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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The disproportionate minority confinement (DMC) mandate of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act requires states to develop and
implement strategies to address and reduce the overrepresentation of minority youth in
secure facilities.  In an effort to facilitate compliance with the mandate, the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) sponsored demonstration
projects in five pilot states.  In Phase I of OJJDP's DMC Initiative, each pilot state
assessed the extent of DMC in its juvenile justice system.  In Phase II, each state
designed and implemented strategies to address the disproportionate representation
identified in Phase I.  The Initiative also included a National Evaluation to document the
lessons learned, identify key factors in the success of state and local efforts, and
determine the efficacy of different interventions in reducing DMC.  At the request of
OJJDP, Caliber Associates, in conjunction with state representatives and Portland
State University, conducted the National Evaluation, consisting of separate evaluations
of each pilot state and one non-pilot state.  This report presents findings from the
evaluation of the Arizona DMC demonstration project that began in October 1991.

METHODOLOGY

Arizona's DMC Initiative, focusing on the development and implementation of
small, community-based programs, lent itself to a formative, or process, evaluation
design.  The evaluation consisted of qualitative analysis of state-level project
documents and interviews with key state-level DMC participants, as well as intensive
investigation of local pilot project activities and interviews with project representatives.

ARIZONA'S DMC INITIATIVE

Relying on input from state agency and community representatives and
incorporating a systemic definition of DMC, the major finding of Arizona's Phase I
research effort was that the nature and extent of differential treatment varied between
Anglo and minority youth, among minority youth, and from point to point in the juvenile
justice system.  The Phase I research effort also identified several potential sources of
DMC including:  system-wide discrimination, barriers to effective parental advocacy,
inadequate cultural knowledge and skills among system administrators, and limited
resources.  Phase I activities also included increasing community awareness of the
DMC problem and educating juvenile justice professionals on DMC issues, resulting in
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increased commitment to addressing the DMC problem and widespread agreement that
the state's information systems need improvement.  

The Arizona DMC Team considered several approaches to addressing the
problem of minority youth overrepresentation in the juvenile justice system that were
firmly grounded in Phase I research findings.  Phase II activities included efforts to
reduce DMC by modifying state legislation and local policies, and to develop a
statewide advocacy program, which failed, primarily due to political indifference. 
Ultimately, Arizona's Phase II intervention strategy focused on developing community-
based pilot projects.  Consistent with Phase I findings, each of the seven funded
projects addressed both systemic and socio-economic causes of DMC.  Collectively,
the projects targeted all at-risk minority populations in the state.  

The evaluation of the pilot projects focused on the implementation process of
each project.  Five of the seven projects realized all of their project objectives by the
conclusion of the grant period.  Each of the seven projects addressed at least two of
the key issues identified in Phase I.  Most of the projects addressed four or more
issues, indicating that the seven projects were appropriate interventions based on the
Phase I research. 

State-level DMC activity during Phase II was minimal, partially because of the
grass-roots approach to developing interventions, partially due to staff turnover and the
lack of resources, and partially due to politics.  During Phase II, Arizona state and local
elections featured several candidates who took vocal “tough on crime” stances.  Some
DMC stakeholders therefore believed that Arizona state government leaders provided
little support to the DMC initiative out of fear of being labeled as “soft on crime” during
an election year.  The state’s Phase II activities did, however, include a successful
effort at continued public awareness and education through the dissemination of Phase
I research findings. 

LESSONS LEARNED

A primary objective of the state demonstration projects is to provide
opportunities for other states and locales to learn from the pilot state experiences.  To
this end, the evaluation of the Arizona DMC Initiative identified several lessons learned
from the state and local efforts.  There was growing recognition that the DMC issue
must be seen from a systemic perspective rather than a legal, sociological, or service
delivery perspective.  Mechanisms for examining DMC issues, including information
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systems, should be further developed and institutionalized.  Arizona's local pilot project
experiences demonstrated the value of involving agency and community
representatives, particularly minority community representatives, in the total DMC
definition, identification, and intervention process.  A comprehensive view should also
be taken for planning and funding DMC interventions, including more persons and
service systems than just the juvenile justice system.  Intervention strategies should
respond to system needs.  Alternative resources should be developed to offset funding
deficits.  Finally, Arizona’s Phase II experience demonstrated the importance of
ensuring unbiased political support at the state level so that the state can adequately
support local design and implementation efforts.

FUTURE PLANS

While the continuation of local pilot projects remains uncertain due to the current
absence of future funding, state-level DMC planning and activities will continue. 
Arizona DMC stakeholders are now concentrating their efforts on developing and
institutionalizing a collaborative, systemic approach to addressing DMC.  Arizona is
implementing the Juvenile On-line Tracking System (JOLTS) to ensure uniform data
collection and the incorporation of data elements to enable monitoring of the extent of
DMC throughout the state.  Arizona is also developing DMC-related training programs
for community and business leaders, juvenile court judges, legislators, educators, law
enforcement officials, and state government employees.  Efforts are also focused on
identifying effective DMC programs—both within and outside the state—that can be
replicated or adapted. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) sponsored,
in five states, demonstration projects that were designed to address problems of
Disproportionate Minority Confinement (DMC) within the juvenile justice system.  This
report presents findings from an evaluation of the Arizona DMC project.  This chapter
presents relevant background information, an overview of the Arizona demonstration
project, and the purpose and organization of the report. 

1. BACKGROUND

 Findings from a large body of literature suggest that disproportionate minority
confinement occurs within many juvenile justice systems across the nation.  Recent
congressional legislation requires states to assess the extent of DMC in their juvenile
justice systems and to develop and implement strategies to address DMC problems
that are found.  OJJDP's DMC Initiative seeks to assist states to comply with the
mandate.  The Initiative includes support for the development and implementation of
DMC projects in five pilot states, including Arizona.  The DMC Initiative also calls for
evaluation of pilot state projects to help OJJDP determine the best methods for
assisting states to comply with the mandate as well as to suggest strategies and
provide useful lessons to non-pilot states that are developing and implementing DMC
projects of their own.  The following paragraphs provide a summary of the DMC
literature, followed by a more detailed description of the OJJDP DMC Initiative.

1.1 Summary of DMC Literature

Disproportionate minority confinement is defined by OJJDP as a ratio of "the
share of the juvenile justice population that is minority relative to the share of the at-risk
population that is minority."  Since the late 1960s, scores of researchers have
published studies assessing the extent to which DMC exists within the juvenile justice
system.  Approximately two thirds of all published studies found evidence of DMC
(Pope and Feyerherm, 1992).  One third of the studies, however, did not find evidence
of DMC.  Researchers note that inherent methodological difficulties contributed to the
inconsistent findings.  Another factor contributing to the inconsistent findings may be
that most DMC studies were restricted to one stage in system processing (Bishop and
Frazier, 1988).  Such an approach, several authors contend, fails to measure the
"cumulative disadvantage" to minority youth within a juvenile justice system.  Although
race may have a small, statistically nonsignificant effect on decision-making at
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particular stages, race may still have a significant, cumulative effect on outcomes (Zatz,
1987).

Approximately one third of all DMC studies found an overall pattern of DMC
while an equal proportion of studies found DMC only at particular points within the
juvenile justice system (Pope and Feyerherm, 1992).  Many researchers believe that
DMC is most pronounced at the "front end" of  the juvenile justice system, yet few DMC
studies have focused on the front end (Conley, 1994).  Measuring the racial bias that
occurs when police officers decide which juveniles to question—or when citizens, social
workers, and school officials decide to alert authorities to delinquent behavior—is
fraught with methodological challenges (Sampson, 1986).  

Studies finding evidence of DMC typically ascribed its causes to either:
(1) systematic racial bias against minority youth within the juvenile justice system; or
(2) more serious and/or more frequent offenses being committed by minority youth. 
Both explanations were considered legitimate in the Federal DMC legislation that
followed. 

1.2 OJJDP's DMC Initiative

The 1988 amendments to the OJJDP Act included a requirement to states
participating in the OJJDP Formula Grants Program to address the growing problem of
the disproportionate confinement of minority youth in secure facilities.  The 1992
amendments to the OJJDP Act included a mandate requiring the states to assess the
level of minority youth confinement in their juvenile justice systems and implement
strategies to reduce disproportionate representation.  To facilitate the states' ability to
comply with the mandate of the OJJDP Act, OJJDP established the DMC Initiative. 
Through a competitive process, OJJDP selected five states—Arizona, Florida, Iowa,
Oregon, and Arizona—to receive training, technical, and financial assistance.  

The DMC Initiative was designed to include two 18-month phases.  During
Phase I, each of the five pilot states assessed the extent of disproportionate
representation in its juvenile justice system and reported the findings to OJJDP.  During
Phase II, the pilot states designed strategies to address the disproportionate
representation problems identified during their Phase I assessments. 

Phase II included a National Evaluation of the DMC Initiative.  At OJJDP’s
request, Caliber designed and conducted the evaluation in collaboration with pilot state
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representatives and with the national technical assistance providers from Portland
State University.  The National Evaluation included separate evaluation reports on
each pilot state and one non-pilot state.  

To complement the pilot states, the National Evaluation eventually will include
the State of Michigan, which developed and implemented a DMC plan without OJJDP
support.  The inclusion of Michigan will provide a more robust picture of state efforts to
reduce minority overrepresentation.

The objectives for the National Evaluation are to document the lessons learned
and factors key to the success of state and local efforts, as well as to determine the
efficacy of different types of interventions in reducing the degree of disproportionate
representation.  The evaluation findings will be incorporated into training and technical
assistance manuals or other publications that OJJDP will disseminate to all states as a
resource that will assist their planning and implementing approaches to reduce
disproportionate representation of minorities in the juvenile justice system.

2. ARIZONA DMC DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

Arizona's DMC activities began in October 1991 and concluded in the Spring of
1995.  During this time period, Arizona DMC project participants completed the Phase I
research, designed an intervention plan in response to the Phase I research findings,
and completed the Phase II activities in accordance with the plan.

Arizona's grantee under OJJDP's DMC Initiative was the Governor's Division for
Children (GDC), the state agency responsible for addressing mandates of the JJDP
Act.  To conduct Arizona's DMC initiative, the GDC's State Advisory Group (SAG),
known as the Arizona Juvenile Justice Advisory Council (AJJAC), established the
Equitable Treatment (ET) of Minority Youth Project.  To advise AJJAC on DMC-related
activities,  AJJAC created the Minority Youth Issues Committee (MYIC), an interagency
group of educators, local government officials, law enforcement representatives, and
private and non-profit service providers.  Arizona's Phase I and Phase II activities are
briefly summarized below.

2.1 Phase I Research

Arizona's Phase I research effort generated widespread agreement on the extent
of DMC and increased community awareness of the issue.  Arizona's Phase I research
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study was led by a team of researchers from Arizona State University.  The researchers
had two major objectives:

• To examine the extent to which race/ethnicity influences juvenile justice
system decision-making

• To examine the extent to which race/ethnicity influences the interactions
between youth, parents, community members, and juvenile justice system
personnel.

The study was based on quantitative analyses of juvenile records as well as qualitative
analyses of input obtained from a series of interviews with key actors within the juvenile
justice system and from a series of community forums attended by hundreds of minority
community members. 

The study found evidence of DMC at several points within the state's juvenile
justice system.  The study also identified several potential sources of DMC, including
system barriers to effective parental advocacy on behalf of system-involved youth,
inadequate cultural knowledge and skills among juvenile justice personnel, and limited
communication between minority neighborhoods and juvenile justice system agencies. 

2.2 Phase II Activities

In response to the Phase I research findings, Arizona's Phase II strategy to
address the problem of minority youth over-representation in the juvenile justice system
included the following objectives:

• Solicit and fund community-designed approaches to remedy minority
over-representation

• Develop state-wide DMC intervention programs

• Modify policies, procedures, practices, and legislation that may contribute
to disproportionate minority confinement

• Continue public awareness and education efforts.

State-level Arizona DMC activities focused on attaining the first of the objectives.  The
remaining objectives were the focus of local efforts.
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During 1994, AJJAC funded seven community-based DMC programs, located
primarily in the Tucson and Phoenix areas.  AJJAC regarded the funding as "seed
money" to foster the development of permanent DMC programs.  AJJAC also regarded
the community-based funding approach as an experiment that might yield lessons that
could be applied in developing future DMC programs. Together, the programs targeted
all major minority populations in the state.  One of the seven programs targeted juvenile
justice professionals. 

Pilot projects and state-level efforts, their implementation status, and factors that
contributed to or inhibited the Arizona DMC project's success, were the subject of the
evaluation and are described in the body of this report.

3. PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE OF THE EVALUATION REPORT

The purpose of this document is to present Caliber Associates' evaluation
findings on the DMC initiative in Arizona.  Chapter II describes Caliber's objectives and
methodology for conducting the evaluation.  Chapter III presents evaluation findings on
the state-level component of Arizona's DMC initiative, and Chapter IV presents findings
on community-based pilot project interventions.  Finally, Chapter V summarizes key
lessons learned from Arizona's experience which may be applicable to states that are
developing their own DMC initiatives.  Throughout the report, specific agencies or
organizations are introduced by name and (in parentheses) by acronym; thereafter,
they are referred to only by acronym.  To assist the reader, Appendix A provides an
alphabetical list of organizations and their acronyms.
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II.  METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the overall approach to conducting the evaluation of the
Arizona DMC initiative.  The approach was collaboratively developed by Arizona DMC
project staff, Portland State University, and Caliber Associates. The following sections
describe the evaluation design, data collection methods, and analyses.

1. EVALUATION DESIGN

OJJDP requested an evaluation of the Arizona DMC initiative that would support
the National Evaluation objectives—to document lessons learned, to identify factors
facilitating or hindering success, and to determine the efficacy of different types of
interventions—via an approach tailored to Arizona's DMC strategy.  Arizona's DMC
initiative focused on developing and implementing several community-based programs,
each serving a population too small for inferential statistical methods to accurately
measure program impacts.  Arizona's DMC initiative, however, lent itself to a type of
evaluation research known as formative, or process, evaluation. 

The evaluation team developed a descriptive, qualitative methodology to provide
OJJDP with a comprehensive, in-depth picture of what happened in Arizona—at the
state and local levels—and why.  The following evaluation goals were established:

• Document the process used by the state's DMC project team to assess
the extent of DMC in Arizona's juvenile justice system

• Document the process used by the state's DMC project team to assist
state and local acceptance and understanding of the DMC problem

• Document the process used by the state DMC project team to identify
potential sources of DMC

• Document, where possible, the appropriateness of the intervention plans
which emerged from the Phase I research process

• Identify any system or outcome changes related to the DMC initiative

• Identify key issues related to implementing a community-based program
to reduce the disproportionate confinement of minority youth.

The evaluation design was strengthened by inclusion of a research strategy termed
"triangulation."  This strategy incorporates multiple measures of a given concept,
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activity, or occurrence.  Thus, the Arizona DMC initiative was investigated using
multiple data sources, including document reviews, interviews, and researcher
observations.

2. DATA COLLECTION METHODS AND SOURCES

The evaluation design pursued two distinct levels of inquiry: the state level and
the local level.  Given that the interventions must occur at the local level, an intensive
investigation of local environments, activities, perceptions, and plans was essential. 
The state-level inquiries were equally important, however, given that:  (1) the DMC
Initiative was initiated by Phoenix; and (2) change must occur at both the state and
local levels to be truly effective.

The foundation of the evaluation design was the set of specific research
questions to be addressed by the evaluation.  The evaluation questions assisted in
identifying the data elements required, the data sources from which to obtain the data
elements, and the most appropriate data collection methods.  A summary list of
evaluation questions that guided the Arizona DMC evaluation is presented in Exhibit II-
1, following this page.  These evaluation questions amplify the key process questions
identified for the National Evaluation, including:

• What was the extent of disproportionate representation of minority youth
within the Arizona juvenile justice system?

• What were the major factors contributing to disproportionality?

• What strategies were developed for responding to disproportionality?

• What lessons were learned about how to create change?

These broad evaluation questions, together with the more detailed listing provided in
Exhibit II-1, present the critical issues addressed by the Arizona evaluation effort. 
Methods for obtaining information to answer these questions on the state-level
component of the DMC initiative are described below, followed by a description of how
pilot project information was collected.
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EXHIBIT II-1
EVALUATION QUESTIONS, INFORMATION SOURCES, AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS

EVALUATION QUESTIONS INFORMATION SOURCES DATA COLLECTION METHODS

• What was the extent of disproportionate representation of Phase I data Document review
minority youth within Arizona?  Within individual locales? GDC staff Interviews

Pilot project staff

• How was the Arizona DMC project determined?  How was Phase I data Document review
disproportionality defined? How were pilot projects selected? GDC staff Interviews

• What factors were identified as contributing to Phase I data Document review 
disproportionality?  What assumptions were made about GDC staff Interviews
causality? Pilot project staff

• Who were/are the major "stakeholders" in the DMC initiative GDC staff Document review 
at the state and local levels? Pilot project staff Interviews

• What efforts were made to assist the DMC stakeholders to Phase I data Document review 
understand and agree upon the extent of DMC at the state GDC staff Interviews
level?  At the local level? Pilot project staff

• What was perceived as the most critical event or activity for GDC staff Interviews 
engaging the key DMC stakeholders in the DMC initiative? Pilot project staff

• What were the perceived universal, state, and local system GDC staff Interviews 
factors that might foster over-representation of incarcerated Pilot project staff
youth?

• What activities were planned and used to further the DMC GDC staff Document review 
project?  Which activities were perceived to be the most Pilot project staff Interviews 
useful?  Least useful?

• What resources were available for state and local DMC GDC staff Document review 
planning and intervention?  How were the resources utilized? Pilot project staff Interviews 

• What state or local mechanisms were used to guide the GDC staff Document review 
process?  How effective were they?  What obstacles were Pilot project staff Interviews 
faced?
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS INFORMATION SOURCES DATA COLLECTION METHODS

• What was the process used for state-wide GDC staff Document review 
planning?  Who were the key personnel?  What Pilot project staff Interviews 
types of events were planned and held?   What
were the advantages and disadvantages of the
planning events?  What were the outcomes of the
events?  

• How did the pilot projects use Phase I research data? Pilot project staff Interviews 

• How were the pilot projects developed?  Who were the key Pilot project staff Document review 
developers?  What were the major objectives?  What Interviews 
problems were addressed through intervention?

• What were the outcomes of the Arizona DMC initiative? Phase I data Document review 
What future plans have been developed? GDC staff Interviews

Pilot project staff

• What were the outcomes of the individual DMC pilot projects? GDC staff Document review 
What future plans have been developed? Pilot project staff Interviews 

• If the DMC initiative led to changes in the system(s) or in the GDC staff Interviews 
proportion of minority youth who are confined, what factors Pilot project staff
contributed to the changes?

• What lessons should be shared with others trying to GDC staff Interviews 
implement DMC initiatives at the state or local level? Pilot project staff
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2.1 State-Level Data Collection

For the state-level component, data sources included project documents and
interviews with key DMC participants from state government.  Documentation on
project-related planning activities and events were obtained from the GDC's Program
Project Specialist.  The documents included:

• Equitable Treatment of Minority Youth: A Report on the Over-
Representation of Minority Youth in Arizona's Juvenile Justice System

• Equitable Treatment of Minority Youth Project: Phase I Assessment of
Data Capabilities and Initial Quantitative Data Analysis of Decision-
Making Outcomes

• Governor Fife Symington's Plan to Combat Urban Violence, Gangs, and
Juvenile Crime

• Arizona's supplemental DMC application to OJJDP for funding of Phase II

• Grant applications, scope-of-service contracts, and quarterly reports
related to Arizona's community-based DMC pilot projects.

These documents were reviewed by the evaluation team to enhance its understanding
of Arizona's DMC initiative, to develop chronologies of events, and to assist in refining
the evaluation design and data collection instruments.

In February 1995, a four-person evaluation team conducted on-site visits in the
counties of Pima, Pinal, and Maricopa, where in-depth interviews were conducted with
key state-level leaders of the DMC initiative as well as pilot project staff and
administrators.  Interviews with the GDC's Program Project Specialist and Juvenile
Justice Specialist were conducted in Phoenix.  These interviews explored both phases
of Arizona's DMC initiative.  All interviews were conducted with semi-structured
interview guides that were tailored to each individual situation as appropriate.  A copy
of this interview guide is presented in Appendix B.  In May and June 1995, follow-up
telephone interviews were conducted with the MYIC Chairperson, and with the then-
former GDC's Program Project Specialist. 
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2.2 Pilot Project Data Collection 

For each of the community-based pilot projects, most data were collected during
on-site visits.  From February 6-9, 1995, the evaluation team conducted on-site visits to
the seven DMC pilot projects within the counties of Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima.  In
preparation for the on-site visits, the GDC's Program Project Specialist provided the
evaluation team with the names and telephone numbers of pilot project staff or
administrators.  For each of the seven pilot projects, requests for interviews were
cordially granted.  In most pilot sites, interviews were conducted with at least two
project representatives.  Exhibit II-2 describes the individuals interviewed by the
evaluation team.

EXHIBIT II-2
PILOT PROJECT INTERVIEWEES 

GRANTEE TITLE/ DMC PILOT DMC 
ORGANIZATION POSITION PROJECT PROJECT ROLE

Arizona Department of Positive
Education (ADE), Contact

Indian Education Unit Program

• Project Director • Project Director
• Program Specialist • Evaluation
• Volunteer • Staff support

Mothers Against Gangs
(MAG) Program

• Director Apoyo • Program Manager
• Admin. Assistant • Program development

EMPACT-SPC Different 
• Prevention Manager • Supervision
• Prevention Specialist • Program Manager; Youth

A 

Path Counselor

Pima Prevention
Partnership

• Executive Director • Project Director
• Senior Community • Project supervision

Developer

Equal
Treatment

Project

Westside Social Services,
Inc.

• Therapist; Site • Diversion Counselor
Coordinator

• Business Manager • Program development

Juvenile
Diversion
Program

OUR TOWN Family Workshop
Center Project

• Co-coordinator, Parent • Curriculum; Training 
Education

• Co-coordinator, Parent • Curriculum; Training 
Education

Minority

Pinal Hispanic Council • Executive Director Project • Project Director
Esperanza

Pilot site interviews explored all aspects of project design and implementation,
focusing on factors that assisted or hindered implementation, lessons learned from the
implementation experience, and participant impressions of program outcomes.  Data
elements were selected based on their ability to describe:
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• Perceptions on the extent of DMC in the locale
• Beliefs concerning the root causes of DMC
• DMC intervention goals
• Key players and activities
• Levels of coordination between state and local DMC stakeholders
• Lessons learned from DMC efforts
• Perceptions of program impact
• Future DMC plans.

Pilot project interviews, like state-level interviews, were conducted using a semi-
structured data collection instrument with primarily open-ended questions.  A copy of
the instrument is presented in Appendix C.  

While on site, the evaluation team collected documentation from pilot project
staff.  Such materials included copies of program data collection forms, program
descriptions, and local newspaper clippings on the pilot project activities.  Follow-up
project-level data collection continued through May 1995, with the gathering of
additional information on implementation progress and data on project participant
characteristics.

3. DATA ANALYSIS

The types of analyses conducted were driven by the evaluation objectives.  For
both the state-level and pilot project components, project documents were analyzed
primarily for background and context information.  To ensure a systematic,
comprehensive, and accurate summary of interview data and observation notes, the
evaluation team applied content and consistency analysis techniques.  These
techniques involved recording and tabulating responses from individual interviews and
observation notes in a series of matrices.  In the matrices, the substance of, or
keywords from, responses from each data source were recorded.  Data were tabulated
by each specific question or topic, from each individual source, in order to aggregate
the data and make comparisons.  The aggregation of data was a structured but to some
extent judgmental process.  Yet the approach yielded an affordable means for providing
a reasonably complete and accurate picture of what happened and why.

For all analyses, the content of individual responses to a specific question or
topic were compared to determine the diversity as well as the commonalities of findings
or experiences reported.  One set of data analyses focused on state-level DMC
activities; findings are presented in the next chapter.  Another set of analyses focused
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on what happened within each of the seven pilot projects; findings are presented in
Chapter IV.  Both sets of analyses revealed the key lessons and formed the foundation
for the evaluation's conclusions, presented in Chapter V.



III.STATE-LEVEL PARTICIPATION
IN ARIZONA'S DMC INITIATIVE
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III.  STATE-LEVEL PARTICIPATION IN ARIZONA'S DMC INITIATIVE

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the DMC activities that were initiated
and directed by the state-level participants or "stakeholders" who supported Arizona's
DMC initiative.  The chapter begins with a description of the DMC project initiation and
organization.  The second section describes the major activities undertaken during
Phase I and describes major outcomes of the Phase I research project.  The third
section similarly describes Phase II activities and outcomes.  The fourth section
identifies key factors that affected Arizona's DMC initiative.  This chapter concludes
with Arizona's future plans for monitoring and addressing DMC.

1. ARIZONA'S DMC INITIATIVE

 Shortly following Arizona's selection as a DMC pilot state, GDC's State Advisory
Group (SAG), known as the Arizona Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (AJJAC),
established the Equitable Treatment (ET) of Minority Youth Project.  To advise AJJAC
on the ET project, AJJAC established the Minority Youth Issues Committee (MYIC). 
Committee members totaled 42, including four of AJJAC's 33 members.  As Exhibit III-1
on the next page indicates, MYIC's membership demonstrated an intent to take a
systemic approach to addressing DMC.

AJJAC's primary role was to provide oversight of the DMC initiative while MYIC
led the Phase I research effort and developed the Phase II intervention strategy.  GDC
staff helped coordinate Phase I and implement Phase II of the DMC initiative. 
Programs and Projects Specialist Sandra Alvarez provided full-time administrative
support during Phase I and part-time support during Phase II.  Due to turnover,
reorganization, or reassignment within GDC, four different Juvenile Justice Specialists
supported DMC activities.

 Many groups from the Phoenix and Tucson areas worked with MYIC on this
project.  Researchers from Arizona State University led the Phase I research project. 
An inter-ministerial alliance of clergy, law enforcement agencies, and private and non-
profit service providers assisted with Phase I data collection activities.

Based on interviews with GDC staff and the MYIC chairperson, the major
objectives of the Arizona DMC initiative were to:
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• Determine the extent of DMC within regions of the state

• Explore DMC from several perspectives, including the minority community
perspective, to further define the problem and identify potential solutions

• Increase awareness and understanding of the DMC problem at the state,
county, and local levels

• Develop state-level and community-level resources for addressing DMC.

Another objective of Arizona's DMC initiative was to develop effective interventions for
reducing levels of DMC throughout the state; however, implementation efforts during
the pilot project period were expected to be "experimental."

EXHIBIT III-1
ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTED ON

THE MINORITY YOUTH ISSUES COMMITTEE

JUVENILE JUSTICE EDUCATION

• Superior Court • Arizona State University 
• Administrative Office of the Courts • Arizona Department of Education 
• Maricopa County Juvenile Court Center • Tucson Unified School District
• Salt River Police Department • High schools
• Phoenix Police Department • Alternative schools

SOCIAL WELFARE GOVERNMENT

• The United Way • Governor's Office of Affirmative Action
• Pima County Interfaith Council • City of Phoenix 
• Tanner Chapel AME Church • Phoenix Parks, Recreation and Library
• Indian Rehabilitation, Inc. Department 
• Westcare, Inc. (private service provider) • Department of Youth Treatment and
• Teen Choice (black family services) Rehabilitation

2. PHASE I RESEARCH ACTIVITIES AND FINDINGS

The ET project's primary objectives during Phase I were to assess the extent of
DMC in the state's two urban counties from a systemic perspective, increase
community awareness of the DMC problem, and educate juvenile justice professionals
on DMC issues.  Based on analyses of project materials and interview data, the state-
level DMC stakeholders admirably achieved the Phase I objectives.  Arizona's DMC
team generated widespread agreement on the extent of DMC within the state juvenile
justice system and substantially increased community awareness of the DMC issue. 
Below, the process by which the state-level DMC stakeholders conducted Phase I
research is described, followed by a summary of Phase I outcomes.
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2.1 Phase I Processes

Leaders of Arizona's DMC Initiative took a systemic approach to addressing
DMC in the juvenile justice system, an approach that relied upon input from a broad
range of individuals, including representatives from all major state agencies that impact
youth as well as hundreds of representatives from minority communities.  To begin
Phase I research, MYIC formed the Data Collection and Analysis Work Group.  The
work group was led by an Arizona State University professor in the School of Justice
Studies.  Work group members included several researchers from Arizona State
University and from state and local juvenile justice agencies.  The work group's major
objectives were:

• To examine the extent to which race/ethnicity influence juvenile justice
system decision-making

• To examine the extent to which race/ethnicity influence the interactions
between youth, parents, community members, and juvenile justice system
personnel.

Reflecting Arizona's systemic approach, the first step in the work group's research
process was to understand and document the system flow of juvenile processing. 
Exhibit III-2, following this page, presents an illustration of juvenile processing in
Arizona, which was developed by the Phase I research team. 

Another preliminary step in the research process entailed assessing the
availability of appropriate data for analysis.  Arizona is composed of 15 independent
counties that operate the juvenile court system.  The researchers found that
quantitative juvenile court data were not compatible across counties.  Further, data
collection in rural counties was particularly inadequate for the purposes of analysis. 
Due to these constraints, MYIC directed the Data Collection and Analysis Work Group
to focus Phase I research activity on the state's two urban counties, Pima and
Maricopa.  Together, the two counties account for approximately 80 percent of all
justice system involved youth in Arizona.  In 1990, the Pima county juvenile court
processed more than 11,000 youth; approximately 46 percent were minority.  Maricopa
County processed more than 29,000 youth; approximately 54 percent were minority.

Research within the urban counties was conducted by three groups of Data
Collection and Analysis Work Group investigators.  Each group pursued a different
method of inquiry.  
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The first group of investigators assessed descriptive statistics to indicate the
proportion of minority youth at each decision point in the justice system.  Multivariate
regression was employed to measure the impact of race or ethnicity on justice system
decisions, holding certain variables—such as age, gender, prior records, and
seriousness of offense—constant.  The regression technique measured the impact of
race/ethnicity on specific decision points. 

A second research team, which included GDC's Juvenile Justice Specialist and
the Programs and Projects Specialist, conducted confidential interviews with key
actors, including direct youth service providers, educators, interested community
members, and juvenile justice system involved families.  Interviews were conducted in
Maricopa and Pima Counties between September 1992 and May 1993.  The interviews
were arranged by juvenile justice consultants based in each county.  “Snowball”
sampling resulted in the participation of 185 people with various perspectives on
juvenile justice in Arizona.  The interviews were conducted using interview guides with
20 open-ended questions, which revolved around the following topics:

• Case-processing steps and the discussant's role in case processing and
policy-making

• Concerns over DMC and factors thought to account for it

• Evidence of DMC at various case-processing stages

• Policy and/or resource shifts affecting youth of color in the juvenile justice
system.

Questions were also designed to elicit suggestions on how the juvenile justice system
should respond to the problem.

A third research group conducted 11 community forums in Pima and Maricopa
Counties.  The main purpose of the forums was to present quantitative findings of the
Phase I research in order to get feedback/comments from the participants and their
suggestions for addressing the problem of minority overrepresentation.  The forums
were co-sponsored by MYIC and the Arizona Probation, Parole, and Corrections
Association.  Researchers organized the forums with the aid of "grass-roots
mobilizers," minority community leaders residing in each county.  The forums were
facilitated by county DMC stakeholders, including university administrators, law
enforcement officials, clergy, city government leaders, and many private and non-profit
service providers.  More than 500 community members participated in the eight forums.
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Three forums in each county were conducted in racial/ethnic affinity groups, one
for Hispanics, one for African Americans, and one for Native Americans.  Forums for
Native Americans were held on Native American reservations.  Forums for Hispanic
participants were held within predominantly Hispanic communities; similarly, forums for
African American participants were held in residential areas where African Americans
represented a majority of the inhabitants.  Although Pacific Islanders represent the
fourth largest minority group in Arizona, MYIC deemed the size of the population to be
too small to warrant a community forum for only Pacific Islander participants.  

One forum in each county was conducted with a multi-ethnic group of
participants.  Finally, three "Youth Forums" were held for multi-ethnic groups of middle
school students.

2.2 Phase I Outcomes

Research findings from all three components of Arizona's research project
concurred on the existence of DMC within some—but not all—parts of the state's
Juvenile Justice System.  Each component of the research project produced uniquely
useful findings for developing an appropriate Phase II intervention strategy.  According
to GDC staff,  MYIC accepted the research findings with confidence and without
request for revisions.  AJJAC members also expressed confidence in the soundness of
the study.  In addition, the research project increased community awareness of the
DMC problem and benefitted juvenile justice professionals by drawing attention to the
DMC issue and by highlighting the need for improved data collection systems. 
Findings from each component of the research study are presented below, followed by
a summary of additional benefits resulting from Phase I research.

Phase I Research Findings

Analyses of quantitative data revealed a complicated DMC pattern, the key
findings from which are presented in Exhibit III-3, following this page.  The existence or
extent of minority overrepresentation varied based on ethnic and system factors.  Some
findings on DMC varied by county.  In both counties, however, DMC was most strongly
indicated at the stage within the justice system when a decision is made on whether to
file a petition based on the charge for which a youth has entered—or re-entered—the
juvenile justice system.
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EXHIBIT III-3
QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS FROM ARIZONA'S PHASE I RESEARCH

• Overrepresentation was neither universal nor uniform.  The nature and extent of differential
treatment varied between Anglo and minority youth, among minority youth, and from point to point
in the juvenile justice system.

• The effects of differential treatment were cumulative.  Decisions at one stage influenced
subsequent decisions.  Minority youth were more likely than Anglo youth to receive outcomes that
moved them further into the system.

• In Maricopa County, almost 71% of African American males, but only 43% of Hispanic males and
39% of Anglo males, would have a record by the time they reach 17 years of age.

• Race/ethnicity had statistically observable impacts at eight decision points within the juvenile justice
system, based on 15 multivariate analyses that held other known influences contant.

• African American and Hispanic identity did not have a significant impact on detention decisions
when other known influences were held constant.  Native American youth, however, were more
likely than Anglo youth to be detained.  The most important predictive characteristic for detention
decisions was the average number of previous detentions.

• Hispanic identity and African American identity were both significant predictors of having petitions
filed.  After other known influences were accounted for, Hispanic youth were 9 percent more likely
and African American youth were 7 percent more likely than Anglo youth to have petitions filed.

• Race or ethnic identity affected the likelihood of having petitions dismissed.  After other known
influences were accounted for, African American youth and Hispanic youth were less likely than
Anglos to have their petitions dismissed.

• Race/ethnicity was not statistically predictive of commitment to the Department of Youth Treatment
and Rehabilitation (DYTR); similarly, race/ethnicity did not significantly affect remands to adult
court. 

Analyses of interviews with youth, parents, youth advocates, educators, and
private service providers as well as officials from law enforcement, court, and juvenile
institutions, identified several potential sources of DMC.  Analyses of the 185 interviews
surfaced 10 key issues, which are indicated in Exhibit III-4 on the next page.

Analyses of discussions that occurred during the eight community forums
echoed many of the concerns that had been raised by the interviewees, including the
perception that race plays a major role in discriminatory case handling.  Community
forum participants emphasized concerns about: (1) the lack of effective communication
between juvenile justice system personnel and minority communities; and (2) the
under-representation of minorities in key policy- and decision-making positions.
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EXHIBIT III-4
INTERVIEW FINDINGS FROM ARIZONA'S PHASE I RESEARCH

• Feelings of system-wide discrimination against • Gang labelling by system officials, and lack of
youth of color understanding of reasons for actual gang

• System barriers to effective parental advocacy
on behalf of system-involved youth • Belief that consideration of prior policy

• Inadequate language skills and cultural determinants in case-handling decisions is a
understanding among system administrators racially discriminatory practice
and field staff

• Withdrawal of juvenile justice system agencies and practices, and the need to involve youth
from contact and involvement in poor directly in system policy-making
neighborhoods

• Crisis in neighborhood-based education, for improved coordination among system
vocational, cultural, recreational, employment, administrators in the allocation of resources.
medical, and behavioral health resources for
youth of color.

involvement

contacts and court referrals as major

• Attitudes of youth toward system agencies

• Limited system resources and the critical need

The Arizona project team distinguished its research effort by establishing and
maintaining a policy of presenting data findings to the source agencies and interest
groups for their education and feedback before presenting findings publicly.  The
project staff are confident that this policy helped build the foundation for cooperation
among various actors to address the overrepresentation of minority youth in Arizona's
justice system.

Additional Benefits of Phase I

The Phase I research study produced several other benefits.  One benefit was to
increase community awareness of the DMC problem.  The data collection process for
Arizona's Phase I research study exposed more than 500 community members to
aspects of the DMC problem during the series of community forums.  Community
awareness of the DMC issue was also heightened by media coverage of several
Phase I events.  
 

The Phase I research project also educated juvenile justice professionals on the
DMC issue.  State-level DMC stakeholders briefed administrators of all relevant state
agencies on the DMC initiative and made presentations on DMC at several youth
service conferences.  Also, many juvenile justice professionals participated in the
community forums and/or other aspects of the Phase I research project.
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The Phase I research project inspired serious commitment to addressing the
DMC problem.  Compelling evidence lies in the number of unsolicited requests for
copies of the Phase I research report that MYIC has received.  MYIC has responded to
more than 400 such requests.  In June 1995, the MYIC chairperson reported that MYIC
was still receiving regular requests for copies of the report.

The Phase I research project also encouraged some organizations to address
DMC issues independently.  For example, the Phase I research reportedly caused the
Maricopa Juvenile Court Center to create a Citizens' Advisory Board to assist in
defining service needs for the court system.  Similarly, the Arizona Commission on
Minorities is currently investigating ways that it can address the DMC problem.  It was
also reported that several state and local agencies that serve youth are now using the
recommendations contained in the Phase I report as a planning tool for developing
DMC interventions.

Moreover, the Phase I research effort resulted in widespread acknowledgement
that the state's information systems need improvement.  State-level DMC stakeholders
have undertaken several projects to improve information systems within Arizona.  DMC
stakeholders from DYTR are seeking to include minority-related data elements in
DYTR's new juvenile on-line tracking system.  Partially as a result of the DMC initiative,
the Arizona Supreme Court has begun implementation of a state-wide data collection
system, the Juvenile On-line Tracking System (JOLTS). Through the efforts of state-
level DMC stakeholders, JOLTS will include several data elements on minority youth.

Finally, the Phase I study helped produce agreement among most state-level
DMC stakeholders that Phase II intervention strategies should address systemic
sources of DMC within the juvenile justice system as well as socio-economic factors
within minority communities.  Arizona's Phase II strategy is described in the next
section.

3. PHASE II PLANS AND ACTIVITIES

MYIC considered several approaches to addressing the problem of minority
youth overrepresentation in the juvenile justice system.  Ultimately, MYIC selected a
Phase II intervention strategy that focused on developing community-based pilot
projects within seven locales.  MYIC funded 1-year pilot projects that targeted particular
minority groups and various sources of DMC.  Pilot project interventions were in
congruence with Phase I findings, which suggested both systemic and socio-economic
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causes of DMC.  MYIC's intent was to learn lessons from the pilot projects that could be
applied in developing future DMC projects.  MYIC also hoped that the pilot projects
would evolve into self-sustaining, permanent DMC programs.  By the end of the Phase
II project period, however, most pilot projects were not expected to continue, and state-
level planning and activities had diminished.  In fact, MYIC formally disbanded in
September 1994.  Moreover, in February 1995, GDC eliminated the position of
Programs and Projects Specialist, the only position within the agency significantly
dedicated to DMC issues.  

The approaches that MYIC considered or implemented to address DMC
included:

• Continuing public awareness and education efforts
• Modifying laws, policies, or procedures 
• Developing state-wide DMC intervention programs
• Funding community-based pilot programs to reduce DMC.

In regard to each of the above approaches, the major activities undertaken by MYIC
and the other state-level DMC stakeholders, are respectively described below.  

3.1 Continuing Public Awareness and Education

MYIC believed that increased public awareness of DMC would impel community-
led efforts to address the problem.  MYIC also believed that DMC would be reduced by
educating juvenile justice professionals on potential systemic sources of DMC. 
Therefore, during Phase II, MYIC engaged in several efforts to increase public
awareness and educate juvenile justice professionals.

Community awareness of DMC was increased through MYIC's widespread
dissemination of the Phase I research report, Equitable Treatment of Minority Youth: A
Report on the Over Representation of Minority Youth in Arizona's Juvenile Justice
System.  An executive summary of the report was disseminated to participants of the
community forums.  Approximately 1,000 copies of the executive summary were
translated into Spanish and disseminated within Hispanic communities throughout the
state.  MYIC members also made DMC presentations to government and community
groups, including the Avondale City Council and the Arizona chapter of the National
Association of Social Workers (NASW).  In addition, MYIC members and GDC staff
supported the “March for Children of Color,” a yearly, state-wide event to promote
attention to the needs of minority youth.  Phoenix activities were sponsored by MYIC,
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the City of Phoenix, and Indian Rehab, Incorporated.  GDC's Programs and Projects
Specialist chaired the planning committee and disseminated literature on the ET project
during the event.

MYIC disseminated approximately 700 copies of the full research report to law
enforcement agencies, detention and corrections facilities, and city and county
governments.  MYIC members also made a DMC presentation during a conference
held by the Arizona Law Enforcement Agency.  In addition, MYIC made copies of
Arizona's DMC research report available during approximately 12 state-wide or national
professional conferences.

Finally, MYIC members utilized state and local media to increase community
awareness of DMC and to educate citizens on the issue.  MYIC members discussed
DMC during television and radio interviews throughout the state.  The MYIC
chairperson reported that media coverage of the DMC initiative was generally
favorable.  
3.2 Modifying Law, Policies, and Procedures

MYIC established a Policy, Procedure, and Legislation Work Group to explore
opportunities to reduce DMC through state legislation or through modification of county
or local policies and procedures.  The work group met informally during the first year of
the DMC initiative.  The work group identified three committees within the state
legislature as the most appropriate venues for potential legislation, yet no legislative
proposals were developed.  Similarly, the work group did not produce
recommendations for revising county or local policies and procedures.  After the work
group disbanded, its responsibilities were rolled into the generic AJJAC function. 
AJJAC, however, was unable to identify potentially fruitful legislative, policy, or
procedural proposals.

3.3 Developing State-Wide DMC Programs

Based on Phase I quantitative analyses, many MYIC members felt strongly that
youth advocacy programs should be established on a state-wide basis.  They believed
that an inordinate number of minority parents were unable to function as effective
advocates for their children within the juvenile justice system due to cultural barriers,
language barriers, or ignorance of the justice system.  MYIC considered many options
for developing a state-wide mechanism for providing minority youth with effective
advocates within the juvenile justice system.
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One option was to piggyback upon a federally established state-wide program. 
MYIC considered collaborating with the Arizona Supreme Court to add minority youth
within the juvenile justice system to the Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA)
program, which primarily serves dependent children.  MYIC believed that CASA staff,
who have substantial credibility within the court system, would make very effective
advocates for minority youth.  The plan did not come to fruition due to political and
pragmatic obstacles.  First, the plan would have required state legislation and
additional funding.  Second, the plan would have required that minority youth receive
preferential access to CASA program services.  Third, the plan would have required the
recruitment of many bilingual minority advocates.

MYIC members considered other ways to provide minority youth with effective
advocates.  They considered contracting with individuals or agencies familiar with the
court process to provide advocacy services.  MYIC also considered developing a cadre
of paid and volunteer minority youth advocates to operate an advocacy program within
each county's Juvenile Court Center.  In addition, MYIC considered establishing
"Ombudsmen," who would be independent of the court system.  MYIC envisioned that
Ombudsmen would investigate the complaints of justice system involved minority youth
and their families as well as advocate for minority youth.  Ultimately, however, MYIC
decided not to establish a state-wide advocacy program.  MYIC decided instead to
devote DMC project resources to community-based experiments, described below.

3.4 Funding Community-Based Pilot Projects

Arizona's state DMC leaders strongly believed that a successful intervention
strategy to reduce DMC in Arizona would require community-based commitment. 
Arizona's major Phase II intervention strategy was to fund seven community-designed
approaches to remedy minority overrepresentation.  AJJAC regarded the funding as
"seed money" to foster the development of permanent DMC programs.  AJJAC also
regarded the community-based funding approach as an experiment that might yield
lessons that could be applied in developing future DMC programs. 

In the Fall of 1993, at the behest of MYIC, AJJAC solicited bids from local
government entities and private non-profit organizations for proposals to respond to the
key findings of the Phase I research.  AJJAC accepted proposals from programs
located in any Arizona community where minority overrepresentation had been
documented.  AJJAC sought proposals that demonstrated linkages with points of
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contact within the juvenile justice system as well as a willingness to coordinate with an
independent evaluator to implement process and outcome evaluations.  AJJAC gave
priority to applications that included specific responses to the Phase I research
findings.  AJJAC also gave preferential consideration to proposals that included a local
cash match.

The entire amount of the Federal discretionary grant from OJJDP, or $175,000
dollars, was allocated to fund the programs.  To award DMC grants, MYIC formed a
Grants Review subcommittee to make recommendations to AJJAC.  From a pool of 20
applicants, AJJAC funded six programs, each for a 12-month grant period; a seventh
DMC program was funded with Federal dollars from the Title II program.  Awards
ranged from $9,000 to $22,500.  Some of the pilot projects pledged a local cash match.

DMC grants were awarded to programs located in the central or southern
portions of the state in the counties of Pima, Maricopa, and Pinal.  Rejected grant
applicants from northern Arizona, particularly from the Flagstaff area, remonstrated. 
MYIC responded that it had not recommended that AJJAC fund DMC programs in
northern Arizona because minority populations were relatively small there.

ET project grantees included the Arizona Department of Education and six
private or non-profit service providers.  Together, the funded programs targeted all at-
risk minority populations in the state.  Some of the programs targeted particular ethnic
groups—Native American, Hispanic, or African American—while other programs served
more than one minority group.  One of the seven programs targeted juvenile justice
professionals.  

Several pilot projects addressed perceived antecedents to juvenile problems
such as school failure and family dysfunction.  Other pilot projects addressed systemic
problems of the juvenile justice system such as language and education barriers or
cultural insensitivity.  Exhibit III-5 on the next page indicates the program titles and key
service that each program provided. The programs are described in detail in Chapter
IV.

During the grant period, calendar year 1994, the GDC Programs and Projects
Specialist monitored the pilot projects and provided technical assistance.  Frequency of
contact with the pilot sites varied between sites, primarily due to geographic distance
and patterns of staff turnover within the pilot programs.  According to the Programs and
Projects Specialist, five of the seven DMC pilot projects had been successfully
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implemented without facing major obstacles, and most had completed all products and
agreements by the end of the grant period.  Two pilot projects were not completed until
early 1995, however, primarily due to internal implementation obstacles.

The DMC project team perceives that the seven pilot projects made a positive
impact on their target populations.  Program administrators of two of the pilot projects
had conducted their own outcome studies, which documented positive results. 

EXHIBIT III-5
ARIZONA'S PHASE II PILOT INTERVENTION PROJECTS

PROGRAM NAME KEY SERVICE

• American Indian Family Law Education: • Training about the juvenile justice system for
Positive Contact Program Native American communities 

• Equal Treatment Project • Cultural sensitivity training

• Project Esperanza • Prevention and early intervention programming

• A Different Path Program • Counseling for prevention and early intervention

• Apoyo Program • Training about the juvenile justice system for
monolingual (Spanish-speaking) youth and
families

• Minority Workshop Project • Developing youth/parent cultural support groups

• Juvenile Diversion Program • Counseling for early intervention

According to community leaders, the pilot projects helped develop grass-roots
commitment to address DMC.  Based on evaluation interviews with pilot project
administrators, however, leaders of most organizations that implemented DMC pilot
programs have not committed to continuing their programs or providing other DMC-
related services.  Most program administrators cited a lack of available funding as the
primary reason why their future DMC objectives were limited or non-existent.

4. KEY FACTORS AFFECTING THE DMC INITIATIVE

State DMC leaders described several factors that affected the DMC initiative. 
Most factors concerned politics, resources, or personnel.  The subsection below
describes factors that facilitated the ability of the state-level participants to conduct the
Arizona DMC initiative; the following subsection describes factors that impeded or
hindered their efforts.
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4.1 Facilitating Factors

State-level interviewees agreed that the most important facilitating factor was the
large number of individuals who were adamantly committed to the DMC initiative and
who energetically worked to fulfill the objectives of the DMC initiative.  During Phase I,
for example, many MYIC members served as public educators, data collectors, program
developers, and advocates for minority youth within the juvenile justice system.  The
most committed MYIC members, according to the Programs and Projects Specialist,
included clergy, academicians from Arizona State University, a juvenile court judge,
City of Phoenix administrators, and three AJJAC members.

The MYIC chairperson perceived that the Arizona DMC team's greatest strength
was "our localized, grass-roots approach."  The Arizona state government appeared to
be "letting the people into the process" through the DMC initiative.  Through this
process, the DMC initiative apparently generated considerable commitment among
community leaders throughout the state to address the DMC issue.

One of the most noteworthy achievements of the DMC initiative, according to the
interviewees, was to get law enforcement and the minority community "on the same
wavelength."  The Phoenix Police Department (PPD) was described as being
particularly supportive and the PPD is now represented on not only MYIC but also
AJJAC.

4.2 Impeding factors

Respondents agreed that "politics" was an important hindering factor.  During
the course of the DMC initiative, Arizona state and local elections featured several
candidates who took vocal, "tough on crime" stances.  According to the respondents,
several government officials provided limited DMC support because they worried that
the DMC initiative might come to be perceived as "soft on crime."  The GDC was
particularly "lukewarm," according to the interviewees, and key administrators were
perceived as not being committed to addressing the DMC issue.  GDC provided modest
staff support to the DMC initiative and chose to supplement the Federal DMC grant with
a small amount of in-kind support, rather than supplemental funding—which occurred in
other DMC pilot states.

Respondents also agreed that personnel changes impeded the DMC initiative. 
There was significant downsizing within the GDC over the course of the initiative.  GDC
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also experienced frequent turnover in the position of Juvenile Justice Specialist. 
Factors that contributed to personnel turnover in several government positions include
the state and local elections and "politics" in general.  In addition, the "job uncertainty"
that preceded elections appeared to have a debilitating effect upon the level of support
provided by elected government office holders as well as other government employees.

Respondents also agreed that a lack of resources impeded the DMC initiative. 
Few organizations devoted substantial resources to the initiative.  Many of the state
DMC leaders, including MYIC members and state and local government employees,
served as volunteers.

Another type of impeding factor mentioned by the interviewees was a lack of
support from key individuals or groups.  A few government officials reportedly chose
not to support the DMC initiative because they felt that the initiative represented an
accusation of racism.  Other officials did not support the initiative because they denied
the possibility that DMC is partially a systemic problem of the Arizona juvenile justice
system.  Similarly, some law enforcement agencies insufficiently supported the DMC
initiative.  Based on first-hand accounts, many law enforcement personnel reportedly
construed the DMC initiative as an accusation that Arizona's law enforcement agencies
are permeated by racists.

Despite generally favorable media coverage of the DMC initiative, one media-
related impediment was mentioned.  Some journalists in the Tucson area misconstrued
the findings of the DMC report by suggesting that the report found racism permeating
Arizona's constabulary.  When several Pima County law enforcement officials vocally
opposed the DMC initiative, based on the inaccurate media coverage, the state DMC
team engaged in "damage control" and worked hard to ensure the continued support of
Pima County law enforcement.

5. FUTURE PLANS FOR MONITORING AND ADDRESSING DMC

 MYIC has not yet developed a coherent state plan to address DMC in the
future.  In recent months, however, state-level planning and activities have accelerated. 
MYIC was reconstituted in May 1995; regular meetings have resumed.  Arizona's
reconstituted MYIC now contains six AJJAC members as well as several "community
representatives," grass-roots DMC leaders from various minority communities.  In
addition, GDC re-created the position of Programs and Projects Specialist, partly to
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support future DMC activity.  Arizona's future plans for monitoring and addressing
DMC, therefore, are beginning to take shape.

MYIC has recently embarked upon an agenda to keep the issue of DMC “in the
forefront.”  Current plans include scheduling a DMC state-wide training for AJJAC,
MYIC, community and business leaders, juvenile court judges, legislators, educators,
law enforcement officers, and representatives from a host of organizations and
committees that have DMC as a focal point of their agenda.  Examples of organizations
include the Maricopa County Juvenile Court Citizens Advisory Board and the Arizona
Supreme Court Commission on Minorities.  After the training, MYIC plans to establish
formal linkages with individuals to develop a systemic approach to addressing DMC.  In
addition, MYIC plans to revisit the recommendations in the 1993 Equitable Treatment
report and continue efforts to encourage implementation of the recommendations.  

MYIC is also currently coordinating with the state legislature's newly created
Joint Legislative Committee on Child and Family Services to: (1) monitor the
implementation and effectiveness of family services in minority communities; (2) obtain
and respond to the concerns of minority citizens; and (3) disseminate information
generated by the committee that is relevant to the DMC issue.  At MYIC’s request, GDC
staff are working with the state juvenile justice corrections officials who are currently
developing new training programs for correctional staff.  MYIC hopes to influence the
types of training that will be provided so as to address potential sources of DMC within
a secure confinement setting such as a lack of cultural awareness or understanding.  In
addition, MYIC is coordinating with the Arizona Department of Economic Security to
establish training programs with a "cultural diversity" component.

GDC staff are also assisting implementors of the Juvenile On-line Tracking
System (JOLTS), the new, state-wide, on-line system of juvenile justice information. 
DMC leaders are seeking to ensure uniform data collection and that DMC-related
information will be adequately captured in the final set of data elements to monitor the
extent of DMC throughout the state.

In the future, GDC's newly appointed Juvenile Justice Specialist will:

• Provide OJJDP with updated DMC statistics on a regular basis

• Urge pilot DMC programs to complete products and agreements

• Encourage the ET project grantees to revise their DMC programs so as to
apply for Title II funding
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• Present final reports on the pilot projects to AJJAC

• Further educate AJJAC members and community leaders on DMC issues,
perhaps by obtaining technical assistance from relevant experts.

In addition, the Juvenile Justice Specialist will coordinate with MYIC to conduct ongoing
outreach/education efforts.  For example, MYIC is currently working to expand the
annual March for Children of Color event (recently renamed the March for Children of
All Color). 

Finally, state DMC leaders are actively searching for funded DMC programs that
appear promising as effective interventions, in hope of replicating or adapting one or
more such programs throughout Arizona.  They anticipate that sections of this
evaluation report on Arizona's community-based pilot projects, as well as evaluation
reports on other pilot states included in OJJDP's National Evaluation, will suggest
options for consideration.
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IV.  DESCRIPTION OF THE PILOT PROJECTS

The Arizona Equitable Treatment of Minority Youth Project had, as its primary
emphasis, local grass-roots program planning and problem solving.  Therefore, the
evaluation focused on the seven pilot projects and the extent to which the projects
achieved their objectives.  The purpose of this chapter is to describe the pilot projects
and their accomplishments.  The chapter begins with background information, followed
by a summary of the evaluation findings from the seven pilot projects.  The chapter
concludes with detailed descriptions of each of the pilot projects.

1. BACKGROUND

Arizona's DMC Phase II activities, as described previously, included requesting
proposals from community-based organizations to design new (or enhance existing)
programs that respond to the key findings of the Phase I research.  To provide a
context for the description of Arizona's seven pilot projects, the following paragraphs
provide a summary of Arizona's Phase II grant award process and an overview of the
three participating counties.

1.1 Pilot Project Selection Process

As previously described, AJJAC, through the Governor's Division for Children,
solicited bids from local government entities and private non-profit organizations for
proposals to respond to the key findings of the Phase I research.  The Federal
discretionary grant from OJJDP ($175,000) was allocated to fund the programs.  The
bid process began in the Fall 1993.

AJJAC accepted proposals from programs located in any Arizona community
where minority over-representation had been documented.  AJJAC sought proposals
that demonstrated linkages with points of contact within the juvenile justice system as
well as a willingness to coordinate with an independent evaluator to implement process
and outcome evaluations.  AJJAC gave priority to applications that included specific
responses to the Phase I research findings.  AJJAC also gave preferential
consideration to proposals that included a local cash match.

This component of Arizona's strategy under Phase II of the DMC initiative was
designed to meet two objectives:
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• Solicit and fund community-designed approaches to remedy minority over-
representation

• Work with local programs and agencies to develop and enhance programs
that address DMC.

As described in Chapter III, AJJAC funded seven programs from a pool of 20
applicants for the grant period of the calendar year of 1994.  Based on their
applications and other information obtained by AJJAC, the seven projects appeared to
have the necessary characteristics with which to meet the DMC objectives.

1.2 Pilot Project County Environments

The funded programs are located in three counties:  Maricopa County, Pima
County, and Pinal County.  Below, background information about each of the three
counties is presented.

Maricopa County.  Located in the west central portion of the state, Maricopa is
an urban county, containing the city of Phoenix (total population 550,000).  While the
poverty rate for the county is near the national average, in cities with high
concentrations of minorities, including Gila Bend, Avondale, Buckeye, and Goodyear,
nearly one quarter of the residents have incomes below the poverty level.  The county's
8- to 17-year-old juvenile population is 68 percent Anglo, 24 percent Hispanic, 4
percent African American, and 2 percent Native American.  According to the 1990
Census, however, nearly 40 percent of county juveniles, aged 5 to 17, did not speak
English "very well."

The majority of the pilot projects are located in Maricopa County, including:

• American Indian Family Law Education:  Positive Contact Program
• EMPACT-SPC:  A Different Path Program
• Mothers Against Gangs:  Apoyo Program
• Westside Social Services:  Juvenile Diversion Program.

These four projects are described in the last section of this chapter.

Pima County.  Located in the south central portion of the state, Pima County is
a geographically large county with a total population of approximately 178,000
residents.  Its largest city is Tucson.  Employment opportunities are limited in some
sections of the county.  For example, the unemployment rate in South Tucson is often
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double, sometimes triple, the national average.  In South Tucson, the income of 43
percent of all families is below the poverty level.  Nearly one half of the Native
American families in the county have incomes below the poverty level.  Approximately
one quarter of Hispanic families and one fifth of African American families in Pima
County live below the poverty level.  Among 8- to 17-year-old residents, a slim majority
(55%) are Anglos, slightly more than one third are Hispanics, and African-Americans
and Native Americans each make up 4 percent of this youth population.

Two projects were funded from Pima County.  These include:

• Pima Prevention Partnership:  Equal Treatment Project
• Our Town Family Center:  Minority Workshop Center.

Again, these two projects are described in Section 3.

Pinal County.  Located in central Arizona, between the counties of Maricopa
and Pima, Pinal County has a total population of approximately 33,000 residents.  More
than one third of the residents live in a rural environment.  Nearly 10 percent of county
residents are Native Americans.  Nearly 60 percent of Native American families in the
county have incomes below the poverty level; similarly, more that one third of African
American families and one quarter of Hispanic families have incomes below the poverty
level.  Employment opportunities are severely limited for residents in some areas.  For
example, the 1990 Census reported an unemployment rate of 30 percent in the Gila
River area.  Educational opportunities are also limited:  just 8 percent of county
residents over the age of 25 have attained a college degree.

One of Arizona's seven DMC projects is located in Pinal County.  This project is
operated by the Pinal Hispanic Council and is entitled Project Esperanza.

2. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS

The evaluation of the Arizona ET project focused on the seven pilot projects. 
The purpose of this section is to draw from the individual pilot project evaluations so as
to develop an overall understanding of the ET project and its relationship to DMC. 
Included in this section are:

• A summary of seven pilot projects
• An assessment of projects as DMC interventions
• A summary of process evaluation findings.



Feyerherm, W.   Disproportionate Minority Confinement: Lessons Learned from the Pilot State1

Experiences.  Prepared for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.  Portland
State University.  April 1995.

IV-4

Each of these topics is discussed in the following paragraphs.
2.1 Summary of Seven Pilot Projects

As previously stated, the Arizona ET project funded the following seven local
projects:

• American Indian Family Law Education:  Positive Contact Program
• EMPACT-SPC:  A Different Path Program
• Mothers Against Gangs:  Apoyo Program
• Our Town Family Center:  Minority Workshop Project
• Pima Prevention Partnership:  Equal Treatment Project
• Pinal Hispanic Council:  Project Esperanza
• Westside Social Services:  Juvenile Diversion Program.

A description of these projects, including the project emphasis, project status, and
funding level, is summarized in Exhibit IV-1 on the next page and described briefly
below.

Project Emphasis

Determining the appropriateness of a DMC intervention depends on the
underlying assumptions of the causes of the problem and factors that contribute to the
problem.  One AJJAC assumption as to an appropriate DMC intervention is that it be
community-based because problems of DMC are best resolved through a grass-roots,
"bottom-up" approach rather than via a "top-down" approach.  All of the seven pilot
projects satisfy the community location requirement; in fact, all but one of the grantees
are community-based organizations.

While the seven pilot projects were unique in their programmatic approach to
solving DMC, the projects shared some common characteristics.  For example, the
primary emphases of the seven projects could be categorized as follows:

• Systemic change: It is increasingly understood that DMC must be seen from
a systemic perspective rather than a legal, sociological, or service delivery
perspective.   Only one pilot project developed an intervention that was1
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clearly directed toward changing the juvenile justice system (Pima
Prevention Partnership).

• Systemic change through understanding: Several projects attempted
systemic changes through the education of families if not agency personnel. 
These projects were based on the premise that minority communities and
families could more effectively "work the system" with better understanding
of how the system works.  Organizations that developed projects with this
emphasis include:  American Indian Family Law Education, Mothers Against
Gangs, and Our Town.

• Diversion :  A third approach to remedy problems of DMC is to divert youth
from the juvenile justice system, or, once they have system involvement,
divert youth from incarceration.  These projects focus on strengthening a
youth's skills, self-esteem, and ability to forgo violent acts, substance
abuse, and gang activity.  Organizations that developed projects with this
focus include:  EMPACT, Pinal Hispanic Council, and Westside Social
Services.

The specific approach and activities for the seven pilot projects is summarized in
Exhibit IV-1 and described, in detail, at the conclusion of this chapter.

Project Status

An important question addressed by the evaluation was whether the projects
completed implementation of the program or developed products as planned.  A review
of the implementation status demonstrated that the seven pilot projects, for the most
part, completed the work for which they received a grant.

In fact, only two projects were incomplete:  American Indian Family Law
Education and Mothers Against Gangs.  The product for each of these projects was a
manual and the provision of training on the use of the manual.  While the status of
these projects is discussed in detail later, the overall evaluation finding was that the
manual development process was under-funded and, consequently, understaffed.

Funding Levels

The ET grants awarded to the seven pilot projects were relatively small, ranging
in amount from $9,000 to $22,500.  This level of funding would not cover a full-time
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staff person's annual salary; it was understood from the outset that these grants would
be used to supplement or combine with other resources.
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 EXHIBIT IV-I
ARIZONA'S DMC PROJECT:  EQUITABLE TREATMENT OF MINORITY YOUTH IN JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

SUMMARY OF SEVEN PILOT PROJECTS

PROJECTS FUNDED AMOUNT/SOURCE OF FUNDS PROJECT EMPHASIS PROJECT STATUS

DMC OTHER TOTAL

AMERICAN INDIAN FAMILY LAW $10,323 $4,713 $15,036 SYSTEMIC CHANGE THROUGH EDUCATION Conducted research and interviews to
EDUCATION:  POSITIVE CONTACT • Increase the understanding of the juvenile justice system support the draft development of the
PROGRAM with a focus on Native American communities through hardback book "You Decide."  The

law-related training of children and their parents. manual is in draft form and is being
reviewed by juvenile justice system
experts.

EMPACT-SPC:  A DIFFERENT $17,500 $2,573 $20,073 DIVERSION Program focused on cultural identity
PATH PROGRAM • Decrease the likelihood of incarceration for youth at Mesa issues and educational and vocational

Vista Junior High School who have had a family member needs as ways of addressing the
incarcerated. economic factors contributing to

• Provide assessment of referred (at-risk) juveniles within delinquency.  59% of participants are
48 hours. minority youth; 72% of participants

• Provide peer and/or family group counseling. remained in school at end of year.

MOTHERS AGAINST GANGS: $15,000 [IN-KIND] $15,000 SYSTEMIC CHANGE THROUGH EDUCATION Training manual is currently in draft form. 
APOYO PROGRAM ($24,000)* • Improve the interface between monolingual (Spanish- Sections include materials on community

speaking) youth/families and the juvenile justice system. education, court advocacy, support
• Develop a training model that includes services and services, and background information on

resources to train monolingual Spanish-speaking parents Mothers Against Gangs.
to become effective advocates for youth.

• Develop materials in Spanish that can be used by
monolingual families to learn how the juvenile justice
system is structured and the process by which various
options can be utilized at key decision points.

OUR TOWN FAMILY CENTER: $9,000 $7,277 $16,277 SYSTEMIC CHANGE THROUGH EDUCATION This project focused on Black Parenting
MINORITY WORKSHOP PROJECT ($27,277)* • Assist families in developing parenting and youth cultural and Parenting for Single Moms

support skills. Workshops.  Participants completed a 6-
• Create community sites at locations with high levels of hour train-the-trainers workshop and

court referrals of minority youth. facilitated sessions for 26 parents and 18
• Develop and train youth/parent cultural support groups, children.  The popularity of the workshops

and train minority community volunteers to conduct reflects the need for the program.
support groups.

• Seek out local role models and professional support to
create a training support program at each site.

* Original request
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PROJECTS FUNDED AMOUNT/SOURCE OF FUNDS PROJECT EMPHASIS PROJECT STATUS

DMC OTHER TOTAL

PIMA PREVENTION $22,500 $27,500 $50,000 JJS SYSTEMIC CHANGE Established a Multicultural Committee to
PARTNERSHIP:  EQUAL • Establish a Community Outreach Work Group that will address over-representation.  Also, 1,000
TREATMENT PROJECT produce a 10-minute informational videotape on court Tucson Police Department personnel are

procedures, legal options, and available community targeted for training in a 4-hour cultural
services. communications curriculum; 400 have

• Create a curriculum for cultural sensitivity training with been trained.  Five community forums
project partners:  police, court staff, volunteers. have been held.

• Continue dialogue with the community by hosting
community forums.

PINAL HISPANIC COUNCIL: $16,351 $15,853 $32,204 DIVERSION This project served 48 youth, of which
PROJECT ESPERANZA • Focus on the pre-arrest stage of juveniles. 75% were Hispanic, 12% African

• Provide counseling, case management, emergency/crisis American, 10% Caucasian, and 3%
intervention and alternative activities. Native American.  Referrals were made

by the Eloy Police Department and
schools.  One half were juvenile
offenders; 45 completed the program.

WESTSIDE SOCIAL SERVICES: $9,000 $2,500 $11,500 DIVERSION The 8-week counseling program was
JUVENILE DIVERSION PROGRAM • Provide counseling and resources to first-time offenders. targeted for at-risk youth residing in

• Develop 8-week counseling program. Avondale, Goodyear, and Litchfield Park. 
• Teach communication, awareness, behavior control, and Counseling and community resources

role play skills. were provided to first-time offenders and
• Develop a youth speakers bureau. youth at risk.  51% of the participants

were minority youth, and referrals were
received from Juvenile Court, schools,
social services, and youth.
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In fact, six of the seven projects were able to provide matching funds; the
amount of the match ranged from $2,500 to $27,500.  Once combined, the total project
funding ranged from $11,500 to $50,000.  Excluding the $50,000 project, the average
funding level per project was $18,348.

An assessment of funding levels for the seven pilot projects, particularly in light
of the project's plans and status, reveals the relative importance of adequate funding. 
Community-based organizations tend to operate on shoestring budgets and annual
funding cycles.  The size of the community-based organization that operated the pilot
project, together with the size of the ET grant, appeared to be a reliable determinant of
the extent to which the project could be completed as planned.

For example, a larger organization such as the Pinal Hispanic Council, which
has a relatively stable major funding source, is better equipped to operate a program
with a $16,351 ET grant than a smaller organization.  The Pinal Hispanic Council was
able to "match" the ET grant for a total DMC project budget of $32,204.  When there
was DMC project staff turnover, the council was able to fill in with other staff resources.

In contrast, Mothers Against Gangs (MAG) is a relatively new organization with
fragmented funding and an over-reliance on volunteer labor.  The MAG staff were
unable to leverage their $15,000 ET grant because there were no matching funds. 
Plus, the MAG project depended on volunteer staff.

Availability of resources and funding levels are always an issue for community-
based organizations.  The Arizona ET evaluation found, however, that the extent to
which funding levels are problematic is relative to an organization's size and
experience.

2.2 Assessment of Projects As DMC Interventions

The OJJDP DMC demonstration project was designed in two phases so that the
Phase II interventions could reflect the findings from the Phase I research into DMC
causes.  The Arizona DMC evaluation reviewed the Phase I research findings and
compared these findings with the Phase II pilot projects.  The results of this comparison
are presented in Exhibit IV-2 on the next page and described below.

As reported in Chapter III, the Arizona Phase I DMC research included
interviews with 185 representatives from the community and from the juvenile justice



IV-10

system, including direct youth service providers, educators, community representatives,
and 
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EXHIBIT IV-2
ARIZONA'S DMC PROJECT:  EQUITABLE TREATMENT OF MINORITY YOUTH IN JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

EXTENT TO WHICH PILOT PROJECTS ADDRESS ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN PHASE I

ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN PHASE I LAW AGAINST FAMILY PREVENTION HISPANIC SOCIAL
RESEARCH EDUCATION EMPACT-SPC GANGS CENTER PARTNERSHIP COUNCIL SERVICES

AMERICAN
INDIAN FAMILY MOTHERS OUR TOWN PIMA PINAL WESTSIDE

System-wide discrimination against X X X X
youth of color

Systemic barriers to effective parental X X X X X
advocacy on behalf of system-involved
youth

Inadequate language skills and cultural X X X
understanding among system
administrators and field staff

Withdrawal of juvenile justice agencies X X
from contact and involvement in poor
neighborhoods

Lack of behavioral health resources for X X X
youth of color

Lack of appreciation of the influence of X X X X
the family and the need for family-
oriented treatment for youth of color

Problem of gang labeling by system X X
officials;  lack of understanding of
reasons for gang involvement

Perception that race influences case- X X X
handling decisions with law enforcement
and judiciary

Attitudes of youth toward juvenile justice X X X
system

Limited system resources; need for X X
improved coordination among JJS in the
allocation of resources
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families.  The interviews included factors thought to contribute to DMC.  This inquiry
surfaced 10 key issues, which are presented in Exhibit IV-2.

As shown, each of the seven pilot projects addresses at least three of the key
issues and most address four or more issues.  This analysis indicates that the seven
projects selected for the ET project were appropriate interventions, based on the
Phase I research.

2.3 Summary of Process Evaluation Findings

The primary evaluation approach used for the seven pilot projects was a process
evaluation, which focused on the implementation process for each project.  As part of
the process evaluation, project objectives were identified and the extent to which each
project met or achieved the objectives was assessed.  In addition, factors that
contributed to the successful implementation were identified, as were obstacles to the
implementation.  The future plans for the projects were also identified to determine if
the Arizona DMC initiative will have a lasting effect at the local level.  Detailed
evaluation findings are presented at the conclusion of this chapter.  A summary of the
evaluation, however, is presented in Exhibit IV-3 on the next page and highlighted
below.

For five of the seven pilot projects, all of the project objectives were realized
within the grant period.  As stated previously, only the American Indian Family Law
Education project and the Mothers Against Gangs project had substantially under-
achieved in meeting project objectives.  The evaluation found that the production of the
two manuals required more resources than originally planned.

Project staff from the seven pilot projects identified several strengths or factors
that contributed positively to implementation success.  Foremost among the positive
factors was the commitment of agency staff, other community agencies, and the
constituent population to attaining project objectives.  One of the most successful
community-based projects, the Pima Prevention Partnership, identified the following
success-related factors:

• Broad-based involvement in the Phase I research, which assisted a common
understanding of DMC and its causes
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• Consensus among the community "partners" as to the most important
intervention—one that creates systemic change

• High level of commitment among PPP staff together with staff from other
agencies.

Similarly, the Pinal Hispanic Council credits much of Project Esperanza's success to
community linkages and cooperation, particularly among law enforcement personnel.

Other factors that appear to have assisted successful implementation include the
fact that several agencies had similar, previous project experiences, and staff knew
"what works, what doesn't."  Staff capability and client rapport also contributed to
project success.

Several factors were identified as barriers or obstacles to the projects' success. 
Staff turnover (paid and volunteer) and a lack of resources in general were frequently
identified factors.  The type of referral was also problematic for two projects; additional
explanations were required for the referral sources to understand the DMC project
requirements.  Other barriers were project-specific and included such factors as:  (1) no
sanctions for non-attendance at workshops; (2) length of time needed for new systems
to fully take hold at community levels; and (3) lack of quality data from Native
Americans and state juvenile justice systems.

Future plans for the seven projects are hopeful yet uncertain.  Staff from the two
projects that are developing manuals and training are committed to the projects'
completion.  Four projects are actively pursuing additional funding to continue the
operation of the DMC project.
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EXHIBIT IV-3
ARIZONA'S DMC PROJECT:  EQUITABLE TREATMENT OF MINORITY YOUTH IN JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

SUMMARY OF PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS

PROJECT OBJECTIVES ACHIEVED? STRENGTHS OBSTACLES FUTURE
OBJECTIVES

American Indian • Develop culturally- Partial draft • Willingness of Native • Staff turnover AED is committed to
Family Law Education: based, juvenile-parent American families, JJS, • Lack of data from completing manual,
Positive Contact handbook school, to work together tribal and state JJS conducting training
Program • Use handbook to No • Former experience in • Awkward, time-

conduct training for training consuming grant
community • Technical assistance application process

from ET • Low-level resources

EMPACT-SPC:  A • Cultural training for Yes • Counselors able to • Inappropriate referrals • Partial program
Different Path Program youth develop rapport with • Lack of DMC continuation

• Peer and family group Yes youth understanding at • Seeking additional
counseling • Ongoing involvement of referral source funding

• Parent group Partial project designer • Tension among staff
meetings due to different

missions, experience

Mothers Against • Provide resource Partial • Dedication of MAG staff • Lack of resources • Complete manual
Gangs:  Apoyo manual to mono- to project • Volunteer staff • Train volunteers
Program lingual parents about • Community commitment turnover • Disseminate manual

JJS
• Provide training No
• Disseminate manual No

Our Town Family • Recruit, train Yes • Used “tried and true” • No sanctions for non- • SM class to continue
Center:  Minority volunteers curriculum attendance • Future of EBP class
Workshop Project • Identify appropriate Yes • Previous agency • Too little time to fully is uncertain

curriculum for EBP, experience in parent implement or gain
SM classes education community

• Provide training Yes acceptance
• Gain community Partial

acceptance
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES ACHIEVED? STRENGTHS OBSTACLES FUTURE
OBJECTIVES

Pima Prevention • Establish Community Yes • Phase I participation • Lack of support from • Lasting impact from
Partnership:  Equal Outreach group • Understanding of DMC; state staff training and Teen
Treatment Project • Produce video Yes systemic causes • Isolation from other Court

• Develop training Yes • Clear agreement on six pilot sites
• Conduct five forums Yes interventions
• Provide training Yes • High-level commitment,

coordination among
partners

Pinal Hispanic Council: • Establish community Yes • Phase I participation • Initial low level of • Continuing to pursue
Project Esperanza links • Understanding systemic referrals additional resources

• Provide services causes • Lack of on-going to continue program
- Counseling Yes • Previously established funding
- Alternative Yes community relationships

activities • Size, experience of
- Follow-up Yes council
- Aftercare Yes • Program design

Westside Social • Teach skills to avoid Yes • Wide community support • Length of time to • Seek additional
Services:  Juvenile drugs, gangs, JJS • Prior experience with develop court system funding
Diversion Program • Provide 24 hour Yes program approach mechanisms • Continue to provide

counseling • Low level of funding services
• Develop Youth Yes

Speakers Bureau


