter to the state level.
The Ohio grantee also focused on state level changes, while
the subcontractor worked primarily in ten target counties;
there was some overlap, however, with the subcontractor
playing a role in state statute revision and public
education, particularly. In Oregon each subcontractor had
a special area of expertise. Oregon Legal Services
conducted all litigation activities. The League of Women
Voters and the National Council of Jewish Women implemented
court watch programs. OYWA, the prime contractor, the
Metropolitan Youth Commission, and the Urban League jointly
engaged in efforts to increase youth involvement.

13The Delaware Youth Advocacy grantee was a consortium of
three organizations. We treated it as one grantee rather
than a grantee and two subcontractors.
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TABLE 3.18

NUMBER AND ACTIVITY RESPONSIBILITIES OF SUBCONTRACTORS

Arkansas
California-Coleman
Florida-FCCY
Kentucky

New York

North Caroclina
Ohio

Oregon

Pennsylvania-PUPRS

Subcontractors

Percent of
Activities for
Which Subcontractor
Primarily Responsible

7.4
0.0
13.9
11.7
4.0
8l.4
41.2
37.9

—

Florida-FCCY, Kentucky, New York, and
Pennsylvania~-PUPS used subcontractors to obtain general
legal consultation or in the case of New York, to buy
expert litigation assistance on handicapped issues. Both
New York and California-Coleman parcelled out their youth
participation components to subcontractors; New York
discontinued the subcontract during the second project year
and assumed the youth participation work itself.
California-Coleman used several other subcontractors to
conduct public education activities, case advocacy, and
juvenile justice system monitoring. Arkansas used a
subcontractor to conduct one major research study and also
funded four subcontractors who produced youth-oriented
videotapes, using youth employees.

Aside from the relatively sparing use of
subcontractors, yonrth advocacy projects tended to work
alone. For only 23 percent of the activities was the
responsibility for the effort shared with another
organization and for about half of those cases the Youth
Advocacy project still took the leadership role. (See
Table 3.8 in Appendix A.) Nor did the projects yield the
primary responsibility for project activities to non-Youth
Advocacy staff in the organization or to subcontractors;
over 92 percent of the activities were the primary
responsibility of the Youth Advocacy grantee staff. (See
Table 3.9 in Appendix A.)

Table 3.19 shows the status of the activities in May
1983, when we completed data collection, according to the
following categories--"completed," "completed except for
minor updates," "dropped," "dropped because of funding
cutbacks," "continuing," and "other." Most of the
activities (62.8%) had ended. The remaining 37 percent
were continuing with the last remnants of YAP funding or
had been switched to other funding lines or to volunteers.
For five sites--Arizona-UILP, California-Coleman, New York,
Pennsylvania-PUPS, and Washington--over 50% of their
activities remained active. Only Alabama had completed
less than 25% of its activities by May 1983.

Nearly 20% of all activities were dropped after
initial start up. In some cases, sites felt that their
original proposals had been overly ambitious. They found
themselves covering too many areas with two few staff.
Therefore, cuts were made 1in activities to allow the
program to concentrate on fewer issues. For example, the
Washington program dropped its activities on truancy and
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Projects

Alabama (n=31)

Arizona NFAP (n=46)
Arizona UILP (n=12)
Arkansas (n=27)
california CCYFC {n=20)
California Coleman (n=29)
Delaware (n=34)

Florida FCCY (n=34)
Florida Ft. Laud. (n=24)
Georgia (n=28)

Kentucky (n=17)
Massachusetts (n=24)
New Mexico (n=22)

New York (n=50)

North Carolina (n=81)

Ohio (n=34)

Oregon (n=29)
Pennsylvania JJC (n=30)
Pennsylvania PUPS (n=32)
Tennessee (n=15)
Washington (n=37)
Wisconsin (n-51)

Total (n=707)

TABLE 3.19

Disposition of Activities by Project

Completed Except Dropped Because of

Completed for Updates Dropped Loss of Funds Continuing Other
16.1 0 35.5 48.4 0 0
39.1 2.2 10.9 0 47.8 0

8.3 25.0 ) 8.3 0 58.3 0
29.6 7.4 14.8 0 48.1 | 0
55.0 0 0 5.0 40.0 0

8.3 25.0 8.3 0 58.3 0
55.9 0 26.5 0 17.6 0
20.6 35.3 2.9 0 38.2 2.9
45.8 0 16.7 12.5 20.8 4.2
25.0 0 10.7 53.6 0 10.7
41.2 17.6 11.8 0 29.4 0
41.7 4.2 25.0 - 0 29.2 0
45.5 0 27.3 13.6 13.6 0
18.0 18.0 8.0 0 56.0 0
29.6 12.3 9.9 12.3 32.1 3.4
20.6 8.8 5.9 26.5 38.2 0
55.2 0 3.4 0 41.4 0
26.7 26.7 3.3 0 43.3 0
12.5 15.6 9.4 0 62.5 0
40.0 20.0 6.7 0 33.3 0
13.5 13.5 13.5 0 59.5 0
47.1 19.6 3.9 0 29.4 0
31.7 . 11.5 11.5 8.1 36.2 1.1

\
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dropout problems to focus on the issue of education in
detention facilities. 1In other cases sites withdrew
efforts on activities which they felt were apt to be
unsuccessful. Finally, 8% of the activities were dropped
because of funding cuts. Projects which were severely cut
back or not refunded (such as Alabama and Georgia) had to
discontinue a large proportion of activities for this
reason.

Youth Participation

Another process characteristic is the degree to which
the project utilized youth in conducting a given activity.
The Youth Advocacy Program Announcement made it very clear
that superficial involvement of youth was not enough. The
projects were required to incorporate "extensive and
meaningful participation by youth of the population to be
affected by the project in the design, planning and
implementation (e.qg., staff consultants, advisors,
investigators, board members, negotiators, etc.)"14 of the
project. The extent to which plans were laid out for youth
involvement was a major criterion for selection of the
original 22 projects.

We rated the degree of youth involvement for avery
project activity. The three scale values ranged from "no
mention of youth involvement" to "youth played some role"
to "youth played a substantial role." The "substantial"
rating was reserved for work in which youth acted as key
staff in conducting work, whereas the "some role" category
included virtually any mention of youth work. Table 3.20
shows the distribution of project activities into these
three groups for all of the issues. Only 48 (or 6.8
percent) of the activities were rated as having substantial
youth involvement and 38 of these were "special" youth
involvement activities. This same general pattern of
assigning youth to "youth involvement work" surfaces among
the 64 activities which were judged to have had "some"
youth involvement. Although there were a number of
activities involving discipline, attendance, and least
restrictive environment as well, projects clearly assigned
youth staff to special "youth involvement" activities and
rarely attempted to integrate them into regular project
work. Many projects were meeting the letter of the grant

l4Youth Advocacy Program Announcement. Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention, Washington,
D.C., 1980.
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TABLE 3.20

ROLE OF YOUTH IN PROJECT ACTIVITIES BY ISSUE

Activities With a

(N=711)

Activities With

ISSUES Substantial Youth Role Some Youth Role
N % N %
Educational Sector
School Discipline  (n=59) 3 5.1 7 11.9
school Attendance/Dropout Prevention (n=33) 2 6.1 7 21.2
LRE for Handicapped (n=27) 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other School Programs (n=25) 0 0.0 1 4.0
(Total, Educational system) {(n=144) (5) (3.5) (15) (10.4)
Juvenile Justice and/or Social Services Secturs
TRE-Delinquents, Status Offenders, Disturbed (n=106) 0 0.0 6 5.7
permanency Planning for Foster care {(n=48) 0 0.0 0 0.0
Detention Criteria/Conditions and Separation
from Adults (n=52) 2 3.8 1 1.9
Juvenile Code/Court. Reforms (n=64) 0 0.0 2 3.1
Conditions/Rights Correctional, Social Services,
Mental. Health Facilities (n=23) 0 0.0 V] 0.0
Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting and Treatment
(n=11) 0 0.0 0 0.0
(Total, Social Services and Juvenile Justice Systems)
{n=304) (2) (0.7) (9) (3.0)
Other Mixed Sectors or Nonspecific
—Ppiserimination Agalnst Women/Minorities (n=41) 0 0.0 1 2.4
Coordination/Management youth-Serving Systems (n=23)} 0 0.0 1 4.3
Increased Youth Involvement (n=50) 38 76.90 9 18.0
Other (n=149) 3 2.0 29 19.5
(Total, Mixed Systems ) (n=263) (41) (15.6) (40) (15.2)
TOTAL 48 6.8 64 9.0

No Youth Involvement

Mentioned for Activity
%

N

(124)

i

(293)

49
24

24

00
48

49
62

23

11

40

117

(182)

599

83.1

72.7
100.0

96.0
(86.1)

94.3
100.0

97.6

6.0

78.5
(69.2)

84.2

T
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requirements without meeting the intent to involve youth in
meaningful project work.

Part of the overall failure to involve youth may have
been the inability of projects to find a way for youth to
pParticipate in certain tactics that were crucial to the
project's overall strategy. Several project directors
noted in our personal interviews that litigation and
administrative negotiation were particularly troublesome in
terms of finding appropriate youth roles. Tables 3.21
would seem to confirm that they did not succeed. Youth
were most likely to be involved in educational, technical
assistance, and research activities. We observed no youth
involvement in litigation, administrative negotiation,
monitoring activities, or case advocacy.

Key Events

In addition to the process characteristics discussed
above, activities were influenced, sometimes dramatically,
by a plethora of internal and external events such as
staffing changes or state fiscal crises. Some of the
events which occurred during the Youth Advocacy projects
are listed in Table 3.22. Changes in target agency
leadership had & negative effect for about 3% of the
activities and had a positive effect for about the same
pbercentage. Other events such as fiscal crises, YA budget
cuts, and changes in YA project staff for the most part
affected activities unfavorably, while media attention to
an issue was usually favorable. However, no single
Category or event was considered to be a significant factor
in more than 10 percent of the activities.
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Tactic

Research

Research and Education

Education

Education and Coalition-Building
Coalition~Building

Training and Technical Assistance
Administrative Negotiation
Litigation

Statute Revision

Monitoring Legislative Activity
Monitoring/Inspecting for Compliance
Case Advocacy

Service Development/Provision

Other

TOTAL

TABLE 3.21
ROLE OF YOUTH IN ACTIVITIES BY TACTIC
(N=708)

Activities With a
Substantial Youth Role

N LY
1 3.4
3 5.3
17 11.8
14 20.0
o] 0.0
7 11.3
1 1.1
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
3 9.1
2 13.3
48 6.8

Activities With
Some Youth Role

N
5
2

17

18

62

11.8

25.7

18.8

No Youtlk Involvement
Mentioned, for Activity

N
23
52

110
38
26
49
88

46

68

33

18

28

11

598

%

79.3

91.2

76.4

54.3

81.3

7.0

96.7

100.0

97.1

100.0

100.0

100.0

84.8

73.3

84.5

.
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Change of Target Agency
Leadership in Staff

TABLE 3.22

KEY EVENTS AFFECTING ACTIVITIES

Number & % of Activities
for Which Condition Had
unfavorable Effectl

Number & % of Activities
for Which Condition Had
Favorable Effect1

Change of Law oOr policy (e.g.,

a major court decision)
Media Attention to an Issue

Fiscal Crisis orx Decline in
System Resources

vouth Advocacy Project Budget

Cuts

change of Youth Advocacy Or
Coalition Agency Staff

1

N X LB 2
21 2.9 22 3.1
16 2.2 8 1.1
34 4.8 9 1.3

| 7 1.0 43 6.0
1 0.1 69 9.7
3 0.4 24 3.4

Percentages are calculated on the basis of a total of 713 activities.

o
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4. ACCOMPLISHMENTS

In this chapter, we turn to an examination of the
kinds of outcomes accomplished under the auspices of the
Youth Advocacy Program. By outcomes, we mean those results
that occurred beyond the boundaries of the project itself
and are attributable at least in part to the efforts of the
project.

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Before turning to our findings, several observations
are appropriate about the nature of the outcomes from
advocacy and the associated problems of measurement.

First, the usual common-sense expectations of what
constitutes "hard" versus "soft" evidence of outcomes are
deceptive. From an outsider's perspective, for example, it
might seem that the most unambiguous, powerful indicator of
a project's impact would be the passage of legislation. In
fact, however, legislation in itself is often just a first
step toward impact. Legislation to upgrade due process
protections for youth in juvenile court may be written,
paissed, signed--but then nothing much may change in many of
the individual juvenile courts around the state.
Conversely, actions that are apparently indirect or less
definitive can have immediate and sometimes dramatic
impact. Thus, for example, production of a research report
on conditions in a child care facility may provoke
immediate remedial action because it has reached
influential officials who are in a position to act when
problems are brought to their attention.

Linked to this question of criteria is a second
consideration--that the chain between activity and outcome
is often difficult or impossible to trace. 1In some cases,
this is true because the institution affected does not want
to admit the significance of the advocate's involvement.
Take, for example, an effort to enforce the statutory ’
limitations on days that youths can be held in detention.
Let's say that the efforts of the advocacy group get a good
deal of attention, both through the public media and the
juvenile justice bureaucracy. The advocacy group is
convinced that fewer violations of detention limits are
occurring. But any attempt to demonstrate a change means
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(a) getting the agency to admit to a change in behavior (or
obta}ning independent evidence of a change), and (b)
detting the agency to admit that the advocacy group had
something to do with it. 1In other cases, the chain breaks
becau§e of the second-hand nature of the advocacy group's
contribution. An advocacy group may be in touch with half
a qozen legislators about the inadequacies of the state's
child protective System. At about the same time, a series
of articles on the same topic may appear in a major
nNewspaper. Pressure is then brought to bear on the
Pepartment of Social Services from many different sources,
including the legislators, and several personnel and
management changes are made. The contribution of the
a@voqacy group may have been crucial or peripheral.
Finding out--as opposed to simply documenting the
advoca?e's work with the legislators--can be extremely
expensive and difficult.1

?he Youth Advocacy evaluation found no perfect
solutlon§ to these problems. Many of the accomplishments
we hgvg identified are precisely the kind whose true
significance will only be known after a period of years.
For many of the accomplishments, we cannot disentangle the
efforts of YAP grantees from those of other participants in
the change process. Nonetheless, we have done our best to
make some sense of the evidence to date.

We used several Sources of information to id i
' enti
welgh the outcomes: ty and

® the multiple reports and documents produced by
the YAP grantees, including the monthly reports
of time allocations for each staff member

® back-up materials such as newspaper articles,
also generally collected by the grantees

¢ personal interviews with the pProject staff
throughout the grant period

® face~to-face andg telephone interviews with the
Farge? agency staff and other selected
individuals outside the YAP organization.

1There is a thirg pgssibility, as well--the case in which
the advocate.group 15 unaware that an agency has been
affected by its actions. We assume these instances are
less common, but not necessarily rare.

s

In effect, we used the various sources of information to
make a series of judgments. What exactly was the nature of
the change or event--did a regulation change, how, with
what likely effect? What exactly did the project staff
report doing to effect that change--hold meetings with
agency staff, publish an article? 1Is it plausible, in the
particular context, that these activities had something to
do with the change identified, and if so how much? (E.g.,
could one or two meetings with a key committee chairman
have produced this piece of legislation and guaranteed its
passage?) What do the targets of the activity say about
the project's involvement? How important do they think the
outcome is?

These judgments were translated into a series of
ratings or codes. For each activity, we coded the nature
of the outcomes (up to three per activity). Some
activities had no results, of course. But if there were
outcomes, we also coded their geographic scope, the type of
population affected, and the role of the project in
producing the outcomes; we then made a judgment as to the
overall "significance" of the outcomes.

The role of the project was coded as "decisive,"
"contributing," or "peripheral," with the testimony of
target agencies often playing a major part in the decision
to award the "decisive" rating. Examples of agency
responses that resulted in a "decisive" rating include:

e "[YAP] played a critical part in developing our
classification system and putting it in place.
We didn't have the staff or resources to do
anything like it on our own."

e "[YAP] was very instrumental in pricking the
public conscience. Without them, the bill might
never have been reconsidered."

On the other hand, the "peripheral™ rating was more often
the result of the project's own assessment that their
efforts had been relatively inconsequential in the overall
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TABLE 4.1
!ﬁ? - SUMMARY OF PROJECT OUTCOMES BY GENERAL CATEGORY
scheme of things.2 S .
- | No. () of A}l No. (%) of All
"Overall significance" was rated simply as minor, Outcome Category Activities Projects

moderate, or major. In making the judgment, we considered 5 (N=22)
the geographic scope of the outcome and the number of I (N=711)

people who were likely to benefit from it, as well as how '
much the outcome mattered independent of scope. (E.g.,
changing a regulation to permit student involvement in
developing disciplinary procedures does not matter as much
as mandating student participation).3

— = Legislation 109 (15.3%) 18 (81.8%)

Policy, Practices, and

Procedures 278 (39.1%) 22 (100.0%)
In the following section we review our quantitative Ty =
data about the nature of YAP outcomes. For the most part, % Agency Management & Staffing 23 (3.2%) 12 (54.5%)
information about outcomes is current through May 1983. '
R T Increased Involvement 144 (20.3%) 21 (95.5%)
AN OVERVIEW OF OUTCOMES | Increased Knowledge 394 (55.4%) 22 (100.0%)
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 present a summary of outcomes for B 30 (4.2%) 15 (68.2%)
all activities and all projects. For purposes of this - . Other Favorable Outcomes (
analysis, outcomes were grouped into seven major / : 0.6% 2 (9.1%)
categories: (1) legislation; (2) policy, practice, and — Unfavorable Outcomes 4 (0.6%)
procedures; (3) agency management and staffing; (4) B 0 (0.0%
increased involvement in relevant issues; (5) increased No Known Outcomes 88 (12.4%) ( )

knowledge of youth issues, problems, etc.; (6) other
favorable outcomes; and (7) all unfavorable outcomes. A
more detailed breakdown of the first five of these
categories is available in Table 4.2, It is important to
note that the prevention of a change in legislation, for - T 1
example, i1s recorded as a legislative outcome, as is the

adoption of a change (assuming each is favorable). The

same 1is true for the policy, practices, and procedures - v
category, although prevention of policy changes did not

Percentages do not add to 100 because activities may have outcomes
in more than one category.

2Excludes 6 activities in which the project's responsibility for the
outcomes was disputed or the project appeared to have no role 1in

2In one case we determined that the project had no role o the outcomes.
whatsoever in the reported outcome; and in five other cases
the project's version of its role was radically
contradicted by others and we were unable to determine
which version of events was correct. These cases were - i
discarded from all analyses of outcomes.

3Consistent with our global definition of significance it
is to be expected that the significance rating for an

activity's outcomes would be statistically associated with - -
ratings of geographic scope and nature of group benefited

(specific individuals vs. a "class" of youth vs. the

general population). This is in fact the case, although = =
the association is weak (Tau b = .13 and .1l respectively,

p < .01).
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occur enough to merit a separate subcategory. Interim
legislative outcomes--for example, the establishment of a
special committee to study a juvenile code bill--also were
recorded in the first group, provided that the outcome
appeared to constitute a "step in the right direction."

Up to three outcomes were recorded for each activity.
As shown in Table 4.1, however, 12.4% of all activities
produced no outcomes external to the project. (About 30%
of the remaining activities had only one outcome and
another 35% had two outcomes.)

The most frequent category was increased knowledge
about youth issues, problems, or services—--knowledge
outcomes resulted from over half of all activities.

Policy, practice, and procedural changes were the next most
frequent result, occurring as a result of 39.1% of the
activities. The other significant catedgories are increased
involvement, associated with 20 percent of the activities,
and legislative outcomes, related to 16 percent.

By unfavorable outcome, we mean a specifically
negative result of project activities, i.e., something that
made matters worse, rather than just a lack of success.
(Simple failure to produce a desired result was treated as
“no outcome.") Although we had expected that project
activities might well produce a "backlash" effect from time
to time, this appears to have been a relatively rare event,
occurring for only a handful of activities.

From the perspective of projects, we found that
virtually all had achieved something in the way of
increased knowledge, increased involvement, and policy,
practice, and procedure outcomes. Eighteen of 22 projects
had some accomplishments in the legislation category as
well. The exceptions were Alabama, Arizona-UILP, New
Mexico, and Pennsylvania's PUPS. Just over half the
projects had outcomes related to "agency management and
staffing," including management information system
improvements, or favorable personnel changes. Unfavorable
outcomes were documented for only two proiects,

Table 4.2 shows a more specific breakdown of the
number of outcomes within categories. System personnel
(including legislators) and the general public were the
most frequent beneficiaries in the increased knowledge
category. In the policy, practice, procedure category, the
most frequent outcomes were improved or increased service

—ga
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TABLE 4.2

OVERVIEW OF SPECIFIC PROJECT OUTCOMES

% of

All Projects

No. of % of 1 No. of
Outcome Type All Activities All Activities All Projects
(N=711) 2

Legislation

Reorganization of youth-serving agencies 5 D.7% 3

Appropriations shift adopted or prevented 46 6.5 15

Other change in law adopted 40 5.6 11

Other change in law prevented 21 3.0 12

Interim legislative outcome or other 16 2.3 7
Policy, Practice, Procedure

Increased use of alternative placements 41 . 5.8 14

Improved or increased services 134 18.8 22

Improved coordination or communication among

agencies, divisions 16 2.3 11
Other change in policy, practice, or procedure
adopted 139 19.5 21

Other 21 3.0 11
Agency Management & Staffing

Management, MIS improvements 15 2.1 10

Personnel change3 8 1.1 6

Other 4 0.6 3
Increased Involvement

Youth 45 6.9 17

Community, parents, citizens, etc. 93 13.1 20

Other 5 0.7 3
Increased Knowledge

System personnel, legislators 254 35.7 22

Community, professional organizations 47 6.6 20

General public 116 16.3 21

Parents and/or students 69 9,7 17

Other or mixed audiences 17 2.4 1l

lPercentages do not add to 100, because activities may have outcomes in more than one category.

2 . . : fesas
Excludes 6 activities in which the project's responsibility for the outcomes was disputed or the project appeared to have

role in the outcomes.
3

13.6
68.2
50.0
54.5
31.8

63.6
100.0

50.0

77.3
90.9
13.

100.0
90.9
95.5
77.3
50.0

Refers specifically to the removal of agency personnel deemed hostile or unresponsive to the advocacy group's concerns or

the converse, appointment of responsive personnel, when this has occurred (at least partly) due to YAP activities.
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delivery and the miscellaneous group of other changes. In
the legislation group, accomplishments related to
appropriations are somewhat more common than other types.
Only three projects played a role in legislating a
reorganization of youth-serving agencies--these are
California's Coleman, Delaware, and Ohio,

Table 4.3 provides an overview of the types of_ .
outcomes achieved by each project. Other characteristics

associated with the five main categories of outcomes can be

seen in Tables 4.4 and 4.5.

In terms of sector, legislative outcomes are somewhat
more likely to have occurred with activities in the
juvenile justice and social services sectors and somewhat

less likely to show up in educational sector efforts (Table

4.4), 1In contrast, policy/practice/procedure outcomes and
agency management and staffing outcomes are less apt to be

associated with the juvenile justice sector and more apt to

be associated with the education and social service
sectors. Education sector activities are also
overrepresented in the "increased involvement" category.

In keeping with these sector differences, the issues
at stake and the type of youth affected by the outcomes
(Table 4.5) vary somewhat by outcome category. The
placement of youth in the least restrictive environment
shows up as a common issue in all categories, however.

The most common tactics in each outcome category
differ in fairly predictable ways. Statute revision
predominates in the legislative group, administrative
negotiation and litigation among the
policy/practice/procedure outcomes. Education,
coalition-building, or a combination thereof shows up as
one of the most common tactics in every group except for
policy/practice/procedures. It is apparent that all or
nearly all of the tactics we identified in Chapter 3 have
been used in every outcome group at least occasionally.

From Table 4.5, it can be seen that the results of
activities in the first and third categories--legislation
and other agency management and staffing--are broader in
scope than the other groups. They tend to benefit a
"class" of youth (for example, all emorionally disturbed
youth assigned to state facilities) rather than specific
individuals. Similarly, such results are more than twice
as likely to be rated of major significance.
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Qutcome Type

Legislation
Reorganization of youth-serving agencies
Appropriations shift adopted or prevented
Other change in law adopted
Other change in law prevented
Interim legislative outcome or other

Policy, Pracrtice, Procedure
Increased use of alternative placements
Improved or increased services
Improved coordination or communication among agyencies,
divisions
Other change in policy, practice, or procedure adopted
Other

Agency Management & Staffing
Management., MIS improvements
Personnel change
Other

Increased Involvement
Youth
Community, parents, citizens, etc.
Other

Increased Knowledge

System personnel, legislators
Community, professional organizations
General public

Parents/students

other or mixed audiences

Other Favorable

Unfavorable

TABLE 4.3

SPECIFIC PROJECT OUTCOMES BY SITE'
o
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Key: # ‘Indicates outcome in which YAP played a decisive role.
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2
Sector Targeted
Juvenile Justice

Social Services
Education

CHARACTERISTICS OF SECTORS, ISSUES, AND TACTICS FOR ACTIVITIES WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES

TABLE 4.4

OUTCOME TYPE

Policy, Practice, Agency Management Increased Increased ALL CATEGORIES OF
Legislation Procedure & Staffing Involvement Knowledge FAVORABLE OUTCOMES
(n=110-114) L (n=278-282) 7 (n=23) (n=144-147)1 (n=388-396)1 (n=605-615) 1
61.4% 48.9% 43.5% 59.6% 59.1% 56.4%
49.1 38.7 56.5 41.1 45.2 43.5
26.3 44.7 39.1 61.0 48.2 46.4

Most Common Issues

(¢ of Activities)

Foster care, P.L.
96-272 (10.5%)
Least restrictive
environ. (25.4%)

Judicial process/
juv. codes {(18.4%)

School discipline,
suspension (11.0%)

Least restrictive
environ. (17.0%)

Detention, separa-
tion, correctional
facility conditions
(11.3%)

Foster care, P.L.
96-272 (21.7%)
Conditlons + rights:
social services,
men. hlth., &
education (8.7%)
Least restrictive
environ. (B8.7%)
Integration/coordi-
nation of systems
& resources (21.7%)

Least restrictive
environ. (9.5%)

Increased youth
involvement (27.9%)

General youth issues
(19.0%)

School discipline,
suspension (8.6%)

Least restrictive
environ. (16.2%)

General youth issues
{18.0%)

Least restrictive
environ. (15.4%)

Judicial process/
juv. codes (8.8%)

General youth issues
(L3.7%)

Most Common
Tactics (% of

Research + Educa
tion (8.8%)

Tech. Assis./Trng.
(10.3%)

Education (13.0%)
Tech. Assis./Trng.

Education (15.0%)
Education +

Education (32.1%)
Education +

Education (21.0%)
Education +

Activities) Education + Admin, Nego. (21.0%) (13.9%) Coalition-Bldg. Coalition-Bldg. Coalition-Bldg.
Coalition-Bldg. Litigation (13.5%) Admin. Nego. (30.4%) (28.6%) (12.1%) (11.1%)
(8.8%) Statute revision Coalition-Bldg. Tech. Assis./Trng. Admin. Nego. (12.6%)
Statute revision (13.0%) (15.6%) {12.9%)
(50.9%)
Tactics Not Used Research None Monitoring legisla- Research None None

Case Advocacy

tion
Court watch, other
monitoring for
compliance

Litigation

Fa—

1
N's vary slightly because of missing data.

2 R
Percentages do not add to 100, because activities may be directed to multiple sectors.
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TABLE 4.5

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF OUTCOMES FOR ACTIVITIES WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES
OUTCOME TYPE

pPolicy, Practice Other Agency Increased Increased ALL CATEGORIES OF
Legislation Procedure Operations Involvement Knowledge FAVORABLE OUTCOMES
(n=110-114)1 (n=278-282)1 (n=23) (n=144-147)1 (n=388-396) 1 (n=605-615)1
Geographic Scope of Outcomes
Local or regional 11.4% 55.7% 39.1% 54.8% 43.0% 43.6%
Statewide 86.0 44.3 60.9 43.8 53.4 54.0
National 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.4 3.5 2.4
Youth Affected
Dependent 16.7% 13.8% 26.1% 4. 1% 7.8% 10.3%
Handicapped . 8.8 10.6 8.7 2.8 5.6 8.0
Youth with school problems 7.9 16.7 4.3 7.6 11.0 11.5
Minority 4.4 6.7 8.7 10.3 8.4 7.9
belingquents 5.3 7.4 4.3 2.8 4.4 4.9
Status offenders 7.9 4.3 4.3 2.1 3.1 3.4
Mixed groups, including delinquents
and/or status offenders 33.3 19.9 13.0 13.8 20.5 20.9
General population 10.5 14.9 21.7 49.0 33.0 26.5
Other mixed groups and other 5.3 5.7 8.7 4.1 6.4 6.6
Type of Group Affected
Specific individuals 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 4.1% 2.0% 3.6%
One or more “classes" 86.0 79.1 78.3 49.3 64,8 69.5
General population 14.0 15.6 21.7 46.6 33.2 26.9
Role of Project in Qutcomes
Decisive 32.7% 39.6% 34.8% 31.9% 30.5% 32.2%
Contributing 60.0 55.0 56.5 63.2 62.8 61.5
Peripheral 7.3 5.4 8.7 4.9 6.7 6.3
Overall Siqgnificance of Outcomes e
Minor 5.3% 17.1% 13.0% 37.7% 44.6% 36.0%
Moderate 42.5 53.0 39.1 48.6 42.8 44.1
Major 52.2 29.9 47.8 13.7 12.7 19.9

1 R
N's vary slightly because of missing data.
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Policy/practice/procedure results also are more likely to
be rated as having major or at least moderate significance,
although more than half the time their geographic scope is
;ocal or regional. Activities with outcomes in the
increased involvement and increased knowledge categories
dlffeF considerably from the other groups in that their
beneficiary is much more likely to be the general youth
population and their assessed significance minor, at least
in the time frame of our evaluation.4

‘ It ig interesting to note that the role of the project
1n producing the outcomes does not differ very much across
categories. In almost a third of all cases, the project's
role was rated as "decisive" and in only a very small
proportion, was the role seen to be "peripheral." The only
deviation from the pattern is in the
policy/practice/procedure group where about 40% of all
cases.received a decisive rating. This can be partly
exp}a;ned by the preponderance in this category. of
act1v;ties employing tactics like administrative
negotiation and litigation. In general, the link between
project activities and reported outcomes is easier to trace
w1th these tactics and a "decisive role" is therefore
easier to identify. For example, when YAP brings a lawsuit
that re§ults in a court order to cease using a particular
correctional facility, the project's role is relatively
clearcgt. When the activity is statute revision, this ‘is
less likely to be the case. There are usually many groups
who take an interest in a juvenile code revision, for
example, and it may be more difficult to determine that
YAP's role was a decisive one.

While the quantitative data provide some feeling for
the scope and distribution of results with which the Youth
Advocacy effort is associated, the true significance of the
outcomes cannot be adequately appreciated without a closer
loog at_the specifics of individual cases. We provide such
a view 1n the sections below.

4We recognize that an educational activity, for example
may often result in only limited knowledge gains in the’
short run. Over a longer period of time, such efforts may
have a cumulative impact that is much greater.

1

LEGISLATIVE OUTCOMES

Reorganization of Youth-Serving Agencies

Changes that involve a broad reorganization of youth
service agencies or their responsibilities are difficult to
achieve and we are not surprised that these are among the
least common cof all legislative outcomes.  They occurred at
only three sites. In each case, however, the youth
advocacy grantee appears to have played a decisive role in
the result,

In Delaware, the 1983 session of the state legislature
passed 'a bill to substantially reorganize children's
services under the auspices of a brand new cabinet-level
Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families. The new
department will incorporate the Bureau of Juvenile
Corrections, Family Court's youth probation services, the
Division of Child Protective Services, the Mental Health
Division's services for children and youth, and the state's
independent, interagency diagnostic center for youth. The
reorganization bill, which carries an initial appropriation
of $304,000 for the Secretary and central staff, provides
for a one-year “phase-in" period; coordinated planning,
management information, and case management are envisioned
for the new department. The new department is the
culmination of over two years of effort, which included the
creation of a separate Division of Child Protective
Services and an Interagency Youth Diagnostic Center in
1982,

The Delaware project played an active role in the
reorganization, working as staff to a special Senate
Committee appointed to investigate methods of improving
services to children and youth. Many private groups in
Delaware also backed the reorganization and the momentum
was certainly helped along by sustained media coverage of
the issues and of the failings of the prior systems.
However, target agency personnel are virtually unanimous in
their opinion that the Delaware YAP played a critical role.

Ohio was the site of a reorganization initiative of a
somewhat different type. - In November 1981, after six
months of legislative acktivity and controversy, Ohio passed
a bill that combined a juvenile code revision with the
permanent establishment of a major subsidy program for
community-based services. While the new code provisions
tended to be somewhat harsher than most advocates wanted,
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the bill contained other attractive provisions. It
provided for the closing of one state correctional
institution and the removal of all misdemeanants (over
2,000) from the state's jurisdiction and facilities. A $42
million subsidy for local services, to be distributed to
all counties according to a formula, was appropriated for
the biennium. Other provisions govern the type of services
that may be covered with subsidy funds, set limits on
investments in residential care, prohibit the use of funds
to cover current county services, and require that an
advisory board help develop each local plan.

. Although the legislation did not satisfy all of the
major groups, the Ohio project is almost unanimously
credited with helping to find a compromise position that
both moderated the harsher code provisions of the original
draft of the legislation and assured the implementation of
a workable, well-funded subsidy program. As of 1983,
researcb conducted by the Ohio project and our target
agency interviews suggest that the subsidy program is now
well-accepted and operating pretty much as intended.
Traiping school commitments have declined, but overcrowding
remalns a problem. The overcrowding has been attributed in
part to errors in the Division of Youth Services' original
;tatistics, which overestimated the number of misdemeanants
in their custody, and in part to the new bill's deletion of
DYS authority to immediately return committed youth to
their communities.

The third instance of a reorganization outcome is more
limited in scope. It consisted o° the transfer of
responsibility for services to dependent children (that is,
status offenders) from the Probation Department to the
Division of Social Services in San Francisco in 1981.
California's Coleman project, in conjunction with other
community groups, convinced six of the 11 Board of
Supervisors members to vote to transfer the services,
through a combination of education and coalition-building
tactics. The change has been controversial.

The reorganization efforts we have described involved
both the juvenile justice and social services sectors to
some extent. In the next sections, we describe legislative
outcomes that are more closely linked to a single sector.
(To the degree that juvenile justice activities involve
community-based alternatives, however, the dividing line
between juvenile justice and social services is never neat.
In addition, some states place responsibility for status

offenders under social services agencies., We will ignore
such variations to simplify the discussion.)

Juvenile Justice

As we saw in Tables 4.1 and 4.2, legislative outcomes
were achieved by the vast majority of projects. One of the
most prevalent achievements involved modifications of the
juvenile code or related bills to improve the due process
protections for youth caught up in the juvenile justice
system or to improve the conditions at facilities where
youth are detained. These gains occurred in seven states:

e In Arkansas, eight amendments to the juvenile
code set out rules of procedure, including time
limits for pre-hearing detention and filing of
petitions, disposition procedures, and right to
counsel.

e In Florida, criteria were adopted that restricted
the use of secure detention to more serious
offenders and those with a history of
non—-appearance, limited the transfer of runaways
and other youth to jails, and forbid comi~jling
of juveniles and adults during processing
(FCCY).5 (Unfortunately, some of these gains
were eroded by later "backlash" legislation--one
of our few instances of "unfavorable outcomes.")

e In Oregon, several relevant bills passed,
including one that sets new standards for
detention facilities and procedures and another
that encourages placement of non-~violent
offenders in alternatives prior to adjudication.

e In Kentucky, a new juvenile code was adopted
which will unify many existing provisions
-scattered throughout the lawbooks. It contains
new.criteria for intake, placement, and release
that encourage alternatives to
institutionalization of delinquents and status
offenders. One million dollars in start-up
expenses were appropriated as well.

S5Where more than one project was active in a given locale,
in this chapter we have noted in parentheses which project
was responsible for the achievement reported.
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¢ Tennessee also adopted uniform rules of procedure . - citizens' coalition around the negative conseguences of
for juvenile courts. Another bill limited "get tough" legislation. Other projects participated in
placement of juveniles in adult jails to those more limited battles:
being tried in adult courts or, in the smaller —_—
counties, to youth accused of crimes against ‘ e In Wisconsin, a proposal to }owef the age at
persons, When youth are held in jail in the - ' which juveniles cogld.be ?walved' (transferred to
smaller counties, the holding period is limited adult court for adjudlcat}on) Was.defeated, as
to 48 hours and separation from adults is T o was a bill to remove confidentiality protections
required. A separate bill established .. from juvenile records.
restitution as a formal disposition option.
— ® In Arkansas, a "waiver" proposal also surfaced,
® Wisconsin passed several amendments to clean up calling for reduction in the wa%veF age ?rom 15
technical and procedural problems with the 1978 o ‘ to 12. A compromise bill, permitting waivers at

Children's Code. Other gains for children

age 14, only for Class A felony»offenses, passed.
included a law severely restricting the use of

strip searches with juveniles, and a mandate that
state correctional facilities meet the same
licensing standards as private facilities.

Proposed modifications in the requ;rements for
"sight and sound" separation of jailed adults and
juveniles and in overcrowding standards were
defeated in California (CCYFC).

® In Washington, the Ya project helped get ) . . :
legislation passed (HB 431) in 1983 which will - * dotenciondoeti 2 pill that Would have permitted
l=ssen the sentencing exceptions previously detention of truants up to 90 days was defeated.

allowed under the Juvenile Code. For example, T . X  <h ts in the
judges will be unable to sentence juvenile In several states, 1eglslat1ve‘accomplls ments 1n
offenders to longer terms than adult offenders . juvenile justice sector also took the form of protecting or

for the same offense. This law also sets up a expanding appropriations for community-based alternatives

mechanism for state support of community-based to incarceration. Youth Advocacy grantees were involved
treatment. .- — in:
It is noteworthy that the states with the most - e Protecting California's state funding.for
comprehensive code revisions--Kentucky and Tennessee--are ' , alternatives from cuts and from undesirable
also those in which YAP was credited by target agencies - - changes in the way local allocations under the

with playing the largest role in the outcome. In each
instance, the advocacy group became a key member of the
task force that drafted the new code and did much of the -
staff work for the group.

- ~ program are decided (CCYFC).

Convincing San Francisco's Board of Superv@sors
to table a $90,000 proposal for new detentlgn

h - facilities, in favor of other improvements in the
processing and treatment of juveniles (Coleman

and CCYFC).

q
°

While projects in some states helped make improvements
in due process and quality of correctional treatment, in

F T

several other instances the crucial task for advocates was A ,
to protect what had already been gained. This was e Obtaining legislative approval for a community
particularly true in Massachusetts and Pennsylvania where A - arbitration program ($109,000) and some other

broad attempts to "deform" the current juvenile codes were

averted, in part through YAP efforts. While the h
Massachusetts project worked through a coalition of other
advocacy groups, Pennsylvania's Juvenile Justice Center :
(JIC) played a more direct role in its state, mobilizing o : e Moderating proposed cuts in Pennsylvania's .
and educating the media, legislators, and members of its appropriations for non-institutional services in

alternatives such as crisis counseling and
runaway shelters in Florida (FCCY and Ft.
- e Lauderdale).
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FY80-81 and later restoring losses and expanding
the program by $25,000,000 in 1983 (JJc).

® Ho}ding the training school budget in check,
whllg increasing appropriations for
non-institutional services by over $1,000,000 in
Oregon. Over the next several years, one state

institution will be closed and another reduced in

size. '(Both the Oregon project and the Oregon
§atelllte of Arizona's NFA were active on the
latter issue.)

® Defeating a proposal to expand secure detention
for young women in Arizona and gaining more
support for community-based services instead
(Arizona-NFa).

° Re§toring massive cuts in the services budget for
children, youth, and families in Wisconsin.
Threatened services included emergency, runaway
and shelter programs. The legislature also '
fun@ed a4 new program designed to pilot a method
of ilntegrated reimbursement for youth involved in
multiple service systems.

® Increasipg appropriations for community-based
alternatives by $500,000 in North Carolina.

® ;regt?ng a $380,000 subsidy to be used by
1nd1v1§ual counties to upgrade their juvenile
court intake and service coordination functions
in Tennessee,.

® Providing $360,000 in state support for court
workers over a one~-year period in Kentucky.

The precise contribution of the YAP
appropriations decisions is generally dif%iigiieiotgiiUCh
QOwn, glthough we know the projects were active on the
issue in each case. From our interviews, it would appear
tha; the project efforts were particularly significagg i
California, Tennesee, and Wisconsin. "

Social Services

Lens inche social services area, six states had
eglslative achievements related to perma B i
. ) nency planning fo
youth in foster care or other placement review proceduges-r

@ In Arkansas and Florida (FCCY), state codes were
amended to require judicial review of foster care
placements every six months. Arkansas also
passed a Child Placement Licensing Act that
represents the first effort to regulate foster
care and adoption placements by private agencies
in the state.

e Kentucky passed legislation to permit external
review of children in foster care; a small
subsidy--$75,000 over two years—~-was approved as
well. The new juvenile code revision also
retained older provisions for mandatory reviews
and other due process protections for emotionally
disturbed youth in private and state facilities.

® Wisconsin passed laws governing termination of
parental rights, specifying objective criteria to
be used and mandating participation of parents
and children,

e North Carolina appropriated $213,000 to match
$700,000 in Federal support for permanency
planning. Another bill provided for judicial
review of foster care children whose parental
rights have been terminated,

e Washington passed legislation (HB 433) known as
the "Comprehensive Youth and Family Services Act
of 1983." The law will enhance the delivery of
services to childre- and families in conflict by
treating children and their families as a unit,
and by serving children in their homes when
possible.

There were a variety of other legislative actions
designed to protect, improve, or expand the quality of
social or mental health services for children and youth.
The Arkansas and the two Florida projects were involved in
opposing efforts to weaken residential care standards for
religious providers or to exempt them entirely from
regulation. 1In Arkansas, the issue arose in two
consecutive legislative sessions; each time a compromise
resulted but the Arkansas advocates are credited with
helping to moderate the provisions. (The most recent and
undesirable version of the legislation is now being
challenged as unconstitutional by other provider groups.)
In Florida's Broward County. a similar effort to exempt



religious.providers.from children's day care standards also
resu;ted 1 compromise; here too, YAP (Ft. Lauderdale) is
gg:glted wgshtgelplng to make a very regressive proposal

: so., e state level in Florida, the i
bills did not pass. ' sxemption

. Both Florida‘'s FCCY and Wisconsin took an interest in
blll§ related to procedures and conditions in mental
hospltals. In Florida, FCCY was characterized as the
mov ing force behind a bill prohibiting comingling of adults
and mlnors,.and of youth under 14 with older youth in state
mental bospltals; records of youth must also document that
good faith efforts have been made to find less restrictive
placements. 1In Wisconsin, efforts to broaden the grounds
for mental health commitments were defeated.

Other accomplishments i i i
) 1n the social serv
incluash lces area

¢ Passage of legislation to support volunteer

Guardian ad litem programs in Florida FCCY
North Carolina. ( ?) and

° Expgnsion of the authority of the Department of
Social Services to act on abuse and neglect
allegétlons against day care operators in North
Carolina, as well as expansion of the medical
profession's authority to report abuse.

Two othgr sta?es, Arkansas and Wisconsin, have statutes
concerning child abuse under consideration

Education

As noted earlier, there were fewer i i
Qutcgmes in the educational sector than isgéséagézgnile
Jjustice or social services sectors. But such outcomés
qccurred In seven of the states that hosted YAP efforts
Egur_stgtes took action related to issues of school .
discipline, truancy, and/or drop-out prevention. 1In all

four instances i : ; ; .
role: + YAP 1s credited with playing an important

e In Ggorgia, a bill passed mandating that
deprivation of education may not be used as a

form of punishment; in-school ) ]
i1 sus
the method of choice. pension is to be

ey

e In New York, new legislation prohibits the
discharge of truants by the school district until
an effort has been made to locate them. Another
bill that would have given the police power to
take truants into custody was blocked.

@ In Wisconsin, the state aid formula for school
districts was modified to provide more incentives
for drop~out prevention. The legislature also
set aside $3,000,000 for drop-out programs during
1981-1983.

e In Florida (FCCY), the legislature entertained
several punitive measures concerning truancy and
school discipline; the only proposal that
survived concerned sale of drugs and weapons.

Other educaticnal measures in which YAP grantees
played sgome role include: educational appropriations
decisions in Georgia; special educational appropriations in
Massachusetts and Delaware; defeat of a bill to relieve the
State Department of Education of responsibility for
educating pregnant students in Arizona (NFA); and passage
of a bill mandating remedial services for low-achievers and
making minimum competency testing of students optional in
Wisconsin.

POLICY, PRACTICE, AND PROCEDURE QUTCOMES

The policy, practice, and procedure outcomes with
which YAP was associated are far more numerous than the
legislative outcomes, and much more vaviable in scope and
potential effect. Such outcomes were achieved by every
project. Below we provide a sampling of the more
noteworthy accomplishments in each sector. (Again, the
sector boundaries are somewhat arbitrarily drawn.)

Juvenile Justice

Admission criteria and the standards of operation
within detention and correctional facilities were key
concerns for many YAP grantees. Projects in eleven states
were at least partially responsible for improvements in
related policies or practices. Examples of outcomes in
which YAP played a particularly significant role include:
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® Achievement of "substantial" compliance with
Pennsylvania's progressive code governing jailing
or detention of juveniles,6 and improvements in
conditions at detention and other youth-serving
institutions. JJC-trained citizen inspectors
have been involved in most of the facility
inspections undertaken by the state; they have
sometimes been invited in by local agencies as
well, and as a result, remedial action has been
observed in a number of cases. (To facilitate
citizen involvement in such inspections, at JJC's
request the Department of Public Welfare reversed
its prohibitions on citizen access to children's
records.)

® An estimated 25% reduction in jailing of Kentucky
juveniles in 1982, as compared to the prior year.
This pattern appears to be a result of a YAP
lawsuit against 67 jailers and 78 county
executives alleging incarceration of
non-delinquents, comingling of juveniles and
adults, and other unlawful practices. Because of
widespread concern over local officials'
liability in such suits, the legislature also has
sponsored a special study on the future of jails
in Kentucky.

e A court ruling (D.B. v. Tewksbury) in Oregon that
detention of children in adult jails is
unconstitutional. As a result of this YAP
litigation against a single county, jails across
the state have substantially modified or ceased
their use of jails for juveniles and have
crganized to discuss immediate and short term
alternatives to jail.

® Reductions in jailing of juveniles in at least
two Washington counties, where YAP provided
technical assistance to local officials
concerning intake standards and alternatives to
incarceration. Several hundred juveniles have
benefited from these activities. 1In addition,
after public testimony and other educational
efforts by YAP, the State Jail Comission amended

6Jails may not hold juveniles; status offenders cannot be
held in detention facilities or other facilities designed
primarily for delinquents.
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its standards to discourage use of jails and
detention for juveniles.

® Federal court and state agency directives to
improve practices and conditions in Wisconsin
jails. YAP brought two class action suits
against local county jails in the federal courts
for the Eastern and Western Districts of
Wisconsin. Both cases were settled
satisfactorily, after receiving considerable
media attention. 1In addition, YAP worked with a
state committee within the Department of Health
and Social Services on regulations for secure
detention and for the juvenile portions of jails.
Effective February 1983, all such facilities must
develop written operational plans covering health
care, visitation, staffing, discipline, fire
protection, mail and telephone privileges,
screening, and supervision.

e Improvements in due process, disciplinary
procedures, and treatment programs at one of
Wisconsin's state correctional facilities, as a
result of another YAP lawsuit that was resolved
through negotiation. Administrative criteria
governing release and aftercare at all state
facilities were also revised in a manner that
should shorten incarceration for some youth.

Other noteworthy accomplishments in the area of
detention and facility standards include: continuing
compliance with a comprehensive consent decree governing
conditions in Massachusetts' largest detention facility;7
adoption of detention standards by Oregon's Juvenile
Services Commission (Arizona-NFA's Oregon field office);
modification of "conduct rules" governing due process,
discipline, and treatment programs at a 446-bed state
correctional facility in Oregon; closure of the detention
facility in one Ohio county; and improvements in the
physical plant at training schools in North Carolina.
Projects in Pennsylvania (JJC), Arizona (NFA), Oregon,
Wisconsin, and North Carolina also played a part in
instituting or upgrading some specific educational or
treatment programs within institutions.

7The decree resulted from pre-YAP efforts by the parent
agency, but YAP monitored the agency's compliance.



?here also were some improvements in policies,
bractlces, and procedures governing the judicial process
generally, and in the kinds of dispositional alternatives
used for delinquent youth and status offenders.

e 1In Mgssachusetts, the Department of Youth
Services (DYS) rewrote its intake screening
standards. Admission standards for regional
programs for emotionally disturbed adolescents
also were tightened up.8

e San D@ego's Board of Supervisors and other
organizations provided resources for some new
programs to serve as alternatives to
lncarceration for local youth (CCYFrC).

e The Bureau of Juvenile Corrections in Delaware
developed anq lmplemented a new classification
system that lncorporates security, treatment, and

educational needs of delinquent youth. The same
System has been adopted by family court intake
workers.

. Delaware's‘Family Court stopped using criminal
contempt citations and penalties for status
offenders,

o In Pgnpsylvania (JJC), state regulations
providing for review of youth placements were
amended to permit review prior to placement.
Qltnough the review committee is rarely active
1n one 1instance it stimulated removal from a ’
state institution of 30 out of 31 youth who did
not meet the intake criteria.

e In Tucson (Arizona-NFA), a new halfway house for
young women was developed as an alternative to
training school placement. The local government
and the United Way also agreed to increase
support for services to young women. No females
are now being committed to the training school.

8These programs, jointly operated b

| : Yy DYS and the De
of Mental gyglene, were later closed entirely and mg:gtg;nt
the youth involved found less restrictive placements The
Youth Advocacy grantee helped represent these youth.

A
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Social Services

The Children's Service Division in Oregon
implemented a "rapid placement" program for
youth; this alleviated a problem of
underutilization of services that might have led
to budget cuts (Oregon and Arizona-NFA's Oregon
field office). The State Department of Health
and Human Services and the Juvenile Justice
Advisory Commission also are directing more
resources to alternatives, such as a teen
prostitution program and residential treatment
for special problems (alcohol abuse, etc.).

Ohio's counties have developed a wide variety cf
alternative service programs under the new
subsidy statute (described above).

Over 95% of Tenn2ssee's juvenile courts have
developed a uniform record~keeping system for
intake and disposition.

In Wisconsin, the State Department of Health and
Social Services and several individual counties
corrected policies and procedures that were at
odds with the state's Children's Code.

’

Protective services for abused children and planning
for permanent placements for youth in foster care were
issues on which YAP projects made inroads into social
services policy and procedure. Some of the most decisive
results include:

The Arkansas Division of Social Services (DSS)
has created five positions for administrative
reviewers who will specialize in initial and
periodic reviews of foster care cases. DSS has
already made a number of smaller changes to
support foster care functions, providing
handbooks for foster and natural parents,
improved case tracking, and statewide training
for foster parents. Arkansas YAP has
participated with DSS staff in the planning
committee that originated most of these ideas.
YAP also helped DSS raise seed money for
participation in a Regional (multi-state)
Adoption Exchange; the exchange is now in
operation.



p—

® As a result of 1litj i i i
gation filed in 1978 b
gizsicngftgs(gAP and continuing throughogt the
, o) Lynch v. King), a federal pj i
L i Dist
So;it Eas granted a preliminary injunctio; ret
Agte:shessingtatngepartment of Social Services
€vVliaence concerning the i .
of protective services ’ ®enas cduacy
: Ve coverage, and
deaths and lnjuries e 3585 ont
the court ord d
reduce caseloads to’20 “to asntar.

: : per worker, to assiqn
gizfs :;F?én 24 hougs, and to estéblish plgns for
lossyof éédeigf gevgew them periodically or face

: unds. The defendant hi
Pursuing an appeal, is ro i ire e
Sul ding to hi
additional workers'and Tmolom ? but
. : implement a i
tracking system for children. somputerized

® In the San Francisco Al
: ~Alameda area, a bl
adoption agency has been establiséed angczill

organizational role and h :
- elped ;
state and foundation sourceg, raise backing from

] Eggﬁggky YAP helped the state's two largest
P:o'eé:s to set up "Children in Placement"
volante:récigpfé-‘ Theie Projects use trained

view the records of chj i
foster care and ask for judicial revie;lggezhén

5;8?Z§es§hi lgglslatign that Supports external
rev resuli ewlde. This legislation passed, with
che u tﬁét 7 external review boards :

€lng established around the State are

® In several North C i
. \ arolina counties
;?g§§2§:t§tlzg of "Children in Plaée;2§t"
in € courts has result i
: =] ed
:ggjs?lggigeprocedures, quicker procégsing
L Prepared participants j ’
: : i
Proceedings that involve youth in fos:er care

Othgr related outcomes include pi
?éafiggggig_gdllltem Projects in Sanpi%gﬁcfgggrn
Landergar i Oleman), Delayare, and *lorida (Ft
gaigedale %oimprovements.ln emergency coverage'and n
in Delanes f response §1mes for child abuse and Te

€; a court decision requiring permanencynggisggng

al reviey

for "termination of parental rights" and adoption cases in

Jefferson County,

foster care cases in Oregon;
protective services in several Wisconsin counties.
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The other area within the social services sector that

produced a number of favorable policy/procedure outcomes
was mental health placement and services.

e In Kentucky, a state—appointed citizens' task

force in which YAP was a key participant,
generated comprehensive recommendations
concerning state residential facilities for
emotionally disturbed youth. Since then, YAP has
been monitoring implementation. Among the
changes: vacant staff positions were filled,
confrontation therapy was discontinued, two old
facilities were closed and another scaled down to
50 beds, a new 50-bed treatment center was
opened, steps were taken to segregate emotionally
disturbed from delinquent children in group homes
and treatment facilities, and the use of least
restrictive programs was instituted.

e In Wisconsin, a YAP lawsuit against a 100~-bed
residential treatment center (Brian v. Clinicare)
resulted in a consent decree banning use of
psychotropic drugs without informed consent and
strictly limiting the use of locked seclusion
wards. As a follow-up, the State Department of
Health and Social Services issued a memorandum
instructing regional personnel to ensure that all
residential treatment facilities use locked wards
only when a child is in danger of harming himself
or the group and is undergoing an emotional
crisis. The memo specifically states that
confinements lasting over an hour are suspect.

The Massachusetts project also has undertaken a major
lawsuit (Jose T.) on behalf of youth in adult wards of
state mental hospitals. No decision has been reached in
the case, but in the meantime the named plaintiffs have
been moved; the project also has helped negotiate less
restrictive placements for several youth in other mental
health treatment programs. Like Kentucky, the Delaware and
the Florida-Ft. Lauderdale projects have been i