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PREFACE

In 1971 the Michigan Department of Social Services embarked on
a program to expand the range of services available to delinquent state
wards. The new approach to juvenile justice services revolves around
the provision of decentralized services through a broadened network of
services ranging from community residential care facilities, such as
group homes and halfway houses, to nonresidential attention centers. As
part of the growing network of residential care facilities and ancillary
services, the Department has restructured its remaining institutional
facilities to provide a greater array of special services., The state
institutions have introduced special programs for their standard popu-
lation as well as for the more severely "disturbed!" youth, Thus, the
Department of Social Services is moving toward a multi-modality
juvenile services system aimed at providing troubled youth and their
communities with more relevant and effective services. We are witness-
ing a recognition on the part of state, county, and local officials
that the root causes of delinquency--broken families, the disintegration
of the urban community, joblessress, etc.--require a greater continuum
of services if the delinquency service system is to transcend its well-
intended but largely ineffective efforts. To this end, there has been

increasing interest and prograam activity in community based programs.

The report that follows focusses primarily on the
Decentralization Project, which might be viewed as a forerunner of a
more comprehensive state system. Operating out of Wayne County, the
state's most urbanized area, the Decentralization Project represents
a model for statewide decentralized youth services. While there have
been difficulties in the development and application of the model, the
concept has been widely accepted and promises in large part to shape
the development of youth services throughout the state.

This study is the second effort to assess the dynamics of the

Wayne County youth services system and to determine the relative
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effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of community and institutional

programs. It is a companion study to the Decentralization Project
Year-End Research and Evaluation Report, FY 1972-73, As the sample

size expands, the research group intends to provide increasingly
rigorous examination of the relative impacts of all of the service

modalities incorporated in the Department of Social Services youth
services system.

April, 1975

. o Laurence J. Max
Lansing, Michigan
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS |

The concept of decentralized delinquency services and planned

differential placement have been subjected to critical analysis to

determine the extent and effectiveness of their application in the

Decentralization Project. To establish an analytic framework, the

client population was assessed on key variables and the following pro-

file emerged:

1.

The Wayne County delinquent state ward population is pre-
dominantly black and predominantly male, Approximately

60 percent of the population is black and about 75 percent
is male. (Appendix B-1.)

About 55 percent of the Wayne County delinquent state ward
population are considered to be aggressive and 45 percent
are considered to be nonaggressive. Most nonaggressive
youth are status offenders, (Appendix B-2.,)

Some 85 percent of all females in the population were
classified as nonaggressive while only 33 percent of all
males were labeled as nonaggressive, (Appendix B-2.,1.)

Black youth are more likely to have aggressive offense
histories (62 percent) than white youth (35 percent),
(Appendix B~2.2.)

The state juvenile services system is quicker to intervene
in the lives of white, female, nonaggressive youth than in
the delinquent carecers of black, male, aggressive youth
once an offense has been committed., (Appendix B-5.6.)

Although the c¢lient population is notably heterogenecous, the

intake and placement making system exercises considerable discrimina-

tion, with respect to wlient characteristics and offense histories, in

the selective channelization of youth into their eventual first place-

ments:

1

A more abstract summary of conclusions and policy implications

can be found in Chapter 6, pp. 79-85.




6. The Wayne County Court secures placement for about 11 per-
cent of the youth they commit to the state. They place
mainly white nonaggressive males, and place all but a few
of these youth in private institutions. (Section 3.3.1.)

7. The Intake Center places a contrasting group of mainly
black aggressive males and places about half of these youth
in the community and half in state institutions. Although
the Intake Center works with the most difficult-to-place
subpopulation, the Center diverts more state wards from
institutions than does the Wayne County Court or the intake
staff located in the Youth Home. (Section 3.3.3.)

8. Although the placement-making system is achieving a larger
measure of differential placement, too many nonaggressive
youth (primarily status offenders) continue to be placed
in institutions largely due to the Wayne County Court's
policy of placing nearly all of its nonaggressive youth in
private institutions. (Section 3.4,3.)

9, To date, attitudinal measures fail to fully support the
position that institutionally placed youth are more
nlelinquent' or more "disturbed" than their community
placed counterparts. (Section 3.4.4.)

In addition to the differentiated intake procedure, the pro-
ject offers a variety of placement options. The Decentralization Pro-
ject includes an institutional component at Maxey Boys' Training School
which provides ostensibly effective intensive treatment for selected
youth, In addition, it includes community residential care components
in Wayne County and community-based attention center programs in Wayne
and Muskegon counties and, prior to its closure, in Berrien County.
Goal attainment analysis of the community-based facilities indicates
that:

10. Wayne County's state-operated community residential carc
facilities compare favorably with outstate facilities ex-
cept with respect to a youth's release status. Between
a third and one-half of all youth were not released
satisfactorily, suggesting that behavior goals had not
been attained, Moreover, the Defer House has a particular-
ly high truancy rate (44 percent) which combined with

other adverse anecdotal information requires further
investigation. (Section 4.1,2,)

.

11, Both Wayne County attention centers serve a large numker
of module 5 youth who are only a few months away from dis-
charge. The level of programming for these youth, however
necessary, is too elementary and remedial to adequately
prepare youth for independent living. (Sections 4,2,1,2
4,2,1.3, and 4,2,1,5.)

12, The Wayne County attention centers appear to have some
impact on reducing the incidence of delinquency in areas
immediately surrounding the attention centers. The
magnitude of this impact is unknown, (Section 4.2,1.4.)

13. The decision to close the Berrien County Attention Center
was justified, Because of initiatives taken by the loval
community to divert youth from the juvenile justice
system, the Attention Center was destined to serve dn ever
decreasing number of state wards, (Section 4.2,2.)

The relative effectiveness analysis indicates that the type of
intake procedure a youth is referred to influences the efficacy of his
eventual first-placement:

14, Despite the fact that the Intake Center is placing more
serious offenders, placements made by the Intake Center are
generally more effective and cost-effective than place-
ments made for state wards by the Wayne County Court or by
the intake staff located in the Youth Home, (Section §5.1.)

15, Male youth with longer lengths of stay in the Intake
Center achieve more effective and cost-effective outcomes
than those placed by the court or those placed directly
out of the Youth Home, (Section 5.1.)

16, The Defer louse as an intake facility appears to have a
deteriorating impact upon the fumales residing there as
noted by the decrecasing effectiveness ratios for increas-
ing lengths of stay and by the high truancy rate,
(Section 5.2.)

17, The Intake Center is most instrumental in enabling aggres-
sive hard-to-place youth obtain less structured and non-
institutional placements which are at least as effective
andd a bit more cost-effective than placements made by
intake staff in the Youth Home. (Section 5.2.)

The relative effectiveness amd cost~effectiveness study also

suggests that community-based alternatives to institutionalization of




delinquent youth have been relatively effective in achieving positive

outcomes during placement,

18,

14,

Although institutions were found to be slightly more
effective than community placements, the higher cost of
institutions make institutional care far less cost-
effective than community care,*

Sucvess in initial placement appears to be strongly
correlated with the seriousness of the youth's offense,
More aggressive youth appear to do better regardless of
initial placement or the intake process through which a
youth was channeled. (Sections 5.2 and 5.5.)

Younger and less aggressive youth who are admitted early
to the juvenile justice system achieve less effective out-
comes than do their older counterparts., This finding
suggests that early adjudication does not allow the ‘
marginally delinquent youth sufficient time to correct his
behavior through self-adjustment. (Section 5,6.)

Youth who are adjudicated between one and two years from
the time of their first offense achieved more effective
and costeeffective results than youth who were adjudicated
much earlier or much later. (Sections 5,7 and 5.8.)

P I e e 2

, N * »

“Ihe institutions' greater effectiveness can in large part be
attributed to the vompulsory participution in skill attainment programs,
§hill attainment was one of the measures used to determine effective-

nesh.

The Implications of Resecarch Findings

The research findings are generally supportive of the position
that, for most youth, community placement is at least as effective as
incarceration as a short-run deterrent to recidivism and as a facili-
tator of educational and skill training objectives. There is evidence
that suggests, inconclusively, that this pattern of effectiveness per-
sists after release from placement,

Differential treatment, such as it exists, has been shown to
be a viable concept, although the evidence to date suggests that high
aggressiveness is not necessarily the only parameter for appropriate
placement in institutional settings. All other factors held equal, the
institution is probably best suited for the retention of chronically
truant youth or youth with severe lack of controls who also have
aggressive offense histories. There is evidence that the institutional
setting is especially conducive to positive outcomes among youth with
the most aggressive histories. (Tables 5.5.1, 5.5.2)
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Decentralization Project is a delinquency services program
which began in April 1971 in Wayne County, Michigan and had, as its
central goal, the provision of a '"vange of community placement and
treatment alternatives as a means of preventing the indiscriminate use
of institutions,"1 Discriminate utilization of placement and treatment
alternatives was to be achieved through the use of planned differential
placement, whereby each delinquent youth is recognized as unique and
receives placement and treatment consistent with his or her needs.

The fiscal year 1972-73 evaluation of the project demonstrated
that decentralization had contributed to a 35 percent decrease in
institutional placements, and had provided more effective and sub-
stantially more cost-effective placements for the majority of community
placed youth, The past fiscal year culminated in the commitment of
state funds to the project and tacit approval of the decentralization
philosophy.

The Decentralization components that this report directly
addresses include the Intake Center modality (which at the time of
this study was shifting from a single unit, the Townsend Center, to a
two-center system), the attention center modality, the community
residential care modality, and the institutional components.

1.1 Intake Services

The Intake Center was originally designed «s a short-temm
(10-day) diagnostic facility,to be utilized for the development of a
specialized treatment plan for each youth,which could draw on expanded
community resources for placement and services, The Intake Center was
to facilitate the delivery of decentralized services (e.g., community

11973-74 Grant Application
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residential care) by providing careful preplacement diagnostics to
determine which youth were best suited for community care, institutional

care, or other services,

Tn evaluating the intake process, we will be addressing a

number of concerns:

(1) What factors contribute to the decision process that
determine the nature and location of intake services?

(2) What youth characteristics are most represented in ecach
of the intake populations?

(3) What factors lead to the eventual determination of first

placement?

This report will explore the nature of the intake process

starting with the Wayne County Juvenile Court which not only adjudicates,

but, in many instances, also places a youth prior to committing him to
state wardship. Those state wards not placed by the court are screened
by Department of Social Services intake staff located in the county
youth home for placement or transfer to the Intake Center for further
evaluation and treatment prior to final placement. In short, we will
examine the extent to which the intake process selects youth for Intake
Center services and the function of the Intake Center as an interim
placement for especially difficult-to-place youth,

1.2 Attention Center Services

The attention centers are ‘'nonresidential multi-purpose
centers, located among high delinquency populations...," designed to
(1) "program wards away from further deviance," and (2) "guide the
community to better cope with its problems.' The project operates
three2 nonresidential centers serving approximately 30-60
wards and provides ancillary services to the entire youth community and
their families, The centers operate five to six days a week, 12 to 14

b
“The fourth facility, in Benton Harbor, has been closed, This
will be discussed more fully in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2,

hours a day on a flexible schedule, The target ward population is
designated as low-risk youth who need structure not available from
their families. There is considerable evidence that the actual ward

population is, despite these criteria, highly intractable and represeris
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the most "marginal” of the community placed youth -- youth for whom
educational and skill programs in more traditional facilities such as
public schools and institutions are demonstrably not feasible.

This report will address:

(1) The nature of the attention center population;

(2) The interaction of the attention centers with the Intake
Center;

(3) The effects of the attention center on the surrounding
community, and

(4) The appropriateness of the attention centers as treatment
alternatives.

1.3 Community Residential Care Services

The community residential care modality includes, s part of
the Wayne County Family and Youth Services System, four group homes
and two halfway houses, The target populations for both modalities
include youth for whom community placement is considered more appro=-
priate than institutional care., This population falls into two groups:
(1) those for whom community residential care or other community place-
ment is the first placement as a state ward (module 3 youth), and (2)
those who have previously been institutionalized and are returning to
comnunity placements (module 5 youth), The group homes serve pre-
dominantly module 3 youth, the halfway houses predominantly module 5.
One of the group homes, the Defer Home, serves as a short-term intake
and diagnostic facility for female wards.

Community nonresidential care usually includes wards on
independent living status, receiving foster care, or living with
relatives or parents. For purposes of this analysis these groups are
included, with community residential care, in the category labeled




4
"comnunity placement."

1.4 Institutional Services

Wayne County state wards receiving institutional services may

be placed in one of two general types of institutions: (1) public insti-

tutions such as the W. J. Maxey Boys' Training School and the Adrian
Training School, or (2) private institutions whose services are avail-
able on a purchase-of-services basis. Some 36 percent of all Wayne
County institutional placements are made with private providers, These
placements represent 25 percent of all Wayne County state ward place-

ments.

The various intake services made possible by the Decentraliza-
tion Project have reduced the need for extensive evaluation and diag-
nostic servives at the Reception Center located at the Maxey Training
School. This reduced load has resulted in a reorganization of the
Reception Center to include two specialized programs: (1) an Intensive
Treatment Program for serious behavior-problem youth, and (2) a Crisis
Intervention and Reevaluation Unit for youth referred from other units

in the institution for crisis management or reevaluation,

For purposes of a comparative analysis, this report will con-
sider all institutional services and all community services as two di-
chotomous groups of services., The report will focus on:
(1) The relative-effectiveness and cost-uffectiveness of
community vs. institutional services; and

(2) The degree to which the institutional components of
Decentralization have met their goals.

1.5 Scope of this Report

This report will examine the Wayne County system of decentral-
ized youth services at each level of the system. Chapter 3 and Appendix
B assesses the characteristics of the delinquent youth population.
Particular emphasis is placed upon the interaction of client variables,
In Chapter 3 we fully examine the intake and placement process, and the
effects of cach on the phenomenon of plamned differential placement,

In Chapter 4 each of the major placement categories and the attention
centers are assessed on the basis of projnct goal attainment measures,
Chapter § presents an analysis of the relative effectiveness and rela-
tive cost-effectiveness of community and institutional services for
categories of youth aligned by critical demographic and offense charac-
teristics, Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness is examined at the
third and sixth month after placement,

In the next chapter, a detailed description of the research
methodology and analytic framework employed in this study is described,




CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY

r

1 Data Files
1

[ 3]

1 The Demographic File

In order to build a body of data suitable for analysis, we
constructed a series of files which became the source of all informa-
tion needed to evaluate aggregate and case level performance of various
program components. Characterizations of individual youth according to
offense history, adjudication history, and personal attributes became
part of the Demographic File. Essential background information for this
file was derived from case file documents, particularly the Initial
Social Study, and specific data elements made available from the Child
Care Placement Information System. For a description of the Demographic
File, see Table 2,1.1.

TABLE 2,1.:

DESCRIPTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC FILE

Number Item

1 Name

2 Recipient T.D.

3 Date of Birth (D.0.B.)
4 Sex

5 Race

6 Date of admission

7 Load number

8 Age at first recorded offense
9 Age at DSS admission
10 Offense classification
11 Initial placement

The demographic file data was cross-tabulated for the entire
sample populction, which consists of 416 youth for whom complete
recordswere available. This cross-tabulation is the basis of the

analysis of the characteristics of the delinquent state ward in

7
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Chapter 3

2.1,2 The Quarterly Report File

The basic data retrieval instrument for ongoing monitoring is
the Decentralization Quarterly Report. The form is filled out on a
quarterly basis by aftercare staff and in many instances is supplemented
by information culled from case files in the training schools, camps, or
private institutions. The Quarterly Report File is an aggregation of
educational, vocational, employment-related and recidivism-related data
as reported in the ongoing quarterly data collection process. (A copy

of the quarterly report form can be found in Appendix A.)

2.2 The Qutcome Scales

The Quarterly Report was the source for outcome data, and forms
the basis for the assignment of a combined outcome score, which repre-
sents the weighted ranking of each youth on various outcome variables:
education, employment/vocational training, recidivism and change-in-
placement. The outcome scales form the basis for the relative effec-

tiveness analysis and cost-effectiveness analysis in Chapter 5.
The OQutcome Variables:

a, Education -- The youth's current status with regard to
education was noted from quarterly case records. Each
cducational outcome was coded and assigned a positive,

neutral, or negative value as follows:

Code Value
1 No participation -
2 Began program +
3 Completed program +
4  Terminated unsuccessfully -
5 Terminated due to placement change 0
6 Continued program with satisfactory
progress +
7  Continued program with unsatisfactory
progress 0

2.3

b.

o]

Employment or Vocational Training -- A single value was

extracted from the reported outcomes on the employment

or vocational records., Employment records were searched
first; if blank, neutral, or negative outcomes were found,
the vocational record was searched. In this way the youth

was credited for the better of the two associated outcomes,

Police Contacts, Truancy, and Arrests -- From the 72

possible patterns or combinations of outcomes in the
police contact, truancy, and arrest scales, a scale of
1-13 was developed to account for increasing levels of
seriousness of offense. The scale runs from 1 (no truancy,
arrest or police contacts) through 13 (aggressive acts on
person)., In outcomes 6-13, aggressive offenses take pre-
cedence over truancies and lesser offenses; thus, a youth
cited for lesser offenses as well as an aggressive act on
a person is ranked the same as a youth cited only for
aggressive offenses.

Change-of-Placement -- The placement change outcome scale

is predicated on the position that youth who undergo place-
ment changes during their first placement are being sub-
jected to decisions reflecting the system's dynamic re-
sponse to a perceived inappropriateness of the initial
placement. The ranking of the outcome of the placement
change depends upon the direction of the placement change,
i.e., if the youth was moved to a less structured place-
ment, he received a positive outcome; a more structured
placement led to a negative outcome. The outcomes were
ranked on a five-point scale, with three representing a
neutral (or no change) change in placement.

The Combined Outcome Scale -- Principle Component Analysis1

A central problem in a cost-effectiveness study of youth

lFor a detailed discussion of the principle component

analysis, see Appendix A.
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Level of Aggressiveness Scale is shown in Table 2.4. For purposes of

analysis the youth population has been divided into nonaggressive and

aggressive groups. Offense classes 1-3 are primarily nonaggressive

placement is obtaining one single index reflecting the youth's 'outcome,"
The choice of a single observable variable, for instance ''educational

attainment," ignores other important variables, such as '"police contacts." . )
in nature, while offense classes 4-6 characterize the most severe

tach of the four variables ontlined above were assigned weights: . )
offenses involving aggressive acts against persons.,

Educational outcome =weeemmceen- 2224
. . TABLE 2.
Skill attainment ---wemmomce-n-- .2992 OFFENSE B 2.4
iNSE CLASS--LEVEL OF :
Police-truancy outCcome ~==em===- .8089 AGGRESSIVENESS SCALE
Placement outcome ----=--- o 4547
These weights were then mathematically combined to generate a single Offense Class Type of Offense Example§
outcome (0) score for each youth.
When the outcomes were computed for each of the outcome scale Nonaggressive
‘ combinations, the resulting distribution of outcomes were grouped 8; One nonserious offense Substance abuse
‘ 7 . ' ) ‘ ‘ . e o Offense against self Drugs, truancy
‘ roughly into nine classes: 1-9 in order of decreasing social utility, incorrigibility
These nine classes represent the final Combined Outcome Scale. Youth 03 Offense against property, Shoplifting, joy
i . . . . not harmful to others riding
in each class can be considered equivalent to each other in terms of
the overall "social utility" of their behavior as determined by the Aggressive
principle component analysis. 04 Offense against a person Car theft,
05 1nd1rectly burglary
2.4 Offense Class---Level of Aggressiveness Scale Offgnse against a person Unarmed robbery,
directly, but not physi- purse snatching
The Offense Class Scale was generated as one of the principle 06 Ofgally harmful
. ) . . e ) ense against a person . .
independent variables. With minor modification, the scale was adapted direct1§ with acgual or Arﬁﬁgg;gggtry,
. E ]
from the "Target of Aggressiveness' measure developed for an earlier intended harm assaults, rapes
| study, Unspecified
| Initial Social Studies (ISS's) were analyzed to determine a7 Unknown
pre-adjudication offense history. The juvenile offense patterns werc o Cost -
2, 0sts

categorized subjectively into one of the six offense classes; in each
case, the most severe offense tended to determine the offense class, The determination of appropriate allocation of program re-

particularly when the offense history included the full range of sources depends on more then the effectiveness of the various program
lesser offenses. The rankings were performed by one rescarcher trained alternatives. It is also essential to weigh these alternatives with an
in the offense classification and use of the scale. These rankings °ye toward costs. HWhile cost may sometimes be a sccondary consider-

were then checked by the principle researcher for consistency and ation in the allocation of resources for human services, relative cost
accuracy. The classes were broad enough to allow a relatively un- analysis can be a useful tool in focusing attention on a program's

ambiguous categorization of all offense histories. The Offense Class-- strengths and weaknesses. An effort was made to determine both
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npalative effectiveness' and "relative cost-effectiveness' to aid in the

analysis of program success and to support efficient and effective place-

ment decisions. For the purposes of our analysis of relative cost-
effectiveness we have limited our cost information to simple aggregate
costs as computed on a per diem basis for each of the various services

that form the service package for each client.

The computed costs are average costs, and in most cases presume
full utilization rates. Where information was incomplete or contradic-
tory, we have assigned rates which represented the lower of competing
figures,

In each case, costs per diem are disaggregated from the total
cost for any service or facility; no effort has been made to assign
incremental costs for special services to a youth. Similarly we have
opted to avoid the issues of marginal costs, economies of scale, and
utilization rates. The per diem cost per youth, then, is an estimate
based upon aggregate reporting of costs for each facility under inves-
tigation, To this cost we have added a special surcharge for caseworker
cost. Table 2.5.1 summarizes the cost figures utilized in the current

study. Table 2.5.2 summarizes the distribution of youth by costs.

2.6 RCEM Analysis®

The Relative Cost-Effectiveness Model (RCEM) is a computer-
based, mathematical model which has been successfully applied to numer-
ous public programs (social, law enforcement, etc.) for evaluation of
client-based social services, The model was originally developed in
1969 to support an evaluation of the Job Corps'cost-effectiveness and
has since been refined and expanded so as to apply generally to the

evaluation of client-based social services.

In the application to social services, the model analyzes the

experience of clients and ranks client groups, e.g., aggressive youth

2Narrative in this section draws heavily on RCEM description
prepared for an earlier study.

13
TABLE 2.5,1
COSTS PER YOQUTH IN VARIOUS PLACEMENTS
FISCAL YEAR 1973-742
Facility lEZilé;z% wgii:r Pezoggim fotal Gosts
Costs Surcharge Costs 3 Months 6 Months
Training
School $44.20 - $44.20 $3,978 $7,956
Camps 31.63 - 31.63 2,847 5,694
Halfway House 30.22b - 30.22 2,720 5,440
Private , ,
Institutions 24.14 - 24,14 2,173 4,346
Adult Correc-
tional
Facility®  17.54 - 17.54 1,579 3,158
Group Home 13.94b - 13.94 1,255 2’510
Independent ,
Living 6.22° $.86 7.08 637 1,274
Foster Home  5.56° .86 6.72 605 1,v10
Relative's ;
Home 3.99P .86 4.85 436 872
Own Home 1.77° .86 2.63 237 474

a
Source: Based on budget and cost inf i i
. ; 1tion furnished by
the Office of Children and Youth Servi iChican
. ITViCc : a1 m
Social Cervices. ices, Michigan Department of

b
Educational costs are added to per dj
o ; : . per diem costs based on
participation in public school or attention center programs

¢
Per diem costs are based on a wej
; veighted average of I
females at Detroit House of Correction. & mates and

VS. nonaggressive youth, according to the effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness of services delivered., With respect to the present study
the impact of the services delivered by alternative placements to vari~,
ous client subsets has been defined according to client outcomes and
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stated in terms of relative outcomes and costs.

TABLE 2.5.2
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF YOUTH BY COSTS

Per Quarter

Costs Per Frequency Percent

Youth
$ 0 - 499 34 8.2
500 - 999 10 2.4
1,000 - 1,499 43 10.3
1,500 - 1,999 4 1.0
2,000 - 2,499 108 26.0
2,500 - 2,999 33 7.9
3,000 - 3,899 8 1.9
3,900 - 3,978 176 42,3
TOTAL 416 100.0

2,6.1 Qutcome Categories

The results of the RCEM itself to a large degree are dependent
upon the proper definition of outcomes and the frequency data support-
ing the existence of those outcomes. (The method utilized to define

outcomes is discussed above.)

Once the appropriate outcome category is identified for each
client under consideration, the RCEM totals the number of clients as-
signed to the different categories, thus forming a frequency distribu-
tion across the outcome categories, The RCEM can compute the frequency

distribution across outcome categories and other client grouping or sub-

grouping, Thus, a typical frequency distribution computed by the RCEM
would be the number of "young clients" from large urban areas who were
assigned to Category 1, to Category 2, and so on.

A client's outcome may be expressed in various ways. For ex-
ample, a delinquent child who was discharged from state care might be

15
considered as having had successful or unsuccessful treatment., But if
outcome categories as unrefined as these are used to formally ws;lblish
each client's outcome, only relatively unrefined results are feas;ble
through program analysis by any analytic method, including the RCEM
A better way of defining these outcome categories might bé "clien; '
working or going to school™ or "client remanded to criminal court."
This type of categorization provides the kind of refinement generéll
thought to be necessary for the analysis of a social service programf

Examples of the outcome categories ultimately defined for
analysis of the Decentralization Project for use with the RCEM have
been listed and discussed earlier. (See Combined Qutcome Scale,)

2,6.2 Unit Cost

The second attribute of a client's experience is cost, For
purposes of analysis, the total cost of operations for each placement
under consideration is allocated in appropriate proportion to the vari-
ous clients sampled by the placement, taking into account the extent |
to which each client used the resources of the program,

2.6,3 Effectiveness

The third and final attribute of a client's experience is

e L] o - )
ffectiveness, that 1s, the effectiveness of the services rendered.
Associated with the outcome scale is an effectiveness measure which

reflects for each client in that category the effectiveness of the
services rendered to him.
taken to be zero,)

(For some categories this effectiveness is

. The purpose of the RCEM is to compare various client groups
w%thln a social service delivery system. If two such units have clients
with similar characteristics and one unit achieves proportionally more
outcomes with which greater effectiveness is associated, then it can

certainly be conclided that this unit is more effective than the other
unit, |
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2,001 RGEM Output
The RCEM, then, accepts computer input data (outcomes, cOSts,
effectivencss), among client groups or units, analyzes the combinations,
and produces a quartet of numbers for cach pair of client groups oOr
gervice units:
a. The average relative offectiveness of the service to the
one group as compared with the other.
b. The probability that one is more or less effective than
the other,
¢. The average relative cost-effectiveness of the service to
the one group as compared with the other.
d. The probability that one is more cost-effective than the
other.
Relative effectiveness and cost-effectiveness will be fully
discussed in Chapter 5. An analysis of the functioning of the Wayne

County juvenile justice system follows.,

CHAPTER 3
SYSTEM DYNAMICS

3.1 Demographic Profile

The analysis of the dynamics of the Wayne County juvenile jus-
tice system has, as its basis,a demographic profile of the Wayne County
delinquent state ward population, A detailed demographic profile of
the individuals being served by the juvenile justice system in Wayne
County is presented in Appendix B, It is sufficient here to summarize
those data, First, the delinquent ward population is primarily black
and male, Among the male population, blacks are more likely to have
committed aggressive offenses than whites. Among females, race is not
a factor; females commit almost entirely nonaggressive offenses. See
Figure 3.1, Second, males commit their first recorded offense carlier
than females, Third, the younger the age at first offense, the greater
the probability of subsequent aggressive offenses. Fourth, the older
the youth when admitted to state wardship, the more likely the youth
has committed an aggressive offense, Fifth, more aggressive youth
experience longer periods of delay hetween first offense and admission
to state wardship. Finally, blacks and males experience longer delay
periods than whites and females, This demographic survey, as we shall
see, has a significant bearing on how youth are processed after adju-

dication through intake and into their initial placement.

3.2 The Intake and Placement Process: An QOverview

The intake process is designed to evaluate the needs of adju-
dicated vouth and subsequently secure a placement that offers treatment
commensurate with these needs, The concept is called planned differen-
tial placement and is the goal of the intake process. During the 1973~
74 fiscal year, planned differential placement was realized through
three distinet intake procedures, The first procedure was provided by
the Wayne County Juvenile Court staff, who place youth beforce they are
adjudicated to state wardship, The Wayne County Court placed approx-
imately 11 percent of the delinquent state ward population, In the

17
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THE DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE: SEX BY RACE AND LEVEL OF AGGRESSIVENESS
BLACKS

MALES
759 %

WHITES

19

79%

discussion below, these wards will be referred to as "court placed"
youth,

14.1%

The second intake procedure was provided by the Department of
Social Services intake staff who make direct placements of wards short-

ly after their dispositional hearing, Youth are placed either out of
their own home or the Wayne County Youth Home. This group of wards
comprises 57 percent of the total delinquent population, and will be
referred to as "direct placement" youth,

The third intake procedure is furnished by the intake centers.
The centers are designed primarily to provide indepth evaluation of new
wards in order to better match youth needs with appropriate placement-

10.0%
93%
% AGGRESSIVE AND INJURIOUS

treatment modalities, The centers are also used for short-term, interim
placements while awaiting vacancies in "optimal" facilities., In this
case, youth are held until an appropriate facility can be secured.
"Intake youth',as these will be called, comprise 32 percent of the
delinquent population,

Two intake centers, one male and one female, were operational

during the fiscal year. The male intake center on Townsend Street
served 136 youth with an average length of stay of 34.5 days, at a cost
of $65.261 per youth per day. The center's average daily population

was 12,8 youth which is equivalent to a utilization rate of 80.3 percent.

23%
;530%;55

44.1%

AGGRESSIVE AND NONINJURIOUS

oo
SRTR
=g
LEEeS.

The female intake center, at Defer Place, served 54 youth with
an average length of stay of 38.1 days at an average daily cost of $13.81
per youth, per day. The average daily population was 5.8 youth and re-
sulted in a utilization rate of 72.7 percent, See Table 3.1 for addi-
tional intake center statistics,

lThis per diem is the midpoint between a maximum estimate of
$75.55 which includes 75 percent of the salaries paid to intake staff
who are not always at the centers, and a minimum estimate of $54.96
i which excludes all salaries paid to intake staff who are not always at

j
4

- NONAGGRESSIVE

31.8%
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TABLE 3.1
INTAKE CENTER OPERATIONS
Fiscal Year 1973-74
Ave,
. Numbex Ave, .
Intake Ca- of Days | Length Daily Utl%l“ Truancy p?r
Center PAC= 1 youth of of Popu- | Z3F10M | pore sen
¢ ity Served Care | Stay lagion Rate Costs
(days)
Townsend
(Male) 16 136 4,687 34,5 12.8  80.3% 41.9% $65.26
Defer
(Female) 8 54 1,628 38.6 5.8 72.7% 49.0% 13,92
3.3 Client Characteristics and Placements of Intake Subpopulations

As stated above, the goal of the intake process is to achieve
the planned differential placement of youth relative to their individual
needs, The purpose of this section is to determine whether or not the
intake process is attaining its goal of planned differential placement,
To do this, a two-fold analysis will be employed, First, client char-
acteristics will be examined within each intake procedure to discern
whether or not that process is differentially placing its youth accord-
ing to select characteristics. Second, the three processes will be ex-
amined as a system to determine if differential placement exists be-

\
tween as well as within intake processes. See Figures 3.3.1 and 3.3.2,°

3.3.1 Court Placed Youth

In general, the Wayne County Court selects nonaggressive, white
youth for placement, Specifically, white youth comprise 77.3, and non-
aggressive youth 72.7 percent of this subpopulation. This is in sharp

2

“To simplify this narrative, only the most significant facts
have been included. For a detailed analysis of each demographic char-
acteristic and its interaction with the intake and placement processes,
refer to the narrative and tabular presentation of Appendix C.
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contrast to the total population characteristics where white youth com-

prise 42, and nonaggressive youth comprise 45 percent of the total pop-
ulation,

The court institutionalizes almost all of these youth; 93 per-
cent of this subpopulation were placed in institutions. This is sig-
nificantly above the average 72 percent rate of institutionalization
for the total population. Significantly, 89 percent of these youth are
placed in private institutions, a rate 3.6 times greater than the pop-
ulation as a whole. Finally, the only youth not institutionalized Qere
one black and two white nonaggressive females, who were placed in com-
munity residential care facilities.

3,3.2 Directly Placed Youth

The demographic composition of this subpopulation reflects,
with small variation, the composition of the total sample. In egssence,
directly placed youth are predominantly male and black, and commit a

greater proportion of aggressive offenses than nonaggressive offenses,

Directly placed youth are institutionalized 81 percent of the
time, while only 14 percent of these youth are placed in community
residential care facilities and the remaining five percent in community
nonresidential facilities. Directly placed youth in private institutions
comprise 20 percent of the total subpopulation and 26 percent of all
institutionalized, directly placed youth,

Differential placement does exist within the directly placed
subpopulation. Males are institutionalized at a rate of 16 percentage
points greater than females, whereas females are placed in community
residential care facilities at a rate that is also 16 percentage points
greater than males. Moreover, black youth are institutionalized at a
rate that is 10 percentage points greater than whites, while whites re-
ceive a greater rate of community residential care placements., Finally,
nonaggressive youth are placed in institutions at a somewhat lower rate
than aggressive youth, In sum, for directly placed youth, males, blacks
and aggressive youth have a greater probability of being placed in
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FIGURE 3.3.1
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institutions than do females, whites and nonaggressive youth.

3.3.3 Intake Center Placed Youth

The Intake Center subpopulation represents a type of youth that
is substantially different from tlie total population of delinquent youth,
There are a greater proportion of males, blacks and aggressive and non-
injurious youth in the intake subpopulation than in the total population,
Specifically, 84 percent of the intake center placed youth are males,
compared to 76 percent of the total populution; 65 percent of the in-
take subpopulation is black, compared to 58 percent of the total pop-
ulation; and 36 percent of the intake population is aggressive and non-
injurious, compared to only 25 percent in the wotal population. Finally,
relative to the total population, the intake subpopulation is comprised
of proportionately fewer nonaggressive youth and an equivalent propor-

tion of aggressive and injurious youth.

The invake center placements reflect a trend away from the
institutionalization that is present in the total population. Only 47
percent of the intake subpopulation was institutionalized, while 19 per-
cent were placed in community nonresidential facilities and 35 percent
in community residential care facilities. By contrast, 72 percent of
the total population was institutionalized, whereas 10 percent werec
placed in community nonresidential facilities and 17 percent in commu-

nity residential care facilities.

Differential placement does result from Intake Center proce-
dures. First, females are placed in institutions and community resi-
dential care facilities at a greater rate than males, whereas males are
placed in community nonresidential placements at a greater rate than
females., Second, whites receive a greater frequency of community resi-
dential care placements than do blacks. Finally, aggressive-and-non-
injurious youth are institutionalized at a frequency about 19 percentage
points greater than the frequency for nonaggressive and aggressive-and-
injurious youth. On the other hand, nonaggressive and aggressive-and-

injurious youth receive a much greater proportion of community

'
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residential care placements than do aggressive-and-noninjurious youth.
In sum, for Intake Center placed youth, females and aggressive-and-non-
injurious youth have the greatest probability of being institutionalized

while males, blacks, nonaggressive and aggressive-and-injurious youth

L

have the greatest probability of community placement.

3.3.4 The Intake Process Viewed as a Total System

The three intake processes, functioning as a whole, are a pre-
cursor to planned differential placement, and represent increasingly
complex levels of client evaluation and services, Specifically, the
Wayne County Court is placing predominantly white, male, nonaggressive
youth in private institutions. These youth are probably the "easiest-
to-place" youth from the total population. Directly placed youth re-
flect the composition of the general population and are the second
easiest-to-place group. The offenses committed by this group are much
more aggressive than the Wayne County Court group, and receive more
public institutional placements., Finally, Intake Center placed youth
have filtered through the court and direct placement processes and have
been referred to the Intake Center. As a result, these youth represent
the most difficult-to-place youth, Significantly, 65 percent of the
population have committed aggressive offenses, while only 47 percent
are institutionalized. Therefore, the intake centers, while working
with the most difficult-to-place subpopulation, are diverting youth
away from institutions at a much greater frequency than the other two
intake processes.

3.4 Client Characteristics and Initial Placement

The goal of examining initial placement is to determine if
there are any differences across placement type in the demographic char-
acteristics and in the personality and attitudinal characteristics of
the youth, aside from the intake process through which youth were chan-
neled. Presented below is an overview of only the significant findings

associated with the demographic characteristics and attitudinal measures.
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3.4.1 Sex and Initial Placement

Males are placed at greater than expected frequencies in insti-
tutional and community nonresidential care placements, whereas they are
placed at less than expected frequency in community residential care
facilities. Conversely, females are placed at greater than expected
frequencies in community residential care placements, while they are
placed at less than expected frequencies in institutions and community
nonresidential care facilities,

3.4.2 Race and Initial Placement

White youth are institutionalized at greater frequencies than
black youth, although white youth are placed in private institutions
and camps at much greater frequencies than black youth. Black youth are
primarily placed in the state training schools., However, black youth
receive more community residential care placements than white youth,
ostensibly a function of the high representation of blacks in the Intake

Center population and their subsequent placements in the community.

3.4.3 Level of Aggressiveness and Initial Placement

Although various intake processes are succeeding in placing
youth differentially, the system overall fails to adequately differen-
tiate on the basis of a youth's level of aggressiveness. Approximately
70 percent of all youth are placed in institutions; 74 percent of all
aggressive youth are being placed in institutions while 64 percent of
all nonaggressive youth (most of whom are status offenders,) are being
placed in institutions. The failure to divert nonaggressive state wards
from institutions rests with the Wayne County Court which placed all but

a few youth in institutions.

3.4.4 Psychological Attributes and Initial Placement

To determine if there are any psychological differences across
initial placement, an investigation has been undertaken to measure and
evaluate personality and attitudinal characteristics of state wards
across placement types. The investigation utilizes a questionnaire to

measure the attitudes and opinions of the wards at the beginning and

TABLE 3.4.4

YOUTH OPINION POLL SCORES
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termination of cach placement. This methodology permits an evaluation
of youth type relative to type of placement, and also reflects the de-
gree of personality and attitudinal change while in this placement.
The questionnaire used for this evaluation is the Youth Opinion Poll

(YOP) and is described in Appendix C-4.

Table 3.4.4 compares YOP pre-test scores for both Wayne County
and outstate youth in state operated programs. While we must emphasize
that this analysis is preliminary, due to low sample sizes for some
groups, there appears to be evidence that placement is indeed controlled
to some extent by the "youth type", ceven though the attitude and typo-

logy measures are not part of the placement process.

The scores indicate differences not only between community
placements and selected institutional placements, but also illustrate
the differences between institutional and the quasi-institutional camp
placements. Contrary to our expectations, community youth in comparison

to institutional youth generally have:

(1) equivalent or lower pre-test scores on the self-esteem
scale; and
(2) equivalent or lower pre-test scores among the males on

the nurturance scale.

In addition, although the sample size is small, there arc indications

that:

(3) community placed youth are likely to score higher than
institutional youth on the indicator of neurotic delin-
quency, exceeded only by the youth placed in Camp Shawono
and the highly structured Green Oak Center.

(4) community youth achieve scores similar to institutional
youth on psychopathic delinquency; and

(5) community placed youth achieve lower scores on subcultural
delinquency. This finding indicates that community youth

may be less socialized to subcultural norms.

These preliminary findings, if substantiated with evidence from

. 29
a larger sample size, may lay to rest the contention that institutionally
placed youth are measurably more '"delinquent" than their community placed
counterparts. As the study continues, we hope to verify these findings

and ascertain the extent to which these measures may be useful as a pre-
placement diagnostic tool.

3.5 Summarz

The processes of differential intake and differential place-

ment have resulted in the diversion of state wards from institutions,

In the main, this diversion is the result of Intake Center
placements; court and direct placed youth continue to be primarily
institutionalized. Moreover, because the Intake Center has affected
only one-third of the youth, the impact of planned differential place-
ment on institutional diversion has mot been as extensive as it might
have been, Nonetheless, the entire intake process has facilitated
differential placement; indeed, differential placement is a function of
a differential intake which then selectively places youth into the
programs that are most likely to accept them. Of particular interest
is the phenomenon within the Wayne County Court, whereby the easiest-
to-place youth are expeditiously placed into private institutions and
group homes. Race appears to be a factor in the court placements:
white youth are placed by the court at much greater frequencies than
black youth and receive a disproportionate percentage of the private
institutional placements. Clearly, the court is selectively diverting
youth from the state training schools into private institutions. This
intake process may work in favor of the black and aggressive youth
whose eventual disposition after a lengthy Intake Center stay is most
likely to result in community placements, As we shall see, these
community placements tend to be the more effective (as well as the more
cost~effective) placements.

Preliminary evidence from the Youth Opinion Poll indicates
that differential placement of a more subtle nature may be occurring.
Although every precaution has been taken to assure uniform practices
in the administration of the test, the small sample size and the
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variations in the physical location of the testing centers require that
these preliminary indications of differences be viewed with caution.
Despite these caveats, the evidence to date suggests that the Youth
Opinion Poll may become increasingly effective for (1) determining the
nature of differential placement, and (2) developing a pre-placement
diagnostic tool to facilitate more appropriate, effective, and cost-

effective placements.

Thus, given the available evidence, it is clear that differ~
ential placement is taking place. It is, in part, a tacit decision
process; youth are being selected at each decision point in the system
and differentially placed by a selective intake process. The most suc~-
cessful differential placements are being effected by the Intake Center,
whose difficult-to-place youth are receiving the greatest proportion of
institutional diversion and the most varied and specialized placements
in the community. In the two chapters that follow, the positive effi-
cacy of both institutional and community programs will be examined,

E -

CHAPTER 4
GOAL ATTAINMENT

The following analysis concerns the cbmmunity’residential care,
attention center, and institutional components of the Decentralization
Project. In the previous chapter we discussed the dynamics of the in-
take and placement process, In this section we examine the nature of
the principle placement alternatives and the extent to which each of
these components reached the service goals established for them.

The community residential care analysis examines the Wayne
County facilities and compares their utilization and goal attainment to
outstate facilities. The analysis will demonstrate the relative success
or failure of the Wayne County facilities with respect to the statewide
community residential care system.

The attention center analysis will examine the nature of the
attention centers, the differences among the attention center popula~-
tions, and the relative success of each center in meeting its rehabili-
tative goals, The impact of the centers on state wards and on the
community-at-large will be assessed.

Finally, the institutional components of the Decentralization
Project =~ specifically, the special diagnostic, intensive treatment,
and crisis units--are described, goals are stated, and degree of goal
attainment is assessed.

4,1 Community Residential Care

0f all youth served by the Decentralization Project, 17.8 per-
cent were placed in community residential care facilities, primarily in
the six Wayne County facilities, Roughly thirty percent of the com-
munity residential care placements received halfway house services.
The remainder were placed in small group home facilities, Of the fo-
males placed through the Wayne County intake process, 21 percent uti-
lized the Defer Place, which serves as a short-term shelter home, but
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has characteristics that are similar to a group home or halfway house
facility, In the discussion that follows each type of facility is des-
cribed, Next, the Wayne County community residential facilities, com-
ponents of the Decentralization Project, are compared to the outstate

homes on the community residential care goal attainment measures.

4,1.1 Description of Community Residential Care Facilities
Group Homes

The group home is designed for relatively long-term care under
the direction of houseparents. The average duration of stay in the
group homes is from six to ten months, although this does not indicate
a minimum or maximum, An individualized treatment plan is developed
for each youth by the group home caseworker, whose goal is to place the
youth in a permanent community placement when appropriate behavior goals
are reached. Wayne County has four group homes, or 17 percent of the

23 state group home facilities,

Halfway House

The halfway house has the same purpose as the group home, but
is structured differently. Unlike the group and shelter homes, which
are owned by the heougeparents, the halfway house is either owned or
leased by the sponsoring agency. Instead of houseparents the home is
snupervised by workers in eight-hour shifts. The director is on duty
at least eight hours, and is "on call" the remainder of the day. Wayne
County has two halfway houses, or 17 percent of the 12 halfway houses
in the state.

shelter Homes

The shelter home program involves two types of homes. Both
types are under the direction of houseparents. One type is designed to
provide short-term care, with a maximum stay of three weeks., Youth
may be placed in this type of shelter home for a variety of reasons:

a youth needing evaluation for a permanent placement, a youth awaiting
4 court appearance, or a runaway youth apprehended by the police with
no place to go.
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The second type is an interim home, where the term of stay per
ward may be lengthened to a period of three months. The same type of
youth mentioned above may be placed in this home as well as newly ad-
judicated state wards., In this setting the youth are subjected to in-
take procedures and in-house treatment before receiving their perma-
nent placement. In Wayne County, there is one home which serves as a
shelter home - Defer louse, 1In reality, Defer llouse is a special com-

bination of the community residential care types and will be considered

separately.
4,1,2 Objectives and Measures of Community Residential Care

The primary goal of community residential care is to provide
effective residential programs for delinquent youth who require a living
environment with more structure than is available through their own
families or independent living, but with less structure than that pre-
sumed to exist in state institutions, This applies to all three groups
of youth served by the project: (1) those placed in a group home who
otherwise would be placed in an institution, (2) those placed in a half-
way house after institutionalization, and (3) those placed in a shelter
home instead of a detention center or jail on an emergency basis pend-
ing further evaluation.

However, this broadly stated goal is not sufficient for evalu-
ation purposes. The question remains as to which objectives best des-
cribe the term effective community residential care, The objectives
and measures of effectiveness can be summarized as follows:

1. To maintain the youth in the home for treatment or evalu-
ation as measured by the number and percentage of youth
who truanted,

2. To control delinquent behavior as measured by the number
and percentage of youth who had police contacts and/or
arrests for reasons other than truancy.

&

To attain educational and vocational skills us measured
by the number and percentage of youth who participated
successfully in an gducational, vocational,
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and/or employment program.

4, To prepare youth for subsequent placement as measured by
the number, percentage, and module of youth who were re-
leased successfully; and by the nature of the next place-

ment,

These objectives and measures serve as the basis for the discussion

below.
Jtilization

Table 4.1,2 illustrates that Wayne County Community Residential
Care facilities compare favorably with outstate facilities. Specifi-
cally, Wayne County group homes utilization rates are higher than those
of the rest of the state, although their halfway houses, at 60.7 per-
cent utilization, are about eight percentage points lower than the

statewide average,

Truancx

On truancy measures, Wayne County group homes were considerably
below the state average at five percent, compared to 27.9 percent for
the state average, Wayne County excluded. Wayne County halfway houses,
on the other hand, have truancy rates higher than the rest of the
state,

Recidivism

On the recidivism measures(police contacts and arrests)Wayne
County group homes are less successful in reducing crime than outstate
homes, while for halfway houses recidivism measures are not significantly
different.

Skill Attainment

Both Wayne County and outstate group homes and halfway houses
have demonstrated considerable success in enlisting participation in
school or work programs. The group home figures, which are drawn from
4 larger sample and are more reliable, demonstrate a considerably higher
participation and success rate for Wayne County group homes. The
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TABLE 4.1.2
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accessability of the attention centers in Wayne County is clearly an

effective adjunct to Wayne County group homes.

Release Status

The least encouraging data in the comparative study relates to
release status. Wayne County group homes, and to a lesser extent the
halfway houses, are achieving fewer satisfactory releases. This
situation may well be aggravated by the unsupportive character of the
homes' location, and may reflect the more global problem of rehabili-

tation in a high crime urban environment.
Defer House

Table 4,1.2 clearly indicates that Defer House compares un-
favorably on all measures of goal attainment. The short-term nature of
the program and the transient nature of the pre-placement population do

not allow realistic comparison of Defer with other programs.

4,2 Attention Center Services

The attention center programs were designed initially to be
adjuncts to the intake centers in Wayne County and were to provide non-
residential, remedial programming in education, employment, job placc-
ment, individual and group counscling and substitute parental care. In
the third year of the project, FY 1973-74, a third functionally similar
attention center opened in Benton larbor, but has since ceased opera-
tion. A fourth center in Muskegon began operation in November 1974 and
has community outreach and delinquency prevention as its main opera-

tional goals, What follows are evaluations of individual centers.

4.2.1 The Wayne County Attention (enters

Wayne County has two functionally similar attention centers,
one on the east side, the other on the west side of Detroit. Both
centers are nonresidential and designed to serve two types of youth
populations. The first type of youth are delinquent state wards
placed in the community or Intake Center; the second type of youth are
nonadjudicated youth from the community that immediately surrounds the
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attention centers.

For the adjudicated youth, the centers provide educational,
vocational, recreational and counseling services on a rigorously disci-
plined, daily schedule. Emphasis is upon delinquency treatment. At
least minimal service was made available to 201 community placed youth
and 122 male and 27 female youth who were placed at the Townsend Street
and Defer House Intake Centers.

For the nonadjudicated youth, the centers provide low structure
programs, which are for the most part recreational, These youth are not
required to participate on a regularly scheduled basis; their involve-

ment is voluntary. Emphasis here is upon delinquency prevention,

There were some basic differences in function and struc-
ture between the East and Westside Attention Centers during fiscal year
1973-74. First, a major proportion of the Eastside's referrals were
intake youth placed at the Townsend Intake Center or from Defer House.
The Westside serviced no Intake Center youth., Second, the Westside
Center's prevention capabilities were extremely hindered due to their
transitory residence in Don Bosco Halll while awaiting completion of
the new Westside Center's construction. These structural and functional
differences between the centers must be given tareful consideration to
accurately determine the effects of treatment relative to the type of

youth served at each center.

The effects of treatment at the attention centers are diffi-
cult to ascertain. First, due to large discrepancies in individual
emotional and educational capabilities, program impact must be mea-
sured with regard to an individual's relative improvement while partic-
pating at the center. Certainly, the successful completion of the

G.E.D. program for one youth may not be as significant as the

1Don Bosco Hall is a private insitutional facility located in
the inner city. The facility has a capacity for 52 males, ages 13-16
years, and serves primarily Wayne County youth.
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successful completion of the special education program by another,

more educationally deprived, youth. Second, this relative individual
improvement must also be weighted relative to its increasing social
utility, Assuming that these youth are equally motivated towards employ-
ment, the youth that completed the G.E.D. has a greater probability of
obtaining employment and as a result that completion has greater social
utility than the completion of the special education program. Hence,
program impact is dependent upon the type of youth served and the social
utility of the skills attained while participating at the Centers.

Unfortunately, it is impossible to obtain measures of relative
individual improvement because pre- and post-educational and technical
skill achievement tests are not comsistently administered, However,
some indications of program impact can be derived by examining the pro-
gram goal attainment of attention center participants relative to pro-
gram goal attainment of nonattention center participants. Further, an
indepth analysis of attention center dynamics can add additional infor-

mation regarding the program impact of attention center services,

4,2.1,1 Attention Center gervices Versus Other Services

As can be seen in Table 4.2.1.1 both module 3 and 5 attention
center youth attain twice the frequency of positive educational outcomes
as do other community placed nonattention center youth. Institutional
youth achieve a slightly greater proportion of positive educational out-
comes then do attention center youth. Moreover, attention center youth
attain more positive employment results for both module 3 and 5 youth,
then their nonattention center counterparts in the community and insti-
tution. Finally, module 3 attention center youth achieved approximately
the same frequency of positive offense outcomes as did other module 3
and module 4 youth. However, module 5 attention center youth attained
a slightly larger frequency of negative offense outcomes, indicating a

somewhat greater rvecidivism rate than for other youth.

This goal attainment analysis does give a crude indication of
how various programs are doing. However, some outcomes are merely an
artifact of treatment modality and not a true reflection of that

i
1
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modality's total impact, For example, institutionalized youth, by defi-
nition, cannot participate in an employment experience until they are
released, Similarly, a community placed youth has a greater opportunity
to come into contact with the law during his placement than does his
institutionalized counterpart, lHence, no real indication of the social
utility of the program is obtainable through this analysis. A much more
informative analysis can be recalized by examining, in a very specific

manner, the program dynamics of the Wayne County attention centers.

4,2.1.2 The Westside Attention Center

The Westside Attention Center impact on its youth appears to
be less than optimal, primarily because the social utility of the treat-
ment received by a majority of youth at the Center was not commensurate
with their needs subsequent to discharge or release from state wardship.
It must be stressed, however, that this is not necessarily a problem
isolated at the Westside Center, but reflects a weakness of the delin-

guency treatment system in general, This point will become quite clear
below,

During fiscal year 1973-74, 70 percent of the Westside's popu-
lation were module § youth, That is, these youth had been placed at the
Center after release from public or private institutional care, The
remaining 30 percent were module 3 youth, state adjudicated wards who

o]

have only received community placements.” Average length of partici-

pation for all youth in this program was 3.1 months.

As was seen above, initial review of the Westside's data re-
veals an immediate positive impact on its youth, Specifically, 9.7 per-
cent of the youth recidivated while participating at the Center. This
is comparable to the recidivism rate of all Wayne County module 3 and
5 state wards, who did neot participate in an attention center program;

their rate of recidivism for the fiscal year was 7.3 percent, Moreover,

Rt

“This analysis excludes 3 module 3 and 8 module 4 youth placed
at the center. The module 4 youth were youth who were placed at Don
Bosco Hall and also purticipated in the Attention Center's activities
wvhile placed there.
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Offenses while AWOL are unknown, however 42 percent of the Townsend

and 49 Defer populations truanted for at least one day.

41
74 percent of all the youth were involved in educational programs, 43
percent in employment programs, and 64 percent in recreational programs.
This rate of participation for Westside Center youth 1s 46 percentage
points greater in education and 13 percentage points greater in employ-

ment *han the rate of participation for all Wayne County state wards.s

Unfortunately, the program strength demonstrated above is mit-
igated by the fact that Westside attendants are predominantly module 5
youth who are in preparation for release or about to reach the age of
discharge from state wardship. In general, module 5 youth require the
acquisition of educational and technical skills that will give theﬁ at
least a minimum probability of obtaining unsubsidized employment once
they are discharged, As Table 4.2.1.2 indicates, only two percent of
the youth were involved in outside unsubsidized employment compared to
47 percent who were involved in a subsidized program. Furthermore, only
16 percent of all the youth were in the G.E.D. program, whereas 26 per-
cent were in the pre G.E.D. and 28 percent were in the special education
programs. Therefore, the majority of youth participated in programs
that provided only very elementary educational and technical skills. As
a result, it is unlikely that the module 5 youth are receiving treatment
that adequately prepares them for independent functioning once they are
released or discharged.

This argument is not intended to imply that the Westside Center
is not treating the youth, especially with regard to their individual
needs. On the other hand, what it does state is that module § youth
are participating in programs that are too elementary to effect adequate
independent functioning once these youth are released from wardship.
Moreover, the average length of stay in program for module 5 youth is
3.0 months and does not, on the whole, allow enough time for staff or
youth to progress through more than one educational level or job place-
ment. As a result, the remedial services provided at the Center are

Source: '"Decentralization Project: Goal Attainment Report,
Year-End Summary, FY 1973-74, October, 1974."
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and the intake centers. However, examined together as a short-term,
first placement, remedial programming modality, there is strong evidence
of greater performance in subsequent treatment modalities,

For module 3 and 5 youth who were not placed at the Intake
Center, the Eastside Center exhibited many of the same weaknesses as
did the Westside Center. Too few of these youth participated at the
more advanced educational levels or in unsubsidized employment. More-
over the three-month average length of participation in the Center's
activities simply precluded a level of educational and vocational attain-
ment needed to prepare youth for independent living once he is discharged
from wardship., In short, the Eastside Attention Center programming has
met individual needs of youth but has not necessarily provided them the
tools that will permit a successful adjustment upon release. The pro-
grams have been relatively short-term in nature and have largely bene-
fited those youth who are novices in the delinquency treatment system

and respond favorably to intensive, remedial programming,

4.2,1.4 TImpact on the Community-at-Large

Both attention centers are located in areas of high poverty,
erime and delinquency, It is the purpose of this section to determine
what, if any, impact the centers have had upon nonwards whose partici-
pation at the ~enters is strictly voluntary. It is impossible to
measure this impact directly, however, an informative overview of
delinquency in Detroit can be developed, from which limited inferences

can be made about attention center impacts.

Table 4.2.1.4 serves as the focus of this discussion, It
demonstrates that in areas of Detroit not served by either attention
center, total juvenile offenses decreased by 41 percent between 1969
and 1973, During the same period, total juvenile offenses in those
areas served by attention centers decreased by 61 percent, a 20-
percentage point additional reduction compared to the nonattention
center aveas. Moreover, Part I juvenile offenses decreased by 57 per-
cent between 1969 and 1973 in the attention areas compared to 33 per-
cent in the nonattention center arcas during the same period, Part II
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juvenile offenses also demonstrated a marked decrease during the 1969-
1973 period, with the nonattention center area showing a reduction of

57 percent and the attention center areas a somewhat larger reduction
of 69 percent.

Unfortunately, this data cannot be interpreted without a series
of qualifications., First, no population controls have been used in
evaluating this data. Hence population flow out of Detroit, especially
in areas of high crime and poverty, is not known. Second, police and
court practices regarding the arrest and adjudication of youth are not
adequately known, Petitions to Wayne County Juvenile Court from the
Detroit Police Department dropped 19 percent hetween 1970 and 1973,
Third, the fact that Westside Center was providing minimal community
outreach during their recent interim residence in Don Bosco Hall further
mitigates the cause-effect relation between the attention center pre-
vention services and the delinquency statistics. In sum, there is a
styong correlation between the significant reduction in juvenile delin-
quency within proximal distance of the attention centers. However in no
way can this reduction be attributed solely to the attention centers.

4,2,1.5 Summary: Wayne County Attention Centers

In general, the attention centers have been able to provide
intensive, short-term, remedial services to Intake Centev youth. How-
ever, these same services do not meet the educational and vocational
needs of youth who are about to be veleased or discharged from wardship
especinlly when appropriate remedial programming has not been obtained

carlier in the delinquency services system.

The attention centers do appear to have some impact upon curb-
ing the incidence of delinquency in areas immediately surrounding the
attention centers. The magnitude of this impact is unknown.

4.,2,2 The Berrien County Attention Center

The Berrien County Attention Center was developed as a response
to the rapid increase in juvenile delinquency in Berrien County in
general and Benton Harbor in particular. The Center, unable to
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adequately meet the needs of the state ward population or develop any
recognizable function for the Berrien County community, discontinued
operation approximately one year and six months after its inception.
The onus for the Center's failure rests primarily on administrative
difficulties, However, the Berrien County Juvenile Court policy of di-
verting youth from the Juvenile Court system almost ensured minimal
long-term utilization of the Center as a treatment program for state
wards, Once immediate and future Berrien County delinquency nceds were
accurately assessed, an evolution from the attentlion center concept to
a Multi-Agency Services Center began to develop, |

This presentation includes a summary of the reasons for the
failure of the Berrien County Attention Center and the reasons behind
the evolution towards the Multi-Agency Services Center. The Attention
Center's objectives were two-fold: (1) program state wards away from
further deviance, and (2) guide the county in its efforts to better

cope with delinquency oriented problems. Unfortunately, neither objec-
tive was realized,

The staff did develop rudimentary recreational, employment and
counseling programs, although the program's efficacy was highly question-
able. 1In the Center's first ten months of operation, from July 1973
to May 1974, 84 state wards were referred for treatment, of which only
47 received "treatment." The recidivism rate for 47 wards who received
attention center treatment was 19 percent, while the recidivism rate
for those who did not reccive treatment was only four percent. This
poor statistical reflection on the Center's delinquency treatment
function was, in the main, due to poor staff organization and inadequate
program develonment.

On the community development level, there was even less ac-
complishment. The attitude of the Center's director precluded any
real opportunity for local involvement in the Center's activities.
The director's philosophy placed community organization at a very low
priority; no ongoing community organization activities were initiated.
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Even if the Center had achieved its first objective-~the reduc-
tion of delinquent behavior among state wards--local juvenile court pol-
icy resulted in a marked decrease in commitments to court and state

wardship, Hence the demand for the Center's services would be much less
than in the past,

The policy of the Court has been to divert youth from the
formal machinery of the juvenile justice system by strengthening commu-
nity resources. Two initiatives in particular have reflected the
court's efforts to strengthen iocal resources: (1) the creation of a

youth services bureau, and (2) the construction of a new detention
facility,

The Berrien County Youth Services and Assistance Bureau began
its operation in July 1973, In its first year and a half of activity,
the Bureau served 1,523 youth, some of whom might otherwise be adjudi-
cated and eventually made state wards,

The Berrien County Juvenile Detention Center began its opera-
tion in April 1974. The Detention Center reflects the Court's policy
to keep more difficult-to-handle youth in a secuve near-to~home facil-
ity thereby reducing the need for programs such as state-operated insti-
tutions and other services. As of February 1975, the Detention Center

has provided services to 221 youth in detention and 41 youth in its
rehabilitation program.

With these relatively new resources available, it should be no
wirprise that commitments to state wardship have declined 68 percent
from 66 in 1971 to 21 in 1974 while the number of juvenile arrests dur-
ing the same period remained relatively constant, See Table 4.2.2.

After a thorough evaluation of the Attention Center's function,
the Office of Children and Youth Services decided to close the Atten-
tion Center by the end of December, 1974. During October, 1974, a task

force was created to determine if the Attention Center building could
be utilized to benefit Berrien County youth.

1t was agreed by all members of this task force that the

b
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TABLE 4.2.2

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY INDICATORS:
BERRIEN COUNTY, 1967-1974

Juvenile Co$§iéﬁigzs Co$§igﬁzgzs BYouth Seﬁvigel

Arrests Wardship Wardship ureau Referrals
Calendar
Year ! o 2 5

N Chagge N Change N Change N 1 Change

1967 1,196 - 1,089 - 73 - - -
1968 1,187 -0.1 1,185 8.8 65 -10.9 - -
1969 1,593 33.2 1,321 21.3 77 5,5 - -
1970 1,649 37.9 1,156 6.1 54 -31.5 - -
1971 1,901 58.9 1,373 26.1 66 - 9.6 - -
1972 1,989 66.3 1,293 18.7 41 -43.8 - -
1973 2,145 79.3 1,096 0.6 24 -67.1 499b -
1974 1,984 65.9 896 -17.6 21 ~-71.2 1,024 2,6

AA11 percents are relative to the base year, 1967.

bFor six months of operation,

Center's function, if needed, be made consistent with the predominant
focus of the county youth serving agencies: the diversion of youth
from the juvenile justice system and the prevention of delinquent
behavior. The task force did feel that there was a need for additional
diversion oriented services that could be provided in the Center. Im-
portantly, the task force decided not to create another youth serving
agency, but to work together and to coordinate their services through
the Center, thereby enhancing the effectiveness of their own agencies
in diverting youth from the juvenile justice system.

The Inter-Agency Youth Services Network Council has been
created through the efforts of this task force. The purpose of this
Council is to coordinate service development and delivery in Berrien
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County, with a strong emphasis on youth who are from areas with a high
incidence of delinquency. A goal of this Council will be to administer
a Multi-Agency Service Center which will be housed in the present
attention center facility. The new center will hopefully provide a wide
range of services to children and parents who reside in Greater Benton

Harbor and Burton Township communities.

In concluding the discussion of the Berrien County Attention
Center program, it can be said that the initial failure was undoubtedly
due to inadequate service delivery and the lack of community coordina-
tion and organization. However, given the emphasis of the Berrien
County Juvenile Court upon diversion from the court system, it appears
that, rtegardless of the functional capabilities of the Center, its
activities would have been directed to an increasingly smaller number
of state wards, Hence, the change to the Multi-Agency Service Center
should facilitate and improve the general efficacy of the Berrien County
youth serving agencies and greatly improve the cost-effectiveness of

services for troubled youth.

4.2.3 The Muskegon Attention Center

The Muskegon Attention Center began providing services to youth
in October, 1974. As a result, the data sample reflecting program im-
pact is as yet too small to yield meaningful results. It is important
to note, however, that the Muskegon Attention Center's function is quite
different from the centers in Detroit. Hence the theoretical function

of the Muskegon Center will be discussed briefly.

Aside from providing a limited number of counseling and employ-
ment opportunities, the Center's emphasis is upon community outreach
and development. In fact, of the ten positions slated for youth and
family involvement, only two are designed for irhouse counseling duties.
The remainder will be interacting with youth in the schools, on the

streets, in youth hang-outs, and so on.

In the Center's first quarter of operation, all staff received

training in counseling techniques and drug crisis intervention.
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Furthermore, emphasis has been placed upon program publicity. This en-
tails making the Center not only known to youth, but to potential re-
ferral sources such as police and court personnel, school officials,
parents in the target groups and the like, Public speaking, radio and

television appearances are also scheduled to increase community aware-
ness of the Center,

The outreach approach has generated 42 referrals to staff
counselors, 53 youth have been inveolved in recreation programs and more
than 200 youth have been contacted by youth outreach workers. In addi-

tion, the volunteer coordinators have recruited a group of ten volun-
teers.

In short, the Muskegon Attention Center is in the process of
implementing the youth services bureau model of delinquency prevention.
The goal of this model is to define the individual and group needs of
target area youth through community outreach. Once the needs are de-
fined, local youth and adults will be organized by the Center to hope-

fully alleviate the stresses and problems of youth that lead to delin-
quent behavior.

4,3 Institutional Services

Prior to the introduction of the Decentralization Project,
nearly all Wayne County delinquent state wards were institutionalized.
Because of Decentralization, Wayne County has been able to develop
community-based alternatives to cope with delinquent youth. These
alternatives have had a noticeable impact on the type of youth being
sent to the training schools, and on the scope of services rendered at
the Maxey Boys' Training School in particular. Staff have indicated
that a smaller number of youth are being referred to the training
school but that a larger proportion of youth are '"harder" delinquents
or have severe personality problems.

The smaller number of youth have enabled the training school
to reallocate its resources to meet the needs of these youth in the

form of specialized programs. The specialized programs are physically
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located in the Reception Center of the Maxey Boys' Training School. The
Reception Center previously devoted most of its space to intake diagnosis
and reevaluation of youth being transferied to other institutional pro-
grams, Because of intake services rendered in the community, the De-
centralization Project has enabled many youth to be placed directly into
the training school program, requiring only minimal screening in the
Reception Unit. This allowed two wings of the Reception Center to be
allocated to specialized programs. Currently there are three programs
in the Reception Centerithe Intake Diagnostic Program, the Intensive
Treatment Program, and the Crisis Intervention and Reassessment Program.
Each are evaluated below in terms of the objectives established for

each program.

4.3,1 The Intake Diagnostic Program

The Intake Diagnostic Program provides initial diagnostic and
assessment services for youth entering the institution from the commu-
nity. The diagnostic process includes both a msychological assessment
and a physicnl screening which includes dental and eye checks as well
as a check on overall physical health. The complete diagnostic pro-

cedure requires from two to three weeks to complete.

Since March 1973 all counties have been sending youth to
institutions through a direct referral process. A modified screening
is conducted for youth admitted through this direct referral process.
ihese youth receive the health screening and are interviewed by one
counseling staff member of the Intake Diagnostic Unit. This interview
allows the staff member to gain an impression of the youth which can be
forwarded to tue unit the boy is to enter. It also allows the staff
member to provide the youth with information about the training school
facility and program, and to prepare him for entering his assigned
unit. Should this interview reveal serious problems which would seen
to preclude placing the youth directly into the open profram the staff
member can place the youth in the Intake Diagnostic Unit for further
ovaluation. Such a decision would be made if, for example, the inter-

viewer determined that the youth was in the process of withdrawal from
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an addictive drug,

The primary purpose of the Intake Diagnostic Program is to
continue providing diagnostic services for those youth whose problems
are too serious to permit an immediate placement in a specific treat-

ment unit. The objectives of the program relate to this primary purpose,
Objective 1: To assess wards referred from the community.

In FY 1973-74 the Intake Diagnostic Unit assessed 329 youth.
These youth were processed through a three-week cycle of activity .which
would take them through screening programs to assess physical health,
dental health, psychological functioning and educational achievement
and ability. The cycle was completed for each youth within 2! weeks
from its start, At that time a placement choice could be made but due
to the lack of available space in many programs the actual placement
could take a considerably longer time. Some youth remained in the In-
take Diagnostic Unit longer than the three-week period waiting for an
opening in the desired unit. The actual assessment process, however,
was completed within the three-week time.

Objective 2: To initiate appropriate therapeutic programs

through such activities as education, individual
and group counseling, and recreation,

Although the primary purpose of the unit is diagnostic, every
effort is made to involve the youth in appropriate therapeutic activ-
ities. As specific needs are identified remedial activities commence.
A full-time staff doctor provides an initial diagnostic health screen-
ing and a program of medical care is begun. If serious medical prob-
lems are found the youth can be referred to the University of Michigan
Medical Hospital. A dentist is available on a part-time basis. After
the diagnostic screening, dental services are scheduled and may be
initiated while the youth is still in the reception unit. An eye exam-

ination is provided and glasses are prescribed if necessary.

Certain activities occur on a regularly scheduled basis. Wood

shop and arts and crafts are provided each week to each youth at a

.;_ i . — — A=,
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prescribed time, The gym is available for recreation under the super-
vision of the recreational director. Group counseling sessions occur
each week usually on Monday evening. The psychologist and teacher test
eéch youth during his diagnostic cycle; testing is done each day and
youth are tested as their schedule permits. Individual counseling is
provided to each youth, although this is not a scheduled activity in
the sense that a shop class or a psychological testing program are
scheduled events. Psychiatric services are a part of the diagnostic
process if they are necessary. presently, there is no psychiatrist
assigned to the unit. The staff can consult other psychiatrists to

evaluate youth and arrange transfers to mental hospitals if necessary.
Objective 3: To make appropriate placement decisions.

Fach youth is evaluated in terms of his strengths and weak-
nesses. A placement choice is made by determining which program can aug-
ment the youth's strengths while helping him cope with his problems.
Many factors about the youth are considered before a placement choice
is made; history of his behavior, how he related to professional staff
in the unit, and his performance in the programs in which he partici-
pated while in the unit. An attempt is made to evaluate the underlying
causes of his behavior and to choose a program which can deal with both
the behavior and its underlying causes. In general, the Positive Peer
Culture group modality is chosen unless a case can be made for placing
a youth in the Intensive Treatment Program.

Objective 4: To arrange for transfer of wards to target units

within three weeks.

The length of stay in the Intake Diagnostic Unit was available
on 292 youth, The mean length of stay was 2.4 weeks. Most youth are
placed in the Maxey 'open program.” Table 4.3.1 describes the place-
ments made through the Intake Diagnostic Program.
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TABLE 4.3.1

PLACEMENTS MADE BY INTAKE DIAGNOSTIC PROGRAM
Fiscal Year 1973-74

In theory, it has been convenient to classify problems of

Placement Number Percent
Maxey Open Program 193 64.3
Green Oaks Center 67 22.3
Intensive Treatment
Program 21 7.0
Adrian Training School 14 4.7
Other 5 1.7
TOTAL 300 100.0
1
4.3.2 The Intensive Treatment ProgramS {
|
l

youth into basically three large descriptive categories: (1) those
problems which are a function of specific, overt behavioral acts, or
youth classified as "social delinquents', (2) those problems which are
a function of internal personality dynamics, or youth classified as
neurotic, psychotic, or "emotionally disturbed'", and (3) those prob-
lems which are a function of intelligence, or youth classified as
"retarded." Such theoretical classifications seldom, if ever, apply
to any specific personality and it is entirely probable for an individ-
ual youth to be retarded, emotionally disturbed and adjudicated a so-
cial delinquent, or to exhibit varying degrees of intensity within
these problem areas. Categorization of youth into these descriptive
classifications has tended to lend very little to either diagnosis,

5
B Placement data for youth processed through the Intake Program
during the months August and September 1973 was not available. Thus,

the placement data cited represents the last three qus Y 73~
el Acingrely P quarters FY 73-74
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treatment or placement decisions especially when the youth required insti-
tutionalization, Where institutional placement has been required, it has
historically been the procedure to place retarded and emotionally dis-
turbed youth into institutions supported by the Department of Mental
Health, and youth who are ngocially delinquent" into institutions that
are supported by the Department of Social Services such as Boys' and
Girls' Training School programs.

Prior to 1963, youth who were diagnosed as retarded (i.e., an
IQ under 70), or diagnosed as emotionally disturbed could be refused
admittance to the Boys' Training School programs due to lack of appro-
priate programs for such youth, With the implementation of Public Act
229, no youth can be denied admittance to Boys'! Training School programs
based on his level of retardation or emotional stability, and provisions
were made for the establishment of a unique program in Boys' Training
School to deal with those youth who were adjudicated socially delinquent,
but also exhibited a serious degree of emotional disturbance or retar-
dation. This was referred to as the "F-Wing Program" which was located
in the Reception Diagnostic Unit of the W. J. Maxey School at Whitmore
Lake. This’program had a capacity of twelve youth at any one time with
a primary focus on intensive diagnosis and treatment to prepare a youth
for future placement. The F-Wing Program was highly regarded for being

capable of handling youth with these special problems.

With the implementation of the Decentralization Project, the
Intensive Treatment Program was established as an expansion of the F-
Wing Program to accommodate twenty youth at any given time.

Youth are referred to the Intensive Treatment Program either
by the Intake Diagnostic Unit or prior to its closure, by the Crisis
Intervention and Reassessment Unit. Intensive treatment provides a
highly structured program with close staff supervision. The program
provides both a diagnostic and treatment function. Youth remain in the
program until they are able to move to a less supportive program which
has a lower staff-to-youth ratio. The objectives of the Intensive
Preatment Program are discussed in the sections that follow.

.

57

Objective 1: To provide alternative care for youth who require

a more supportive environment which includes close
and intensive involvement on a very personal ba-
sis to prepare these youth for release to a less

supportive environment.

The Intensive Treatment Program has been established as a
twenty-bed treatment program for youth who indicate high levels of
"acute, pervasive and diffuse anxiety." Youth in the program can be
hypersensitive, overracting, self-conscious, fearful, lacking in confi-
dence, aggressive, or suffer from excessive guilt, remorse, and depres-
sion. According to staff, extreme flightiness and moodiness aimed at
reducing immediate anxiety while ignoring long range consequences are
typical of these youth, The overriding criteria for placement in the
Intensive Treatment Program is that the rigorous personality and behav-
ior dynamics of the youth, if placed in another program, would detract
from treatment gains of other youth in that program and cause a dis-
proportionate diversion of resources to deal with the intense nature of
the individual youth's problems.

A total of 46 boys have been admitted to this program; 10 were
from the community, seven from the Crisis Intervention and Reassessment
Program, and 29 from the Intake Diagnostic Program.

Objective 2: To provide opportunities for youth to maintain
contact with the comnunity (including home
visits),

A range of off-grounds activities included trips to the Detroit

Zoo, Botanical Gardens, Metropolitan Airport and activities which pro-
vide some culturally enriching experiences, These activities are or-
ganized on both an individual and group basis. One to two off-grounds
activities are planned each week and include such activities as bowling,
ice skating, roller skating, movies, and church. Twice each month the
group has a social program with a nearby college either at the college
or at the training school, Each week the boys also go off-grounds to

a local laundromat to wash their clothes,

Home visits are planned for boys when appropriate. Decisions
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on when these visits occur are made individually for each youth but
each weekend at least one youth is scheduled for a home visit.
Families can also arrange to visit a youth at the training school.

These are planned on an individual basis.

Objective 3: To provide educational and recreational experi-
ences for youth in the Intensive Treatment
Program,
Lach youth is involved in scheduled, constructive activities
which include an educational program, vocational arts, arts and crafts,

recreation, and religious programs,

Each week day the boys have scheduled academic and shop
classes followed by a schedule of recreational or off-grounds activi-

ties. These vary each day.

Objective 4: To provide therapeutic interaction through

‘ individual and group counseling and clinical

treatment.

The basic treatment approach to youth in the Intensive Treat-
ment Program is focused on saturating the youth's life with staff sup-
port, constructive activities and a therapeutic atmosphere where pro-
blematic behavior cannot be excused because the youth has problems.
"Normal," not problematic behavior is expected. Saturation by staff
support includes almost daily contact with two counselors, the program
administrator, two teachers, five boys supervisors, and depending on
the youth's schedule, contacts with management staff and several regu~
larly scheduled groups from the community, While this requires the
youth to cope with several different persons over a given period of
time, this is & typical expectation of community life., The difference
is that staff tend to be much more thoroughly informed about the
youth's problems and what therapeutic behavior management techniques
are going to successfully meet the youth's needs.

The unit has available ten full-time staff plus supportive
services from seven other professional and line staff, This includes
the services of a psychologist and a psychiatrist.

Lo
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Group counseling sessions are held once a week for all the boys
plus each counselor schedules sessions for his own group, The psychia-
trist teaches a class related to specific problem areas one hour each
week. The counselors see boys individually throughout the week and the
psychologist and psychiatrist see boys on an individual basis as
necessary.

Objective 5: To transfer wards to less structured placements

within a period of six months.,

The average length of stay for boys has been 6.1 months.

Forty boys were placed from the program in FY 1973-74, Of these, 20
were provided an institutional placement and 20 were assigned a communi-
ty placement. See Table 4.3.2 for a distribution of placements,

TABLE 4.3.2

PLACEMENTS MADE BY INTENSIVE TREATMENT PROGRAM
Fiscal Year 1973-74

Placement Number | Percent
Institutional Placements 20 50.0
Green Oaks Center 9 22.5
Maxey Open Program 3 7.5
Camps 7 17.5
Mental Health Facility 1 2.5
Community Plucements 20 50.0
Halfway House 4 10.0
Foster llome 5 12,5
Own Home 11 27.5

TOTAL 40 100,0

4,3.3 Crisis Intervention and Reevaluation Program

The Crisis Intervention Unit was designed for (1) crisis man-
agement, and (2) reassessment of youth having adjustment difficulties
of an “acute or chronic' nature. The unit was opened in January 1972.



60

The crisis component handled up to 30 percent of the admissions;
the reassessment component handled the other 70 percent. The Crisis
Intervention and Reevaluation Unit was closed in March 1975, a decision
based on the position that crisis and reassessment should be handled in
the youth's residential unit, thereby avoiding the phenomenon of re-
ferring or "dumping" problem youth without really working to solve the
problem in situ. Centers are now responsible for their youth and when

necessary, may call on crisis staff for on site adjustment.

CHAPTER 5
RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS

The relative effectiveness and cost-effectiveness analysis
which follows is the second such study undertaken with respect to the
Decentralization effort. In substance, it is a continuation of the
first study completed in 1973.1 While the first year study focused on
the outcomes of youth in the first three months after initial placement,
the relatively small sample did not allow for analysis of some critical
variables, notably sex and race, and was limited, naturally, to conclu-
sions based on a very short period of time after placement. The cur-
rent study benefits from a considerably expanded sample, Two stages in
the analysis differentiate the current study from the previous effort.
First, this analysis examines three-month outcomes as before, but we
have eliminated from this study all youth who changed placement, thus
netitralizing the fourth outcome dimension, change of placement. In so
deing, we derived a clearer picture of the short-term effects of the
placement modality on client groups. Second, we developed a modified
computer program to allow examination of outcomes after six months in
placement, For the six-month study, all outcome dimensions were uti-
lized and all youth were studied. The six-month analysis provides an
overview of the longer-term effects of the program and may offer a more
realistic picture of program function.

5.1 Intake Process and Sex

For the purposes of the cost-effectiveness analyses the three
intake groups are separated by sex. The analysis by sex will be pre-

sented in separate sections.

1Decentra1ization Project: Year-End Research and Bvaluation
Report, November 1973.
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The Male Population: Three-Month Qutcomes

The fiscal year 1972-73 analysis of short term outcomes of
youth indicated that residence in the Intake Center was a fairly strong
predictor of success in placement. Youth who received Intake Center
services were considerably more likely to experience positive outcomes
during the three months following placement. Further, it was noted that
as the length of stay in the Intake Center increased, so did the likeli-
hood of effective and cost~effective first placements, For the male
population, this finding is supported by the current data (see Table
5.1.1) but indicates that Intake Center services were significantly more
effective only for those youth for whom extended Intake Center services,
in excess of five weeks, have been provided. For those males receiving
shorter lengths of stay in the Intake Center, outcomes were of little
significant difference. It is significant to note, however, that the
nature of the placements made for Intake Center youth are considerably
less costly than placements made directly by intake staff located at
the youth home and are similar in costs to placements made by the Court,
This pattern assures that placements made for Intake Center youth are
more cost-effective than those placed directly by intake staff and
slightly more cost-effective than court placements. This takes on
added significance upon review of the demographics of court placed
youth and dirvectly placed youth: both groups are less aggressive in
nature and proportionately more male and white, Thus, although Intake
Center youth are more difficult to place, they are being placed and

served more effectively and cost-effectively.

The Female Population: Three-Month Outcomes

Among female youth, the most effective, least costly, and most
cost-effective outcomes are achieved by girls placed, within five weeks,
out of the Defer House intake facility. The average costs for these
fenles are considerably lower than for those with longer stays in the
intake fucility. The females held longest in the Defer facility tend
to be the most difficult-to-place youth, predominantly those who have

high truancy rates. As indicated earlier, over 40 percent of Defer
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TABLE 5.1.1
THE RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENISS OF
VARIOUS INTAKE PROCESSES BY SEX BASED
ON THREE-MONTH OUTCOMES
Relative . Relative Cost
Intake Process Effectiveness Average Cost Effectiveness
Male Female | Male Female | Male | Female
Intake Center Service
< 5 weeks 1.02 1.00 $2,252  $1,888 .86 1.00
> 5 weeks 1.17 .72 2,494 3,256 .88 W42
Direct Intake 1.05 .83 3,329 3,032 .60 .52
Court Placement 1.06 .85 2,245 2,300 .82 .70
TABLE 5.1.2

THE RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF
VARIOUS INTAKE PROCESSES BY SEX BASED
ON SIX-MONTH OQUTCOMES

Relative Average Cost | Relative Cost

Intake Process Effectiveness | 2nd 3 months | Effectiveness

Male | Female [|Male | Female| Male | Female

Intake Center 1.14 1.04 $2,052 $2,193 1.01 .86
Direct Intake 1.08 .89 3,467 2,558 .57 64
Court Placement 1.10 1.00 2,364 1,827 .85 1.00




64
intake youth truanted during the period under study.

The Male and Female Populations: Six-Month Qutcomes

For six-month data, the effect of Intake Center services per-
sistsy youth, both males and females, are more likely to be achieving
effective outcomes six months after initial placement if they have re-
ceived the intensive services of the Intake Center. Although the In-
1ke Center category is not broken out by length of stay in intake, it
is likely that the longer length-of-stay youth remain the most effec-
tively treated; this effcct has been noted in two earlier effectiveness

analyses.

For females, a significant shift in cost-effectiveness is evi-
dent at six months -- court placed females are achieving the most cost-

effective outcomes. See Table 5.1.2,

5,2 Intake Process and Offense (Class

The data suggests a strong interaction between offense class
and the intake process. Among youth placed in the Intake Center, 65.0
percent were classified as aggressive. Among youth placed by the Wayne
County Court, only 27.3 percent were aggressive. Of youth placed di-
rectly by intake staff, without benefit of extended Intake Center diag~
nosis and placement, 54.2 percent were aggressive. Thus, with respect
to offense class, a series of tacit decisions by intake staff and court
personnel are resulting in a subtle but generally consistent policy
with respect to the disposition of youth at the onset of the intake
process. These decisions result in the Intake Center making a dis-
proportionate number of placements for aggressive youth. Among Intake
Center placed youth with shorter lengths of stay (less than or equal
to five weeks) roughly half were aggressive, while among those held
longer, 70 percent were in the aggressive classification., Thus, al-
though constituting a small proportion of the total intake population,
the longest held Intake Center youth were the most effectively and
cost-effectively placed group of all intake youth, despite the fact
that they werc predominantly in the aggressive offense class. See

Table b,2.1.
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The six-month outcome table (Table 5.2.2) takes a broader view
of the intake process and offense class interaction. With six-month
outcomes, we find that (1) aggressive youth continue to be the most
effectively and cost-effectively treated, (2) aggressive males receiv-
ing Intake Center services are served less effectively than those re-
ceiving court placements but are treated as cost-effectively, and (3)
among nonaggressive males, Intake Center youth are served most effec-

tively and cost-effectively.

The six-month outcome table also indicate¢. that among females,

court placed youth are the most cost-effectively treated.

Analysis

The relative effectiveness and cost-effectiveness findings
closely parallel those of last year, Among males, the longer lengths
of stay at the Intake Center, i.e., in excess of five weeks, favor

effective outcomes during the first three months of placement.

Offense class also appears to have a consistent impact on the
effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of placement,especially in combi-
nation with intake history. The more aggressive youth are more effec-
tively and more cost-effectively served. Table 5.2.2 indicates that
the more aggressive youth tend to be placed in more structured and more
costly institutional placements. However, these better outcomes for
aggressive youth are not simply a function of their institutional
placement; regardless of placement, the morc aggressive youth arv both
more effectively and cost-effectively placed and treated. These results
are especially true for aggressive youth with longer lengths of étuy
at the Intake Center.

While the effectiveness of directly placed and court placed
youth was roughly equal to Intake Center serviced youth in general (see
Table 5.,1.1), the Intake Center achieved considerable economies with a
generally more aggressive youth population, achieving near parity in
costs with court placed youth while dealing with a higher concentration

of aggressive youth (see Tables 5.1.1 and 5.2.2)., Thus, the Intake
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TABLE 5.2.1

R¥LATIVE EFFECTIVENSSS & COST-:tFFECTIVENESS OF
VARIOUS LENGTHS OF STAY IN INTAKE CENTER BY
OFFENSE CLASS BASED ON 3-MONTH OUTCOMES

Relative Average Cost Relative Cost
Intake Length of Stay Effectiveness ag Effectiveness
and Offense Class T
Male |Female | Male { Female | Male | Female
<5 weeks
1-3 Nonaggressive .82 72 $2,325 $2,704 .65 .49
4-6 Aggressive .97 80 3,341 3,067 .53 .48
>5 weeks
1-3 Nonaggressive 1.00 .63 1,833 3,256 1.00 .35
4-6 Aggressive 1.04 - 2,690 - .71 -
TABLE 5.2.2
RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS & COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF
VARIOUS INTAKE PROCESSES BY OFFENSE CLASS
BASED ON SIX~-MONTH QUTCOMES
Relative Average Cost | Relative Cost
Intake Process Effectiveness 2nd 3 Months | Effectiveness

and Offense

Male Female | Male Female | Male Female

Intake Center Services

1-3 Nonaggressive 1.00 96 $1,543  $2,342 1.00 .63
4-6 Aggressive 1.11 - 2,188 - .78 -

Direct Intake

1-3 Nonaggressive .90 .76 2,880 2,643 .48 .44

4-6 Aggressive 1.08 1.07 3,739 2,281 .50 .72
Court

1-3 Nonaggressive .88 95 2,325 1,827 .58 .80

4-0 Aggressive 1.23 - 2,413 - .78 -
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Center placed youth were treated more cost-effectively than directly
placed youth, and slightly more cost-effectively than court placed
youth.

The less aggressive youth--those youth who commit primarily
offenses against self or minor offenses against property--respond less
to adjudication and subsequent placement than the more difficult youth.
These less aggressive youth, including youth who were charged with
"'status offenses,”2 may be less appropriate targets for the juvenile
justice system as it currently operates. (Proposed revisions in the

Michigan Juvenile Code reflect this concern.)
Conclusions

As noted on the abstract of the 1973-74 Decentralization Grant
Proposal, the Intake Center '"is intended to refine the diagnostic and
treatment planning for newly committed wards, reduce the amount of time
wards are detained in the Wayne County Youth Home, and avoid unnecessary
referrals to institutions due to pressure for speedy removal by the

Court."

As we have observed, the process of placing wards out of the
Wayne County Youth Home has been altered through a three-phase intake
process, whereby the 'quick-and-easy" placements are made by the Court,
and the more difficult youth placed out of the Youth Home by intake
staff. The most difficult-to-place youth--the aggressive, black males--
are receiving the disproportionate percentage of Intake Center services,
and are achieving, incidentally, a disproportionate number of community
placements. Although there is no evidence to suggest systematic bias
with respect to placement, it is clear that a beneficial effect is be-
ing achieved through differential intake and differential placement.
Youth who are considered the most difficult to place are achieving pre-

dominantly less-structured placements that are at least as effective

2Status offenses are those acts which are considered illegal
because of the age of the youth, e.g., truancy, incorrigibility. These
offenses, if committed by an adult, would not be subject to prosecution,
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and a bit more cost-effective than the predominantly more structured
placements made for the easy-to-place youth.

Among males, longer length of stay at the Intake Center gen-
erally assures more effective and cost-effective outcomes during the
first three months after placement regardless of offense class. The
less aggressive youth are treated slightly less effectively than the
more aggressive youth; however,more effective treatment for aggressive

youth is achieved at greater costs and lower cost-effectiveness.

Females are negatively affected by longer lengths of stay in
the intake process, lending support to earlier observations on intake
history for females, i.e,, Defer House appears to be either:(1l) holding
more difficult cases for extended periods of time, or (2) adversely

affecting youth who receive Defer services.

5.3 Intake Process and Initial Placement

We have observed that the intake process involves a subtle but
effective screening process which skims off or ''creams' the easiest-to-
place youth early in the process, at the court level, while the pro-
gressively more difficult-to-place youth are left to the Intake Center
staff for eventual disposition, either by direct placement out of the
court youth home or by referral to the Intake Center for more prolonged
preplacement diagnosis and services., Intake Center services, we should
emphasize, in effect constitute a first placement for some of the most
difficult-to-place youth., Table 5.3.1 indicates that the majority of
Intake Center youth, those receiving community placements, represent the
most cost-effective placements. The table further indicates that theve
is little within-group difference in effectiveness between community and
institutional youth, and that cost-effectiveness is primarily a function
of the actual costs of placement, Thus, perhaps the most significant
finding with respect to intake and placement is the high degree to which
the Intake Center service¢s give the hard-to-place youth an opportunity
to receive a noninstitutional placement., In addition, Intake Center

services enable these youth to earn effectiveness levels which are equal
to or better than the levels achieved by direct intake or court placed

TABLE 5,3,1

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF
INTAKE PROCESSES BY INITIAL PLACEMENT BASED
ON THREE-MONTH OUTCOMES

Placement and Relative Relative Cost
Intake History Effectiveness | AVerage Cost Effectiveness
Community
Intake Center '
<5 weeks 1.00 $1,081 1.00
>5 weeks 1.12 1,419 .85
Direct Intake .96 1,319 .79
Court? - - -
Institutional
Intake Center
<5 weeks 1.05 3,470 .33
>5 weeks 1.03 3,547 .34
Direct Intake 1.02 3,542 31
Court 1.04 2,289 .49

a
Only one case.

youth, regardless of the type of placement received.’ There is consider-
able support for the view that the Intake Center acts not so much as a
diagnostic facility but as interim placement of last resort. This latter
function, though not intended in the original program plan, shows
promise as a means of "treatment!" for youth for whom immediate place-

ment elsewhere is difficult or impossible.

Among males, the long-term outcomes for intake and initial
placement indicate that there is a deterioration in the community place-
ment - Intake Center combination. After six months in placement, the
distribution of effectiveness ratios for all combinations level off,
with the exception of Intake Center youth that received institutional
services. While the effectiveness ratios for intake serviced
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TABLE 5.3.2

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INTAKE
PROCESSES BY INITIAL PLACEMENT BASED ON SIX-MONTH OUTCOMES

Relative Average Cost | Relative Cost
Placement and Effectiveness 2nd 3 Months Effectiveness
Intake History
Male Female | Male Female | Male | Female
Community
Intake Centexr
<5 weeks .84 .66 $1,351  §$1,581 .68 W46
>5 weeks .80 1.00 1,101 1,096 .79 1.00
Direct Intake .82 62 1,500 1,126 .60 .60
Court? - - - - - -
Institutional
Intake Center
<5 weeks .99 2,892 .37
»5 weeks 1,14 .72 3,370 3,200 .37 .25
Direct Intake .88 .76 3,671 3,243 ., 26 .26
Court .89 .84 2,364 1,875 41 .49

a
Only one case.

institutional youth are high, the confidence levels are low (<5 weeks
confidence level = .52, > 5 weeks confidence level = (25), suggesting
that no firm conclusions should be drawn. It is clear that the three-
month elevated effectiveness of Intake Center youth placed in community
programs is not apparent after six months. While community placements
muy‘not be more effective, they are only slightly less effective than

institutional placements, and remain considerably more cost-effective.

Among females, the sample size is very small, and no signifi-
cant patterns are evident with respect to effectiveness, although in
terms of cost-effectiveness, community placements are from 1.3 to 5.5

times as cost-effective.
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5.4 Initial Placement

The three-month outcome analysis of initial placement indicates
that community placements, particularly own home placements,ave the
nost effective and cost-effective. Group homes and halfway houses are
less effective than institutional placements, reflecting the required
participation in skill programs and the more intensely custodial nature
of institutional facilities. As later analysis will indicate, the pri-
mary benefactors from institutional care are the most aggressive youth,
who represent 72 percent of the state institutional population. The

community placements remain the most cost-effective placements for all
TABLE 5.4

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITIAL
PLACEMENTS BASED ON THREE~MONTH QUTCOMES

Initial Placement Relative \ve Relative Gost
’ Effectiveness Average Cost LEffectiveness

Community Placement

Group Homes, Halfway

Houses® .88 $1,984 .16
Own home, relative's

home, independent

living, foster home 1.00 365 1.00

Institutional Placement

State and private
institutions® .97 3,344 11

a
. Halfway house youth represent approximately 66 percent of
this category, group homes, 34 percent,

b
i Own home placements represent approximately 75 percent of
this category.

c . s

o _State institutions represent approximately 61 percent of
this institutional category, private institutions 36 percent, and
camps approximately three percent.
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youth, Tahle 5.4 demonstrates that placements which are less structured
are considerably less costly. Thus, community placements are 1.5 to 9.0

as cost-effective as placements in state and private institutions.

.5 Initial Placement and Qffense Class

3

Initial placement offers an interesting pattern with respect
to offense class. As in our earlier findings (FY 1972-73, p. 24),
aggressive youth are receiving more effective treatment than nonaggres-
sive youth, within each type of placement. Unlike the previous analysis,
current data provides for a breakdown by male and female populations.
The rofinement of the analysis, coupled with the concentration on youth

remaining in one placement, offers a new insight (see Table 5.5.1).

Among males, it is evident that differences in effectiveness
are less a factor of placement than of level of aggressiveness. The
more aggressive youth are more effectively treated within each place-
ment type, but the differences in effectiveness between placements is
not significant. Costs for institutional youth and community youth
differ considerably, as expected, but we find a considerable increase
in institutional costs as a function of a more aggressive offense his-
tory. The less aggressive institutionally placed youth are receiving
predominantly private institutional placements, as indicated by the
average cost of $29.42 per day. This group of youth is achieving less
effective outcomes than the more aggressive youth, with slightly higher
cost effectiveness due to the considerably lower cost., It is relative-
ly safe to assume that this less aggressive institutionally placed youth

is a product of the court or direct intake processes.

Among females, there are few community placements with aggres-
sive offense histories.3 Nonaggressive females are placed with slightly
more effective outcomes in the community, at less than half the cost
of their institutionalized counterparts and with more than twice the
level of cost-effectiveness,

3For the three month outcomes, the four females in this category
were omitted from the analysis by the computer.
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TABLE 5.5.1
RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITIAL
PLACEMENT BY OFFENSE CLASS BASED ON THREE-MONTH OUTCOMES
Relative Relative Cost
Type of Placement Effectiveness Average Cost Effectiveness

and Offense Class

Male Female | Male Female [ Male Female

Community
1-3 Nonaggressive .81 .74 $1,166  $1,280 .99 .80
4-6 Aggressive 1,00 - 1,375 - 1.00 .
Institution
1-3 Nonaggressive .86 71 2,648 3,288 .45 .30
4-6 Aggressive 1.00 .81 3,680 3,777 37 .29

TABLE 5.,5,2

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITIAL
PLACEMENT BY OFFENSE CLASS BASED ON SIX-MONTH OUTCOMES

Relative Average Cost | Relative Cost
Type of Placement Bffectiveness 2nd 3 Months Effectiveness
and Offense Class
Male Female| Male Female| Male | Female
Community
1-3 Nonaggressive 1.04 .93 $1,034 $1,442 .45 .29
4-6 Aggressive 1.14 1.00 1,361 449 .38 1.00
Institution
1-3 Nonaggressive 1,08 1,02 2,906 2,880 .17 16
4-6 Aggressive 1,32 1.44 3,523 3,398 .17 .19

The six-month outcomes demonstrate remarkable stability over
time in the relationships between initial placement and offense class.

For males in particular, high aggressiveness plays the significant role
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gervices may be one factor contributing to the relative success of the
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in the determination of effective placement, in both community and
institutional settings. While there is no direct proof, the persis-
tence of this phenomenon coupled with the high proportion of aggressive
youth placed out of the Intake Center suggests that the Intake Center

more aggressive youth, although it certainly explains only a portion of
the phenomenon. As was indicated in our earlier discussion on intake
process and offense class, aggressive youth achieve more effective
three-month and six-month outcomes regardless of intake procedure.
$till, unlike other intake subpopulations, the majority of youth re-

ceiving Intake Center services are aggressive youth.

5.6 Age of Admission and Offense Class

The Male Population

Among males, greatest effectiveness was achieved among the
youth admitted earlier with most aggressive offense histories. These
youth appear to be served more effectively, albeit more expensively, in
higher structure placements. This finding supports last year's finding
(Fiscal Year 1972-73, Table 19), that youth admitted early to an insti-

tution are relatively more responsive than older youth to institutional
programs. The latest findings clarify this point by demonstrating that i
it is the highly aggressive, younger youth who is the most likely to

benefit from institutional placement; the nonaggressive youth is less

likely to be a recipient of institutional placement, particularly youth i
adjudicated prior to age 15. Male nonaggressive youth, subjected to

adjudication and placement at an older age, are the most likely to re-

ceive community placements and be treated most effectively and cost-

effectively.

Section 3.1  indicates that the more aggressive offenses are
being committed by youth who are older at age of admission. The effec-
tiveness study indicates that these older, more aggressive youth are
less likely than their younger counterparts to ach'eve effective and
cost~effective outcomes. While our analysis suggests that aggressive
youth achieve similarly effective treatment, regardless of placement,
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community placements for these youth are about 2.5 times as cost-effec-
tive as institutional placements., Among males with lower aggressive-
ness, early adjudication appears inadvisable; these youth are generally
younger, are least effectively treated when admitted early, and are

the most likely to "self-correct' within the community. This finding
supports the finding in fiscal year 1972-73,to wit: that longer delay
before admission, particularly for the less aggressive youth, is most
likely to result in effective treatment, Early adjudication does not
allow the younger, marginally delinquent youth sufficient time to
correct his behavior problems through self-adjustment. This is evidence
that youth admitted before age 14 are not only more costly to treat,
but they are least likely to achieve positive outcomes.

The Female Population

Among females, the least costly and most highly effective and
cost-effective placements were provided to the older, aggressive of-
fenders. These girls represented 8.5 percent of the total female pop-
ulation, and, by virtue of their cost, are presumed to be halfway house
community placements. Similarly, the younger, aggressive youth re-
presented 11,0 percent of the total female population. They are the
most expensive and least cost-effective to treat among both males and
females. The younger, aggressive youth are receiving primarily insti-
tutional placements. In summary, the more aggressive females represent
only 20 percent of the female ward population, and are placed differ-
entially, The older girls are placed in community placements or
private institutions, where they are treated most effectively and most
cost-effectively while the younger aggressive females are placed insti-
tutionally and are average in effectiveness and least cost-effective.
The indications from this admittedly small sample suggest that the more
aggressive female would most wisely be placed in community placements
or private institutions regardless of age. The relative success of

4Fiscal year 1972-73 report, p. 26.
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the older females in these placements, with respect to both effective-
ness and cost-effectiveness, argues strongly for a different placement

strategy for aggressive females, and suggests an area for further study.

The greatest proportion of the females are nonaggressive (80
percent). Unlike the males, earlier admission is consistently more
favorable to effective and cost-effective placement. From the cost
figures, we may presume a high representation of these youth among
community placements.

TABLE 5.6
RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF VARIOQUS

AGES-AT-ADMISSION AND OFFENSE CLASS COMBINATIONS
BASED ON THREE-MONTH OUTCOMES

Relative Average Cost Relative Cost
Age at Admission Effectiveness e & Effectiveness
and Offense Class

Male | Female| Male Female | Male Female

<15.5 Nonaggressive .75 .77 $2,107  $2,749 .88 .69
Aggressive 1.07 .80 3,190 3,720 .84 .53
>15.5 Nonaggressive 1.00 .70 2,483 2,788 1.00 .62
Aggressive .96 .85 3,255 2,153 .73 .97
5.7 Delay and Age of Admission

A 12-24 month delay between age of first offense and age of
admission is most effective among both males and females with either
earlier or later ages at admission. The effect of delay on effective-
ness as a function of age is noted at the extremes in delay: Among
youth admitted at an earlier age, short delays are least effective;
among youth admitted in the later age range, longest delays are least
effective, Thus, we may conclude that youth admitted at the extremes
in age are likely to be less effectively treated.
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TABLE 5.7
RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF VARIOUS
DELAY AND AGE-AT-ADMISSION COMBINATION
BASED ON THREE-MONTH OUTCOMES
Relative Average Cost Relative Cost
Age of Admission Effectiveness ge Los Effectiveness
and Delay
Male | Female | Male Female | Male | Female
15.5 years
<12 mos. 1.00 .83 $2,422  $2,700 1.00 .74
12-24 mos. 1.14 .99 3,161 3,274 .87 .73
>24 mos. 1.12 .85 2,596 3,070 .92 .69
15.5 years
<12 mos. 1.07 .80 2,942 2,710 .88 .71
12-24 mos. 1.17 .90 3,017 2,846 .94 W77
>24 mos. 1.02 .74 3,140 2,324 .79 W77
5.8 Offense Class and Delay

For both males and females, the most successful or more effec-
tive treatment is provided for youth who are in the 12-24 month delay
category. This trend supports the findings with respect to delay that
were noted in the correlation of delay and age at admission, i.e., that
the extremes in delay, less than 12 months or more than 24 months, are
less likely to result in positive outcomes for youth. One can only
speculate on the reasons for this trend, since the findings are not
totally consistent with last year's observation, which suggested that
longest delays were most effective. The current findings are especially
interesting in that there is consistency across sex, ages of admission,
and levels of aggressiveness., Cost figures indicate that the 12-24
month delay results in slightly more costly placements, and that these
placements generally are more effective,

Xy TR
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TABLE 5.8

RELATIVE GFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF VARIOUS
OFFENSE CLASS AND DELAY COMBINATIONS
BASED ON THREE-MONTH QUTCOMES

Relative Relative Cost
3 t N

Offense Class Effectiveness Average Cos Effectiveness
nd Dela
: d Male Female| Male Female | Male Female
1-3 Nonaggressi*-e

12 mos. or less .86 .74 $2,266  $2,736 .91 .65

12-24 mos. 1.00 .86 2,419 2,991 1,00 .69

24 mos.+ 82 .68 2,079 2,567 .96 .65
4-6 Aggressive

12 mos. or less 1.01 .79 2,904 2,540 .84 .75

12~24 mos. 1,11 3,438 .78

24 mos.+ 1.04 .83 3,314 3,230 .76 62

CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This report has focused primarily on the Decentralization Pro-
ject and the analysis of intake and client characteristics within the
youth services system operating in Wayne County. Some carc should be
exercised in the extrapolation and application of Wayne County intake
and demographic data to counties outside the Detroit Metropolitan area.
On the other hand, Wayne County accounts for some forty percent of,
Michigan's delinquent state wards. In examining the Decentralization
Project, we have examined not only a considerable proportion of all
state wards, but have assessed the prevailing treatment policy of the
Michigan Department of Social Services, a policy which stresses an
individualized treatment plan and the provision of placement services
which best meet the needs of the delinquent state ward. This policy,
termed ''planned differential placement," is the intended focus of the
decentralization concept.

The commitment of the Department of Social Services to offer
planned differential placement to delinquent and troubled youth is re-
flected in the state's commitment of funds to those services that for-
merly were funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
under the rubric of "Decentralization." As a philosophy, decentraliza-
tion has been broadened to include the entire breadth of services to
delinquent youth in the State of Michigan. This evaluation has attempted
to reflect a broad overview of not only the components of the decentral-
ization process in Wayne County, but also the implications of the decen-
tralization effort for differential placement, differential intake,
community residential care programs, institutional programs, and ancil-

lary decentralization components, such as attention centers.

Differential Placement

As we have demonstrated, the intake process in Wayne County
effects differential placements for some youth--specifically, those
79
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youth who have been sorted out, albeit incompletely, by the court intake
placement process and the Intake Center placement process. The path
that a youth follows through the initial stages of the juvenile justice
system is determined, at least in part, by the differentiation of youth
on the basis of race, sex, offense class, and to a lesser extent, the
additional variables noted in the demographic analysis. Although the
evaluation has demonstrated a tacit process of differential placement,
there is considerable anecdotal evidence that less than rational deci-

sion rules are contributing significantly to the placement process,

One of the most cogent decision factors regarding placement
might be termed the 'bed space rule." Intake workers are limited con-
siderably in the execution of ideal placements by the unavailability of
the desired placement. At almost every level in the placement system,
in varying degrees, the potential placements--the "receivers" of youth--
establish criteria which limit the type of youth that they will handle.
Thus, for certain "types" of youth, securing placement alternatives is
more difficult. Generally, these youth are retained in the Intake
Center until appropriate placement can be arranged. As we have noted,

this process can take as long as six months.

A paradoxical aspect of this phenomenon evidences itself in
the consistent underutilization of community placements, particularly
the halfway houses, which generally operate at less than full capacity.
It is not fully understood whether this underutilization is (1) a
function of the normal process of deselection of less desirable youth,
(2) a reflection of structural underutilization due to placement turn-
over, (3) an indication of an inefficient communications network, or
(4) a combination of these factors. Nonetheless, amelioration of this
phenomenon is necessary before expanded community placements in Wayne
County can be justified.

Thus, while differential placement is clearly taking place,
it is not clear that it is working as intended. The effect of the in-
take process on "deselecting" youth, with the eventual disposition of

substantial numbers of the more aggressive Intake Center serviced youth
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into community placements, is a clear example of differential placement.
There is considerable prima facie merit to this process, particularly
in light of the findings indicating relatively effective and cost-
effective outcomes in placement for some of the most aggressive and
difficult-to-place youth., It is questionable, however, whether the

deselection process currently operating is ideal, since it tends to
channel the less aggressive youth into institutions and the more aggres-
sive youth into community placements. While it may be pragmatic for
the court to continue selecting and placing white nonaggressive males
in private institutions, the court placed youth may actually be more
appropriate candidates for community placement, Similarly, the aggres-
sive community placed youth might be better served by the more struc-
tured facilities offered in the private sector., Of the directly placed
youth, who receive primarily state institutional placement, the less
aggressive may more likely be candidates for community placement. Thus,
crucial questions remain: Why are the most aggressive youth receiving
predominately community placements? Is their relative success in the
community an indication of the special suitability of community based
services to the more aggressive youth, or does it indicate simply that
the community can serve aggressive youth equally as well as the insti-
tutions? More critically, are we making the most efficient use of the
institutions, which would appear to be more suited for the more aggres-
ive youth? These questions raise issues that must be addressed within
the context of the juvenile justice system as it now operates, but they
also can be brought to bear on proposed changes in the system. Spnrcif-
ically, the consistently lower degree of responsiveness to treatment
evidenced by the less aggressive youth, regardless of placement,sug-
gests that a portion of the less aggressive population--the "incorri-
gibles" and truants (status offenders) may not be appropriate targets
for court and Department of Social Services intervention.

The stigma attached to the court's labeling of a youth as
"pre-delinquent! or '"delinquent" certainly can have only negative im-
pact on the youths self-image. The fairness of court and state inter-
vention into a status offender's life is questionable at best. In
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light of the apparent failure of such intervention, it clearly behooves
the courts, the Legislature, and the providers of services to either
eliminate the intervention or provide intervention that effectively

meets the youth's needs,

Placement Alternatives

The placement alternatives available throughout the state sys-
tem offer a wide range of services, and as we have noted, serve youth

with varying degrees of effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.

The state training schools at Whitmore Lake and Adrian have
demonstrated some success in reducing truancy and providing educa-
tional services to youth in placement. Although there are no walls,
the institutions have adopted an aggressive approach to containment of
youth. During a youth's containment, he or she must participate in the
programs offered at the institution. In a sense, the institutional pro-
grams are relatively fail-safe with respect to in-program outcomes--the
youth have no choice but to participate, Within this framework, the
relative "success" of in-program outcomes is guaranteed, and the effec-
tiveness measures are inflated accordingly. To more accurately deter-
mine the relative effectiveness of institutional programs, matched or
similar youth from institutional and community programs must be assess-
ed after release from their respective programs to determine the re-
lative long~term impacts of state and private institutional and community
placement-treatment modalities, This type of research has been under-
taken, with results expected in 1976,

It is clear that state institutional programs are providing
necessary services, particularly to the most aggressive and disturbed
male youth, through programs such as the Maxey Intensive Treatment pro-
gram, The relative success of institutional placements with the less
aggressive youth is more clearly an effect of the private institutional
and camp placement programs, which constitute 39 percent of all
"institutional placements." As noted earlier, private institutional
and camp placements arc primarily the domain of the white, nonaggres-
sive youth., Of white youth, 29 percent are placed in Maxey or Adrian
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Training Schools; for black youth, 54 percent are placed in the state
training schools. Thus, although blacks are achieving predominantly
community placements, those who are institutionalized are most heavily
represented in the state-operated training schools,

Community programs allied with the Decentralization Project
have had considerable success if one takes into account the relative
aggressiveness of the community placements, The Intake Center has suc-
ceeded in placing the most difficult-to-place youth in community place-
ments and achieved effective and particularly cost-effective outcomes.,
Our analysis indicates that these community placements appear to dete-
riorate in effectiveness somewhat between the third and sixth month of
placement. However, this effect is doubtless aggravated by the earlier
release of the most successful community youth and the concomitant in-
crease, at around six months, in the proportion of "difficult" youth
remaining in the community population.

The attention center programs have been effective in providing
short-term services to community placed youth, particularly those in
interim placements at Defer Place or the Intake Center, although the
truancy rates at both facilities are sufficiently high to mitigate the
effectiveness of the services offered. 1In addition, there is some
cvidence that the attention centers are reaching a population that
would be unlikely candidates for traditional skill, educational, and
recreational programs. The study of the attention centers raises the
issue of whether the centers are providing services for a sufficient
length of time to result in a meaningful impact on the target popula-
tion, A more rigorous cvaluation and screening process before selec-
tion and referral to the attention centers might assist the centers in
enlisting a more suitable client population and in more effectively
allocating services and resources.

It has become clear that both institutional and community
services are offering positive short-term intervention for delinquents
by way of providing counseling and educational services in varying
degrees, The institutional components, with more structured programs,
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appear most suitable for the most disturbed and intractable youth, Tt
is not evident from our data that these youth constitute the primary
client population of the institutions., Similarly, the less aggressive
youth, who may be more amenable to community placement are in many cases
receiving institutional placement, particularly in private institutions,

Discussion

The success of decentralization as a process resides in the
program's demonstration that alternatives to institutionalization are
indeed viable avenues of approach to the deep-seated and growing pro-
blems associated with juvenile delinquency and the criminal justice
system, The project has fostered increasing cooperation between insti-
tutional and community services personnel and has paved the way for the
introduction of numerous ancillary services outside of the traditional
institutional setting. Institutional administrators point to a devel-
opment within their orvganizations of a greater focus on the more dis-
turbed youth. It is presumed that at least part of this trend is a
function of the selective placement of youth for whom institutionaliza-
tion is deemed most likely effective. As has been noted earlier, the
differential placement concept is stronger in its intent than In its
applivation; internal management difficulties inherent in the nature of
the juvenile justice system, e.g.,, the competition for clients who are
more manageable, the natural inclinations of houseparents to vie for
specific types of youth, and the inequities of the courts in the adjust-
ment of cases among the well-to-do, are realitles which are not easily
legislated or managed away,

In addition, we have noted the difficulties in serving an ex-
teemely heterogencous delinquent population., The client population
ranges from the most severe social deviants who have histories of griev-
ous assaults, to the troubled youth chronically truant from unbearable
family situations, Currently, both groups fall under a uniform juve-
nile code which in its application often affects youth similarly, though
their needs differ considerably, This system must be refined through
court, legislative, and service agency action to (1) set boundaries on
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the scope of juvenile delinquency; (2) clarify the role of the courts
and social service agencies in meeting the needs of society and the
offender; and (3) establish accountability for rehabilitation of the

various classes of offenders.

At least two steps are necessary for the full implementation
of the planned differential placement concept. First, there must be a
recognition on the part of administrative staff that inequities now
exist. The Wayne County Court placement policy for state wards should
be subjected to a critical examination to determine (1) why the court
exercises bias with respect to client and placement type; and (2) wheth-
er the Department of Social Services should remain accountable for
youth committed to the state but not placed according to departmental
plan. Second, the Department of Social Services must establish an in-
creasingly clearer policy with respect to placement philosophy by in-
corporating internal and external research findings to develop more
specific guidelines for differential placement. Intake and placement
personnel should be educated with the intent of fostering a commitment
to insure the most appropriate intervention in a youth's destructive
life pattern,

As stated above, these observations are in no way intended to
derogate the services now provided and the staff involved; rather, they
are viewed as a direction toward constructive change. The decentrial-
ization concept has demenstrated the feasibility and desirability of
decentralized intake and placement. As the decentralization concept is
expanded, every effort should be made to insure increasing organiza-
tional adherence to the goal of rational, planncd differential place-
ment.,
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APPENDIX A

A-1 Principle Component Analysis and the Combined Qutcome Scale

One major task in utilizing an effectiveness and cost-effective-
ness model in the study of delinquency treatment is the creation of a f
unit outcome which reliably and validly reflects the impact of treat-
ment upon individual youth. The unit outcome which reflects the impact
of delinquency treatment should satisfy certain criteria. First, he-
cause delinquency treatment is being evaluated, the unit outcome should
reflect the relative social utility of each outcome category. The re-
lative social utility of the outcome categories was determined through
staff analysis and ranking of the categories according to their value
as indicators of success or failure in programs. Second, in order to
discriminate between youths, the unit outcome must reflect as much

variability as possible.

Table A-1 lists the outcome parameters, on which each youth
was assessed. The simplest mathematical technique for combining these

four outcomes is a linecar combination:

0= 2y 01 + a, 02 + as O3 + a4 04

The signs of the coefficients of a's should be chosen so as to
be consistent in terms of increasing (or decreasing) "'social utility."
These values should reflect the relative importance of the four vari-
ables. If we interpret "relative importance'" to be similar to "ability
to discriminate between youths'" we look for a linear combination which
has as much variability as possible under some normalizing constraint,

e.g., & ag = 1, where the sum of the squares will equal 1.

The appropriate multivariate technique is called principle
components., In this case, the first principle component, with values :
a1y 355 3y, and ay, explained 90.0 percent of the total population
variation. Fortunately, the sign criteria was also met; the values

were all positive.
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TABLL A-1

QUTCOME EVALUATION CATEGORILS

Outcome
Category

Rank Order Ranges

—

Social Utility Weighting

‘ (principle component values)

Education
Employment
Recidivism

Placement

1-3

1-3

1-13

1-5

i

il

i

L2224

. 2992

. 8089

4547

Since the principle component weights supported the staff

assessment of social utility, and since all the criteria were met, this

technique for data reduction was considered appropriate.

3,

7

8.

A-2

DECENTRALIZATION QUARTERLY REPORT
(Please record Information as indicated, Record remarks on back of sheet.)

Record current PLACEMENT on the appropriate line and glve dates for any PLACENTNT CHANGES and

FACILITY CHANGES made within quarter.

0, Adult correctional facility

1. Community placement (Module 3)

2, Imstitutional placement (Module 4}

3, Placed in community after
institutional placement (Module %)

Month  Day

LT

Foacility ¥

2, Comp

w34 Private fnstlitution l

et s 0 D0 home

If youth changed placement during quarter, note direction of change:

4, Module 3 to Module 4 (community
to inrtitution)

%5, Module 5 to Module 4
(reimgtitutionalized)

6. Module % to Module 5 status
(inatitution to community)

7. No change

During the quarter, did the youth participate In an EDUCATTONAL PROGRAM? If NO, place a (1) in thia box ( ).

NN

If YRS, record dates and program numbers on the appropriate lines,

2, Began progran

3, Completed program (H.S, diploma or
4, Terminated unsuccassfully

5, Terminated due to placement change
6+ Continued program, progress satisf

Month  Day

GED)

actory

7. Continued program, progress or attendance poor

2. Began employment

3, Terminated upsuccessfully

4. Terminated, participation satisfac
5, Continued cmployment

Month  Day

tory

Progran #

1f tho youth im actively secking employment individeally or through

Jjob placement mervices, place a (6) in

this box ¢ ).

Facilities:
1, Training schow)

Lol 1111

91

DATE OF REPOART

NAME OF CASEWORKER

NAME OF YOUTH . .
RO HGT WHITK (N YRS AREAT

2

{name)

[ [ R BT T

B 'ah
2« g:::::vﬁﬂge o LM{E'"L*E' l i’i"l 18 i 'y l”'aﬁ l 2
7. Independent living
e 84 Group home l I I ! [ ) 1 B J_
9. Halfway house F) 3] I £ F) FH 20
ai“‘L'J‘u""'l' "5?'"1'“55 ]'.n ) l' kD
L"‘J’B"‘l"‘ﬁ"‘l YT 1 "u"l' £l L‘T*]
Prograns: ISV S R S O B
1. Publie scheol Y ® ® " ® *
iy Lol L b 1 1]
+ Special EBd,
> iﬁhi"v—7—4“%.7-“’(&-“ | 53 | 84 l E5) l £ l Bi L”ﬁ“‘l
I¢ 80, place 8 (1) tn thig hox ( ). , | . | N l”a 1 B, | u__]
Programs: L.. I l . l l l l l
1. Subsidized wox't1 83 L LY e o9 n n
experience within
B Ll L]
nutlalde subsidized l ] l | I I [
3o Sﬂgsgﬁe:;pluyment. T e " 82 L
part-time
4, Outside employment,
full-time

During the quarter, did the youth participate in VOCATIONAL TRAINING?

IE YES, vecord datea on the appropriate lines and specify name of program.

2, BHegan program

3. Completed program

4, Terminated unsuccesafully

5. Terminated due to placement change
6. Continued program

Hag the youth ever participated in an ATTENTION CENTER? If NO, place a (1) in the box ( ).

Month

[—

il g

Program

e i < S A W g R

5, Other _

s .

1f NG, place a (1) i the box ( ).

oot

If YES, record status on the approprinte lines und give date iF within

2, DBegan program

3. Completed program

4, Terminated unsuccesnfully

5, Terminated due to placement change
6. Continued program

Wag youth TRUANT during the quarter?
total length of rime youth was truant.

2 1 to 5 days

3. 6 to 14 days
to 4 waeks
to 2 wmonths

6. 2 to 3 months

. 2
1

Buring the quarter, did youth have any

L. No
2. Yea

Month  Day

|
1

If NO, place a (1) in

POLICE CONTACTS (not

Center ¢

[ERSPI—

[ ——

the box {

resulting in arrest, and for reasons other

Wag youth ARRESTED during quavter? 1f NO, place a (1) in the box { ),

date(s), and outcome(s),
Nature of Offcnse

Month  Day

S .k it

[ECRE—

0593340 (Rey. 10:73) Pravious edition obsotete.

e e

Outeome

the quarter,
Centor:

1, Eastaide
2, Westside

)» IE YES, check category for

than truancy?

1f YES, record nature of offensa(s),

Qutcomas:

2. Returned to prior placement
3. Given other community placement

1) 1Y [} W sa 80

Lol b L 1]
N B Y
Lﬁ? " ”t&'z'“L "iEi"ALT&" I . ﬁul’ T'"'J
O e

4y Placed in {nstitution [ l ] l I I I l
5, Under jutiudicusn af adullt court 176 129 130 131 132 13 1
6, Outcome hut yet determined L | L 1 I l I J




APPENDIX B

THE WAYNE COUNTY DELINQUENT STATE WARD:
A DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

This appendix describes the demographic composition of the
delinquent state ward population. This description encompasses five
major demographic variables described in the methodology, plus an
additional variable, delay, calculated from two of the original demo-
graphic variables. Again, they include sex, race, level of aggressive-
ness or offense class, age at first offense, age of admissioﬁ, and

delay. A brief summary of this analysis is presented in Chapter 3.

B-1 Race and Sex

The stat2 ward population is predominantly black and male,
Males composc approximately 75 percent of the population. About 60 per-
cent of the population is black. Chi-square analysis indicates that
race and sex are highly dependent attributes (p > .999)., Scec Table
B-1,

B-2 Level of Aggressiveness

The frequency of youth within each level of aggressiveness is
highly variable. Aggressive offenses, levels 4-6, comprise 55 percent
of all offenses, whereas nonaggressive acts constitute the remaining

45 percent.

A more meaningful perspective of the level-of-aggressiveness
continuum can be obtained by combining conceptually distinct aggressive-
ness levels. An operational set of three aggressiveness categories is
created by pooling all nonaggressive acts (levels 1-3), all aggressive
acts that are not physically injurious (levels 4-5) and all aggressive
acts that are physically injurious (level 6), Youths committing non-
aggressive acts account for about 45 percent, aggressive and noninjuri-
ous acts for 25 percent, and aggressive and injurious acts for 30 per-

cent of the total sample.
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B-2.1 Level of Aggressiveness and Sex

The data strongly suggests that the aggressiveness level is
dependent upon the aggressor's sex. In fact, males commit approximate-
ly four times as many aggressive offenses as females, wherecas females
commit two and one-half times as many nonaggressive offenses as males,
Chi-square analysis strongly supports the hypothesis of dependence
between sex and the level of aggressiveness (p > .999), See Table
B-2.1.

B-2.,2 Level of Aggressiveness and Race

The data indicates that race and level of aggressiveness are
interdependent (p > .999). Among black youth, 62 percent have histo-
ries of aggressive offenses; 40 percent are aggressive and injurious.
Among white youth only 35 percent have aggressive offense histories;
18 percent are aggressive and injurious., Sce Table B-2.2.

B-2.3 Level of Aggressiveness, Race, and Sex

A three-way analysis of aggressiveness, race and sex indicates,
as expected, that the three attributes ave interdependent (p > .999).
Black males have more severe offense histories, with 47 percent classi-
fied as aggressive and injurious. Among white males, 22 percent were
placed in this category. Among females, the frequency of blacks classi-
fied as aggressive is about three times the frequency of whites.
Table B-2,3.

B-2.4 summary: Level of Aggressiveness

Black males comprise 44 percent of the population and commit
a majority of the aggressive offenses. White males congtitute 32 per-
cent of the population and commit a predominance of aggressive offenses,
though not with the frequency and severity of black males. Black
females compose 14 percent of the population and commit primarily non-
aggressive actsy 79 percent of these females are nonaggressive. White
females constitute 10 percent of the population; 93 percent of all them
are nonaggressive,

95

B-3 Age at First Offense i

Age at first offense 1s the date of a youth's first officially
recorded violation of the juvenile or adult legal code. Mean age at 5
first offense was 13.6 years and ranged from seven to sixteen years,

Surprisingly, almost 20 percent of the youths were eleven years old or

younger when they committed their first offense. However, for the
majority of youth, age at first offense is between thirteen and fifteen

years., See Figure B-3.

To facilitate the analysis of complex interactions, age at

first offense will be collapsed into the three age groups listed below:

Group 1: Youth less than or equal to twelve years of
age (< 12.0);

Group 2: Youth older than twelve and less than or equal
to fourteen years (12.1 through 14.0);

Group 3: Youth older than fourteen years (> 14.0).

B-3.1 Age at First Offense and Sex

Recorded instances of delinquent behavior for males commences
at a younger age than it does for females. Mean age at first offense
for males is 11.7 years, while for females it is 12.3 years. Sec Table
B-3,1 and Figure B-3.1.

B-3,2 Age at First Offensc and Race

In general, race is not highly correlated with age of first
offense, although blacks commence offense behavior, on the average, at
a younger age than whites. Mean age at first offense for blacks is
11.6 years and for whites it is 12,3 years. Twenty-six percent of the
white population commit their first offense on or before the age of |
twelve, whereas for black youth, 34 percent have committed their first ‘
offense by this age. Chi-square analysis indicates a slight trend to-
wards dependence; however, it is not statistically significant §
(.80 < p < .90). See Table B-3,2. )




96

B-3,3 Age at First Offense and Level of Aggressiverness

If a youth commits his first offense on or before the age of
twelve, there is a greater likelihood for the youth to commit an aggres-
sive offense than there is for youth whose initial offense occurred
after the age of twelve years. Forty percent of the aggressive and in-
jurious youth committed their first offense on or before the age of 12,
as did 35 percent of the aggressive and noninjurious youth. Only 23
percent of the nonaggressive youth committed their first offense before
the age of 12, See Table B-3,3% and Figure B-3.3,

B-3.4 Summary: Age at First Offense

Two salient points emerge from the analysis of age at first
offense, First, males tend to commit their first offense at a younger
age than females. Second, the younger the age at first offense, the
greater the probability that subsequent offenses will be aggressive.

B-4 Age at Admission

Mean age at admission to state wardship is 15.6 years. (See
Figure B-4.) To again facilitate the analysis of complex interactions,
age of admission will be collapsed into three groups. The age ranges
of the three groups are as follows:

Group l: less than or equal to fourteen years (< 14.0)
Group 2: greater than fourteen and less than or equal to
sixteen years (14.1-16.0)

Group 3: greater than sixteen years (> 1v.0)

B-4.,1 Age at Admission and Sex

A larger proportion of females than males are adjudicated on
or before the age of fourteen. Illowever, this factor does not produce
any major overall differences in the age of admission between the sexes,
Mean age at admission for females is 15.4 years and for males if 15.3
years, Hence, age at admission is not affected significantly by the
sex of the youth., See Table B-4.1,

i oY

B-4,2 Age at Admission and Race

Age at admission and race are statistically independent attri-
butes, Frequency distributions for white and black youth are almost
identical across the collapsed categories of age at admission, That
is, within-group frequencies are approximately equal for white and
black youth. Chi-square analysis supports this hypothesis of indepen-
dence (.50 < p < .70). See Table B-4.,2.

B-4.3 Age at Admission and Level of Aggressiveness

The data suggests that age a4t admission and the level of ag~
gressiveness are statistically dependent attributes. In general, the
more aggressive offenses are being committed by older youth. Forty-
eight percent of all aggressive and injurious youth were older than 16
years at admission. Moreover, 42 percent of all aggressive and non-
injurious youth were in the same age group at admission., However, 71
percent of the youth adjudicated for nonaggressive offenses were 16
years of age or under when they were admitted to state wardship,
Figure B-4.3 demonstrates this relationship quite clearly, Finally,
chi-square analysis supports this hypothesis of dependence between
age of admission and the level of aggressiveness (.975 < p < .999),

See Table B-4,3 and Figure B-4.3,

B-4.4 Age at Admission and Age at First Offense

In general, the younger the youth at the time of his first
offense, the more likely the youth will be adjudicated at a younger
age, This relationship is to a large degree a result of operational
definitiony it is a rare case for young people to be adjudicated before
they commit any offenses. Chi-square analysis does support this de-
pendence (p > ,999); however, from a rescurcher's perspective, the
significance must be viewed more as an artifact of design than as a
crucial behavioral event. See Table B-4.4,

B-4.5 Summary: Age 4t Admission

Excluding age at first offense for reasons mentioned above,
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level of aggressiveness is the only variable to be significantly depen-
dent with age at admission., In general, the older the youth at admis-
sion the greater the likelihood that this youth was adjudicated for
committing an aggressive offense. Conversely, the younger the youth at
admission the greater the likelihood the youth has committed a non-
aggressive offense.

B~5 belay

Delay is the amount of time between a youth's first officially
recorded offense and his subsequent adjudication to state wardship.
The mean period of delay for the sample is 21,6 months. This mean
should be viewed with caution, however, because the statistic is quite
variable; its standard deviation is 17.8 months,

To simplify the analysis, delay will also be collapsed into

three groups, They are presented below;

—
-

Delay Group 1-18 months

ig

Delay Group 19-36 months

3

-

Delay Group 3t 37+ months

B~5,1 NDelay and Sex

The data indicates that delay and sex have a dependent ten-
dency, Females generally experience a shorter delay than males, In
fact, females have a greater likelihood (,465) of being adjudicated in
the first 18 months after their first offense, whereas males have a
greater likelihood (,364) of being adjudicated 19 to 36 months after
their tirst offense., See Table B-5.1,

B=5.2 Delay and Race

Differential delay periods exist between black and white
youths, Simply stated, blacks tend to remain in the community longer
than whites after the first officially recorded offense. See Table
B=-5.2 and Figure B-5,2,

B-5.3 Delay and Level of Apgressiveness

Delay and the level of aggressiveness are statistically

04

LaRS

dependent, In essence, the longer the period of delay in the community,
the higher the probability of aggressive offense behavior. Similarly,
nonaggressive offenses oceur with the greatest frequency in the periad
of shortest delay. Figure B-5.3 demonstrates this definitive relation-
ship quite well, Finally, chi-square analysis strongly supports this
direct relationship between period of delay and the level of aggressives

ness (p » L009),  See Table B-5.3 and Figure B-5,3,

B-5.4 Delay and Age at First Offense

Delay and age of first offense are statistically dependent,
In general, the younger the age at first offense, the longer the delay
between that first offense and subsequent adjudication, Youth arve
generally entering the delinquency treatment system at approximately
the same age, regardless of prior offense history. Those who commit
their first offense at a young age experience longer delays and, as a
result, are adjudicated at about the same age as those who commit their
first offense at older ages and experience shorter delay periods. Chi=-
square analysis strongly supports this hypothesis of dependence between
delay and age of first offense (p » ,999), See Tables B=5,4.1 and

B"Sudvlt

B~5.5 Delay and Age at Admission

In general, the older the youth at admission, the greater the
probability that he has experienced a longer than average delay period,
See Table B-5,5,

B-5.0 Summary: Delay

Two important facts have emerged from the discussion of delay.
First, the average delay period is 21,6 months, although the period of
delay varies considerably and should not be used as a definitive indi-
cator. Seccond, longer delay periods arc experienced primarily by
black, male, and aggressive youth, whereas shorter delay periods are

experienced by primarily by white, female, and nonaggressive youth,
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TABLE B-1

SEX BY RACE

(Row and Column Percentages)

TABLE B-2.1

OFFENSE CLASS BY SEX

(Row and Column Percentages)
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Race
Sex Totuls
' White Black (N=410)
(N=171) [ (N=239)
Percent down:
Male 76,0 75,7 75.9
Female 24,0 24,3 24,1
Totuals 100.,0 100,0 100.0
Percent across:
Male (N=311) 41.8 58.2 100.0
Female (N=99) 41.4 58.6 100,0
Totals (N=110) 41,7 58,3 100.0

\‘3 = .0007’ (lf = 1, tos N p “ ‘10

Sex
Offense Class Totals
Male Female (N=116)
(N=315) (N=101)
Percent down:
Nonaggressive 32.7 85.1 45,4
Aggressive and noninjurious 31,1 5.0 24.8
Aggressive and injurious 36,2 10.9 20.8
Totals 106.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Nonaggressive (N=189) 54,5 45,5 100.0
Aggressive and non-
injurious (N=103) 05,1 4,9 100.0
Aggressive and injurious
(N=124) 91.9 8.1 100.0
Totals (N=416) 75.7 24,3 100.0

Yo 85,16, df = 2, o > ,009
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TABLE B-2.3
OFFENSE CLASS BY RACE AND SEX
(Row and Column Percentages)
White Black
Offense Level &EE?;;
Male Female Totals Male Female Totals i
(N=130) (N=41) (N=171) (N=181) (N=58) (N=239)
Percent down:
Nonaggressive 45.4 92.7 56.7 23.2 79.3 36.8 45.1
Aggressive and non-
injurious 32.3 4.9 25.7 29.8 .2 23.8 24.6
Aggressive and injurious 22.3 2.4 17.6 47.0 15.5 38.4 30.2
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Nomaggressive (N=185) 31.9 20.5 52.4 22.7 24.9 47.6 100.0
Aggressive and non-
injurious (N=101) 41.6 1.9 43.5 53.5 3.0 56.5 160.0
Aggressive and
injurious (N=124) 23.4 0.9 24.3 68.5 7.2 75.7 100.0
Totals (N=410j 31.7 i0.0 41.7 44.2 14.1 58.3 100.0

x* = 149.54, df = 6, p > .999

£0T
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FIGURE B - 3

AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE
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TABLE B-3.1
AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE BY SEX
(Row and Column Percentages)
Sex
s < Totals
Age at First Offense Male Female (N=406)
(N=307) (N=99)
Percent down:
< 12.0 33.2 24, 31.0
12.1-14.0 41,4 54.6 44,6
> 14.1 25.4 21.2 24 .4
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
< 12,0 (N=126) 81.0 19.0 100.0
12.1-14.0 (N=181) 70.2 29.8 100.0
3'14.1 (N=99) 78.8 21.2 100.0
Totals (N=406) 75.6 24 .4 100.0

13.1 - 14.0 14,1 - 15.0 D151

x% = 5,39, df = 2, ,90 < p < ,95




n
106
FIGURE B - 3.1
AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE BY SEX
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TABLE B-3,2
AGE AT FIRST OQFFENSE BY RACE
(Row and Column Percentages)
Race
Age at First Offense - Totals
White Black (N=410)
(N=166) (N=235)
Percent down:
< 12,0 26.5 34.0 30.8
12,1-14.0 45,8 44 .3 44.9
> 14,1 27,7 21.7 24.3
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
< 12,0 (N=124) 35,5 64.5 100.0
12,1-14.0 (N=180) 42,2 57.8 100.0
> 14,1 (N=97) 46.9 52.1 100.0
Totals (N=401) 41.4 58.6 100.0

x2 = 3,20, df = 2, .80 < p < .90
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TABLE B-3.3

AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE BY OFFENSE CLASS

(Row and Column Percentages)

Offense Class

Age at Totals
First Nonaggres- | Aggressive and | Aggressive and (N—iOé)
Offense sive Noninjurious Injurious h
(N=181) (N=103) (N=122)
Percent down:
<12.0 22,7 34.9 40,2 31.0
12,1-14.0 53.0 37.9 37.7 44.6
> 14,1 24.3 27.2 22.1 24 .4
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
< 12,0 (N=126) 32.5 28.6 38.9 100.0
12,1-14.0 (N=181) 53.0 21.5 25.4 100.0
> 14.1 (N=99) 44.4 8.3 27.3 100.0
Totals (N=406) 44.6 25.4 30.0 100.0

o)

X< = 13,7, df = 4, o > ,999

PERCENTAGES OF YOUTH
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FIGURE B - 3.3

AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE BY OFFENSE CLASS
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FIGURE B - 4

AGE OF ADMISSION
PERCENTAGES OF YOUTH

35 o
|
|

30 1
|
|
;

25
|
|
i

7

20 <

S
>}

15 o f

Sl |
n il
sl
|
N
|
|
s :
i

_é:iid'”"'
AGE OF ADMISSION (IN YEARS)

111 -120 121-130 131-140 141-150 151 - 16.0

16.1 - 170

TABLE B-4.1

AGE OF ADMISSION BY SEX

(Row and Column Percentages)

Sex
. Totals
Age of Admission Male Female (N=415)
(N=314) (N=101)
Percent down:

< 14,0 28.7 38.6 31.1
14,1-16.0 30.6 32.7 31.1
> 16.1 30.6 28.7 37.8
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent across:
< 14.0 (N=129) 69.8 30.2 100.0
14,1-16,0 (N=129) 74.4 25.6 100.0
> 16.1 (N=57) 81.5 18.5 100.0
Totals (N=415) 75.7 24.3 100.0

x2 =547, df = 2, .90 < p < .95
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TABLE B-4.,2

AGE OF ADMISSION BY RACE

(Row and Column Percentages)

Race
" — Totals
fge of Admission White Black (N=409)
(N=171) (N=238)
Percent down:

~ 14,0 32.2 31,1 31.4
14,1-16.,0 31.6 30,2 30.9
2 16,1 ' 36,2 38.7 37.7
Totals 100,0 100.0 100.0

Percent across:
< 14,0 (N=129) 42,6 57.4 100.0
14.1-16.0 (N=126) 42. 56,2 100.,0
> 16.1 (N=154) 40.0 50.7 100.0
Totals (N=409) 41.8 58,2 100,0

x‘ = -24’ df = 2, ‘50

<p < ,70
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TABLE B-1,3
AGE AT ADMISSION BY OFFENSE CLASS
(Row and Column Percentages)
Offense Class
Q%ﬁ‘%tion Nonaggres- | Aggressive and | Aggressive and tgzgii)
AUILSS sive Noninjurious Injurious : '
(N=189) (N=103) (N=121)
Percent down:
< 14,1 35,0 32,0 25,0 31.3
14.1"‘16#0 35.9 26.2 2?9‘1‘ 31.0
11601 29.1 ‘11;8 ‘17q(, 3?.?
Totals 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0
Percent across:
2 14,0 (N=130) 50.8 25.4 23.8 100.0
14,1-16.0 (N=129) 52,7 20.9 26,4 100,0
» 16,1 (N=157) 35,0 27.4 37.6 100,0
Totals (N=416) 45.4 24.8 20,8 100.0

x< = 12,0, df = 4, 975 < p < ,999
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FIGURE B - 4.3
AGE OF ADMISSION BY OFFENSE CLASS
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TABLE B-4.4
AGE OF ADMISSION BY AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE
(Row and Column Percentages)
Age at Admission
Age at First "
Offense <140 | 1.1-16.0 | >16.1 e
(N=126) (N=124) (N=155) )
Percent down:
< 12.0 54.8 23,4 17.4 30.9
12,1-14,0 45,2 52.4 38,1 44,7
> 14,1 0.0 24,2 44.5 24.4
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
< 12,0 (N=125) 55.2 23,2 21.6 100.0
12,1-16.0 (N=181) 31.5 35.9 32.6 100.0
> 16,1 (N=99) 0.0 30.3 69.7 100.0
Totals (N=405) 31.1 30.6 38.3 100.0

x? = 04.17, df = 4, p > .999
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TABLE B-5.1
DELAY BY SEX

(Row and Column Percentages)

Sex
Dela Totals
eLay Male Female (N=414)
(N=313) (N=101)
Percent down:
1-18 months 34,2 46.5 37.2
19-~36 months 36.4 30.7 35.0
37-54 months 29,4 22.8 27.8
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
1-18 months (N=154) 69.5 30.5 100.0
19-36 months (N=145) 78.6 21.4 100.0
37-54 months (N=115) 80.0 20.0 100.0
Totals (N=414) 75.6 24 .4 100.0

x2 = 5,05, df = 2, .90 < p < .95
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TABLE B-5,2
DELAY BY RACE
(Row and Column Percentages)
Race :
Totals
Delay White Black (N=408)
(N=170) (N=238)
Percent down:
1-18 months 42.4 33.6 37.3
19-36 months 34,7 35,7 35.4
37-54+ months 22,9 30.7 27.3
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
1-18 months (N=151) 47.3 52.7 100.0
19-36 months (N=143) 41.0 59.0 100.0
37-54+ months (N=112) 34.8 65.2 100.0
Totals (N=408) 41.7 58.3 100.0

x2 =473, df = 2, ,90 <p < .95

iy
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DELAY BY RACE | DELAY BY OFFENSE CLASS
PERCENTAGES OF YOUTH 8 (Row and Column Percentages)
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Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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FIGURE B - 5.3
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TABLE B~5.4.1
DELAY BY AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE
(Row and Column Percentages)
Age at First Offense
Delay <12.0 | 12.1-14.0 > 14,1 R
(N=154) (N=145) (N=105)
Percent down:
1-18 months 5.6 39.8 77.3 38.1
19-36 months 27.0 49,2 22.7 35.9
37+ months 67.4 11.0 0.0 26.0
Totals 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
1-18 months (N=126) 4.5 46.8 48,7 100.0
19-36 months (N=181) 23.4 61.4 15.2 100,0
37+ months (N=97) 80.1 19,9 0.0 100.0
Totals (N=404) 31.2 44,8 24.0 100.0

x2 = 214.75, df = 4, p > .999
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TABLE B-5.4.2

DELAY BY OFFENSE CLASS AND AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE

(Row and Column Percentages)

2zl

Nonaggressive Aggressive § Noninjurious Agressive & Injurious
Delay Totals
< 12.0 12.1-34.0 >14.1 Totals <12.0 12.1-14.0 >14.1 Totals <12.0 12.1-14.0 >14.1 Totals {N=384}
(N=23} (N=70) (N=84) {N=177) (N=28) (N=29) (N=38) (N=95} (N=36) {(N=36) (N=40) {N=112)
Percent down:
1-18 months 17.4 54.2 89.3 66.1 7. 31.0 76.3 42.1 2.8 27.8 60.0 31.3 50.0
19-36 months 30.4 38.6 10.7 24.3 32.2 44.8 23.7 32.6 19.4 44.4 40.0 34.8 29.4
37+ nonths 52, 7.2 0.0 9.6 .7 24.2 0.0 25.3 77.8 27.8 0.0 33.9 20.6
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 120.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
1-18 months (N=192) 2.1 19.8 39.1 61.0 1.0 4.7 15.1 20.8 0.5 5.2 12.5 18.2 100.0
19-36 months {N=113) 6.2 23.9 8.0 38.1 . 11.5 8.0 27.5 6.2 14.1 14.1 34.4 100.0
37+ months (N=79) 15.2 6.3 0.0 21.5 21.5 8.9 0.0 30.4 35.4 12.7 0.0 48.1 100.0
Totals 6.0 18.2 21.9 46.1 7.3 7.5 9.9 24.7 9.4 9.4 10.4 29.2 100.9
xz = 220.28, df = 16, p > .999
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APPENDIX C
ADDENDUM TO CHAPTER 4

This appendix includes a more de-
tailed description of the variables
affecting the intake and placement-
making processes. The tables included
in this appendix correspond section-
by-section with the narrative of the
appendix,

Also included in this appendix is a
description of the Youth Opinion Poll
referred to on page 27. This section
of the appendix is labeled C-4 and
begins on page 137.
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C-1 Intake

Section 4,3 of Chapter 4 addresses one muin question: Are
youth who take part in the intake process being differentially selected
for the various intake modalities? The answer to this question can be
discerned by examining the basic demographic characteristics of the
direct vourt, directly placed, and Intake Center placed subpopulations
and determining if any differences exist between them.

-1.1 Intake and Sex

The data strongly suggests that intake participation is, in
part, a function of the sex of the youth., Specifically, 35 percent of
the male population participates in the Intake Center process, compared
to only 21 percent of the female population, On the other hand, 14 per-
cent of the female, as opposed to 10 percent of the male population is
placed by the Wayne County Court. Sixty-two percent of the female and
50 percent of the male population are in the direct intake group. See
Table €-1.1. Chi-square analysis supports this hypothesis of dependence
(,95 < p « ,975),

G-1.2 Intake and Race

A significant interaction exists between intake process partic-
ipation and race. In essence, this significance is a result of a greater
within-race proportion of Intake Center placements for blacks than for
whites, whereas there is a greater within-race proportion of Wayne County
Court placements for whites than for blacks. Specifically, 35 percent
of the black population were placed by the Intake Center, compared to
26 percent of the white populationj 20 percent of the white and only 4
percent of the black population were placed by the Wayne County Court,
Chi-square analysis supports this significant interaction (p » ,995).

By excluding the youth placed by the Wayne County Court, the
dependence between race and intake is eliminated (p = .50)., Hence, the
significant interaction between race and intake is to a large degree
a result of a greater than expected frequency of white youth placement
by the Wayne County Court, and not directly related to Department of

Sovial Services intake functions., See tables ¢-1,2.1 and €-1,2,2,

C-1.,3 Intake and the Level of Aggressiveness

The data strongly suggests the existence of a significant
dependence between the level of aggressiveness and the intake process,
Sixty-five percent of all Intake Center youth had committed aggressive
offenses prior to adjwdication., Only 54 percent of the direct and 9
percent of the Wayne County Court placed youth were aggressive. In the
other hand, 46 percent of the directly placed and 72 percent of the
Wayne County Court placed youth were nonaggressive. Hence, Intake Center
youth can be considered to be more aggressive than direct and Wayne
County Court youth, Chi-square analysis supports this dependence be-
tween intake and the target of aggressiveness when the County Court is
included (p = ,999) or excluded (p > ,99). See Table (-1,3,

C-1.4 Intake and Age at First Offense

With the inclusion of the Wayne County Court subpopulation,
there is a significant dependence between intake and age at first of-
fense (p » ,905). However, when the Wayne County Court subpopulation is
removed from the analysis, the dependence between intake and first of-
fense is eliminated (» = ,10), The significant dependence created by
the Wayne County Court subpopulation is due to the court's pluacement of
a predominance of youth between twelve and fourteen years of age. In
fact, 66 percent of this subpopulation is in the 12,1-14.0 age range,
which is 1.5 times the expected frequency for that group. On the other
hand, actual frequencies for all age groups placed directly or by the
Intake Center do not deviate significantly from expected frequencies,
llence, when examining only the subpopulations served by the Department
of Social Services, age at tirst offense has apparently not been used

as a eriteria for intake process selection., See Table C-1.4.

C~1,5 Intake and Age at Admission

The data suggests that the relationship between the age at ad-
mission and intake is independent. The relationship holds when the
Wayne County Court subpopulation is included (.30 < ¢ < .50) or excluded
(.50 «~ p < ,70)., All within and between group actual frequencies are
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approximately equal to their expected values. Therefore, age of admis-

sion is not a criteria for intake process selection., See Table C-1.5.

C-1.6 Intake and Delay

The data suggests that the interaction between intake and delay

is not sigificant, This is true for both the inclusion (.30 < p < ,50)
and exclusion (.30 < p < ,50) of the Wayne County Court subpopulation.

Hence, delay does not appear to be a significant factor in intake pro-

cess selection procedures, See Table (-1.6.

C-1,7 summary: Intake

The intake demographics section has addressed one central ques-
tion: What types of youth are selected for the three different intake
processes? The answer to this question comes from the salient points
listed below that have emerged from the above discussion,

First, males received a greater within group proportion of in-
take center placements than did females, whereas females received a
greater within group proportion of direct and Wayne County Court popu-
lations. Second, race isg a significant characteristic when considering
all three processes, for the Wayne County Court accepts mainly white
youth., When viewing only the intake and direct subpopulations, race is
not a significant selection criteria. Third, Intake Center populations
are somewhat more aggressive than the direct subpopulation and pre-
dominantly more aggressive than the Wayne County Court's subpopulation.
Youth who commit their first offense at carlier ages are placed more
frequently by the Wayne County Court than by the Intake Center or the
intake staff located in the Youth Home. There is no statistical differ-
ence between the intake and direct subpopulations for age at first
offense,

(=2 Intake and Initial Placement

One of the most crucial aspects in the analysis of the Intake
Center process is the pattern of placements that result from this pro-
cess.  Hence this section will attempt to discern whether or not youth
are being differentially placed by the Intake Center,
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Chi-square analysis indicates that the interaction between in-
take and initial placement is highly significant, PFurthermore, this
relationship remains valid whether or not the Wayne County Court sub-
population remains in the analysis (p > ,999) or is excluded (p » .999).

Specifically, 47 percent of the Intake Center population is
placed in either public or private institutions, whereas 81 percent of
the directly placed youth and 93 percent of the Wayne County Court youth
are institutionalized. Similarly, 19 percent of the Intake Center youth
receive community nonresidential care placements, only five percent of
the directly placed youth and none of the Wayne County Court youth re-
ceived this type of placement, Finally, 35 percent of the Intake Center
youth were placed in community residential care facilities, compared to
14 and seven percent for the directly placed and Wayne County Court
youth, respectively.

In sum, youth are, on the basis of initial placement alone, re-
ceiving differential placement as a function of intake process involve-

ment., See Table C-2,

C-2.1 Intake, Initial Placement and Sex

Within the Intake Center population, males received approxi-
mately the same frequency of institutional placements, 50 percent, das
did females. However, within the direct intake population, males were
institutionalized at a frequency of 86 percent, compared to females who
were institutionalized at a frequency of 70 percent., All Wayne County

Court males were institutionalized, as werc 79 percent of the females.

Intake Center males were placed in community nonresidential
placements at a frequency of 26 percent, whereas Intake Center females
were placed in the same type of facility only 10 percent of the time.
Both male and female direct intake youth were placed in the non-
residential care facilities at a five percent frequency. Again, no
Wayne County Court youth received nonresidential care placements.

x

Females were placed in community residential care facilities
at a much greater frequency than males within all intake functions.
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ror the Intake Center population, females were placed in these facilities
at a frequency of 38 percent, compared to the Intake Center male fre-
quency of 26 percent. Twenty-five percent of the direct intake females
‘received community residential care placements, compared to nine per-
cent of the males. Twenty-one percent of the Wayne County Court frmales
and none of the males were placed in those facilities.

Indeed, it is most fair to conclude that youth are being placed
differentially by sex within and between the various intake processes.
See Table C-2.1.

c-2.2 Intake, Initial Placement and Race

In evaluating the interaction of intake, initial placement and
race, it is found that a significant dependence does exist between these
variables. The significance is due, in the main, to the deviation from
expected values for racial composition within the various intake pro-

cesses, and to the subsequent placements made by the differential in-
take process.

Placement frequencies for white and black Intake Center youths
are essentially equal, except for community residential care placements
where whites received a seven percent greater placement frequency. For
direct intake youth, 88 percent of the white youth were institutional-
ized, compared to 78 percent of the black youth. Moreover, 18 percent
of the black youth were placed in community residential care facilities,
as opposed to only eight percent of the white youth. Finally, only
seven percent of the Wayne County youth were not placed in institutions,
Hence, there is a basic racial element in the initial placement of the

youth, due primarily to the differential intake process. See Table
(:‘2.2.

C-2.2 Intake, Initial Placement and Level of Aggressiveness

There is a significant dependence between initial placement,
intake process and offense level of aggressiveness (p > .999). This
significance is due not only to the interaction of intake process and
initial placement, but to the youth's offense behavior before
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adjudication as well,

For Intake Center youth, the aggressive and noninjurious of-
fender was institutionalized 60 percent of the time, which was greater
than the institutional frequency of 40 percent for both nonaggressive
and aggressive and injurious youth, The inverse to this institgtional
placement pattern exists for community residential care placements.
Nonaggressive youth were placed in this type of facility at a rate of
37 percent, aggressive and injurious at a rate of 32 percent and aggres-
sive and noninjurious youth at a rate of 17 percent. For community non-
residential facilities, utilization was approximately the same for all
offense levels, ranging from 22 percent for nonaggressive youth to 26
percent for aggressive and injurious youth. As would be expected, non-
aggressive youth were placed most frequently in the community. In
summary, the significant aspect for Intake Center youth is that aggres-
sive and injurious youth received a much lower proportion of institu-
tional placements than did aggressive and noninjurious youth. Con-
comitantly, these aggressive and injurious one youth received a much
greater proportion of community placements than did the supposed less

serious offender, the aggressive noninjurious youth.

Directly placed youth exhibited a somewhat different placement
trend compared to Intake Center youth. Nonaggressive youth were placed
in the institutions 77 percent of the time, whereas aggressive youth,
both injurious and noninjurious, were institutionalized at a rate of
about 86 percent. Furthermore, both nonaggressive and aggressive
noninjurious youth were placed in community residential care facilities
about 15 percent of the time, compared to the aggressive and injurious
youth rate of nine percent. Finally, community nonresidential care
placements were utilized only minimally, with aggressive injurious and
nonaggressive youth being placed at a rate of about five percent. No
aggressive noninjurious youth received this type of placement. There
is, then, a small degree of differential placement relative to prior
offense behavior occurring in the direct placement function, i.e., more

aggressive than nonaggressive youth are being institutionalized,
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However, it must be stressed that the great majority of all directly
placed youth, 81 percent, are placed in institutions.

The Wayne County Court exhibits essentially no planned differ-
ential placement. Ninety-three percent of these youth are placed in
institutions regardless of offense level. The remaining seven percent
of the youth were placed in community residential care facilities. The
absence of differentiation is even more apparent when one considers the
fact that more than 70 percent of these youth were nonaggressive, of
whom over 90 percent were institutionalized. See Table C-2.3.

In sum, the data strongly suggests that the Intake Center is
differentially placing youth according to their prior offense history,
with nonaggressive and aggressive and injurious youth receiving a sig-
nificantly larger proportion of community placements than did aggres~
sive and injurious youth, Some differential placement does exist for
directly placed youth, but the predominance of their placements are to
institutions. Finally, the Wayne County Court institutionalizes all
but a very small proportion of their youth,

C-2.4 Intake, Initial Placement, and Age at First Offense

The data indicates that age at first offense does have an ef-
fect upon placement decisions made by staff located at the Intake Center
and intake staff at the Youth Home. In general, the younger a youth's
age at first offense, the more likely the youth is to receive an insti-
tutional placement. Conversely, the older the youth's age at first
offense, the more likely the youth will receive a community placement.
These relationships hold for both Intake Center and directly placed
youth. The magnitude of placement frequency differences between age
groups is not large enough to be indicative of a regularly used criteria.
llowever, the consistent pattern within both Intake Center and direct
placement processes necessitates its mention, This pattern does not
exist for Wayne County Court youth, for almost all of these youth re-

gardless of age at first offense, were institutionalized,
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C-2.5 Intake, Initial Placement, and Age of Admission

For the interaction of initial placement, intake and age of
admission, no significant dependence was found beyond the degree con-

tributed by initial placement and intake.

C-2.6 Intake, Initial Placement and Delay

As was the case above, delay made no significant contribution

to the degree of dependency between initial placement and intake.

C-2.7 Summary: Intake and Initial Placement

In general, a strong pattern of differential placement exXists
for youth placed out of the Intake Center. The significant aspects of

this pattern are:

1. Males have a higher likelihood of community nonresidential
placement than do females, at the same time, females have
a higher likelihood of community residential placement

than do males.

2, Aggressive noninjurious youth have a greater probability
of being institutionalized than do nonaggressive or aggres-
sive injurious youth, whereas nonaggressive and aggressive
injurious youth have a greater probability of community

placement than do aggressive noninjurious youth.

3. The younger the youth is at age at first offense, the
greater the likelihood he or she will receive an institu-
tional placement. Conversely, the older the youth is at
age at first offense, the greater the likelihood he or she

will receive a community placement.

Furthermore, for directly placed youth, a placement pattern

does exist but is much less apparent. These patterns are:

1. Males have a greater likelihood of institutional placement
than females, although the likelihood of institutionaliza-
tion is quite high (.81) for both sexes.
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o

Aggressive youth have a larger probability of being placed

in institutions than do nonaggressive youth.

wn

As was demonstrated for Intake Center youth the younger a
youth is at age at first offense, the higher the probabil-
ity of the youth's institutionalization, whereas the older
the youth at age at first offense, the higher the proba-
bility of the youth's community placement.

Finally, for Wayne County Court youth, emphasis is upon plac-
ing the nonaggressive youth in private institutions. For males and fe-

males, 93 percent were institutionalized.

C-3 Initial Placement

Initial placement will be used to determine the distribution
of the state ward population by demographic characteristics across the
various placement facilities.

C-3.1 Initial Placement and Sex

There is a strong indication that initial placement and sex
are dependent, Greater than expected frequencies are observed for males
placed in institutions and community nonresidential care facilities,
and females placed in community residential care facilities. Seventy-
three percent of all males are institutionalized compared to 65 percent
of all females. Moreover, 11 percent of all males are placed in com~
munity nonresidential care facilities, while only two percent of the
females receive this type of placement, Finally, 33 percent of the fe-
male population receive community residential care placements, con-
trasted with only 16 percent of the male population. Therefore, the
sex of any particular youth has probably been a determining factor in
the placement of that youth. See Table C-3.1.

C-3.2 Initial Placement and Race

The data indicates that race is also a determining factor in
the initial placement decision. Specifically, white youth were insti-

tutionalized 79 percent of the time compared to blacks who were
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institutionalized 65 percent of the time. Furthermore, 25 percent of
all blacks were placed in community residential care facilities, versus
only 15 percent of the white population. Actual frequencies for white
and black youth are approximately equal to their expected values for
all community nonresidential placements. In essence, race is somewhat
indicative of initial placement as whites receive more institutional
placements, while blacks are placed at a greater frequency in community

residential care facilities,

The interaction between initial placement, sex and race gener-
ates additional significant findings. White females are placed in
institutions at an 80 percent frequency compared to only a 55 percent
frequency for black females. Furthermore, 38 percent of the black fe-
males were placed in community residential care facilities, compared to

only 17 percent of the white females. See Table C-3,2.

C-3.3 Initial Placement and Level of Aggressiveness

The interaction between initial placement and level of aggres-
siveness is not significant (.80 < p < .90), However, nonaggressive
youth were placed in the institutions less frequently and in community
residential care facilities more frequently than both types of aggres-
sive youth., Paradoxically, aggressive youth received more community
nonresidential care placements (32 percent) than did the nonaggressive
youth (25 percent)., See Tables C-3.3.1 and C-3.3.2.

Cc-3.4 Initial Placement and Age at First Offense

Initial placement and age at first offense are statistically
independent attributes (.80 < p < .90). The actual frequencies for
initial placement within each age of first offense group are approxi-
mately equal to their expected frequencies for all possible available
combinations. See Table C-3.4.

C-3.9 Initial Placement and Age at Admission

Initial placement and age at admission are also statistically
independent attributes (.50 < p < .70). All deviation of actual fre-
quency from expected frequency is random in nature, hence the
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insignificant chi-square value, See Table C-3.5.

C-3.6 Initial Placement and Delay

Consistent with age at first offense and age at admission, ini-
tial placement and delay are statistically independent attributes
(.80 < p < ,90). See Table C-3.6.1.

3-3.7 Summary: Initial Placement

Only two attributes, sex and race, were found to yield a sig-
nificant dependence with initial placement. In the main, however, this
effect is due to placement differences between black and white females.
White females are institutionalized at a greater frequency than black
females, whereas black females receive a greater proportion of community
residential placements than do white females.
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C-4 Youth Opinion Poll Scales

The Youth Opinion Poll is a 240 item true-false questionnaire
designed to measure youths' attitudes., It is administered to a youth
on a pre and post test basis. That is, each youth is given the question-
naire when he enters a placement and again when he leaves the same
placement. The Youth Opinion Poll measures the youth's attitude change
during the placement period. The questionnaire measures attitudes on
ten scales. They are described below.

C-4.,1 Infrequency Scale (17 items)

This scale serves to check for random responding by the youth,
It is comprised of questions which should be answered the same by all
youth if they are listening. Sample questions include, "I've never
seen an apple" and "I cannot believe that wood really burns." If six
or more of these questions are answered incorrectly the questionnaire
is considered invalid and it is given again the next day.

C-4.2  Social Desirability Scale® (20 items)

This scale is intended to detect a '"fake good" response. That
is, subjects may either consciously or unconsciously be responding to
the desirability of the item rather than to the item content. A high
score on this scale may indicate image management, typically high
self regard, or a high degree of conventional socialization. Sample
questions from this scale are, "I always try to be considerate of my
friends" and "I am not willing to give up my own privacy or pleasure
in order to help other people."

c-4.3 Nurturance Scale2 (20 items)

The Nurturance Scale measures a youth's attitudes towards
others. Items on this scale refer to attitudes towards infants, help-

ing others, and caring for the sick. Sample questions from this scale

1Personality Research Form

2Personality Research Form
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are, "I really do not pay much attention to people when they talk about
their problems'" and "I believe in giving friends lots of help and
advice,"

C-4.4 Locus of Responsibility and Control Scale” (20 items)

This scale discriminates between an orientation of 'things
happen to me'" and "I make things happen to me.'" Many delinquents do not
accept responsibility for the consequences of their own acts. A high
score on this scale would indicate that a youth feels he has control
over his own life events. Sample questions from this scale are, "When
you do good on a test at school it's probably because you studied for
it" and "A person's worth often goes unnoticed no matter how hard he
tries."

¢-4.5 Critical Indicators of Positive Peer Culture (6 items plus 88
items overlapping in the other scales)

Positive Peer Culture is designed to teach certain attitudes
therefore, if the program is reaching its goals, youth should scor
high on these items, This scale would allow comparison between PPC and
non-PPC treatment modalities. Sample questions from the scale are, "I
don't think it is necessary to step on others in order to get ahead in
the world" and "I want to remain unbothered by obligations to friends."

C-4-6  Self-Esteem Scale’ (57 items)

Low self-esteem is considered one of the characteristics of
delinquents and it can become a self-fulfilling prophesy. The higher
a youth scores on this scale the higher his self-esteem and the better
he feels about himself. Sample questions include, "I often get dis-
couraged in school! and *I'm popular with kids my own age."

“Rotter's Locus of Control Scale: Adapted

4Coopersmiths Self-Esteem Inventory

i
i
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QUAY SCALES® (3 Scales)

C-4.7 Quay I: Psychopathic Delinquency (45 items)

This scale reflects tough, amoral, rebellious qualities coupled
with impulsiveness, distrust of authority and freedom from family or
other interpersonal ties. The higher a youth scores on this scale the
more attitudes he holds that are classified as psychopathic/unsocialized.
Sample questions from the scale are, "It's alright to steal from the
rich because they don't need it" and "The worst thing a person can do
is get caught."

C-4.8 Quay II: Neurotic Delinquency (30 items)

This scale measures impulsive and aggressive tendencies
accompanied by tension, guilt, remorse, depression, and discouragement.
A high score on this scale would indicate a neurotic-disturbed youth
according to the Quay System. Sample questions from this scale include,
"I think people like me as much as they do other people," and "I some-
times feel that no one loves me."

G~4.9 Quay III: Subcultural Delinquency (25 items)

This scale reflects attitudes, values, and behaviors commonly
thought to occur among members of culturally and economically dis-
advantaged delinquent gangs. A high score on this scale would indicate
a youth holds attitudes classified as sub-cultural-socialized by the
Quay System. Sample questions from the scale are, "I would be a
happier person if I could satisfy all my parents' wishes' and "I have
never been in trouble with the law."

C-4.10  Total Quay Score

The PPC evaluation considers the total score of the three
Quay Scales to determine an over-all delinquency orientation,

SQuays Personal Opinion Study
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TABLE C-1.1

INTAKE PROCESS BY SEX

(Row and Column Percentages)

Sex
Intake Process Male Female tg:iii)
(N=315) (N=98) e
Percent down:
Intake 34,9 20,8 31.7
Direct 55.6 62.4 57.6
Wayne County 9.5 13.8 10.7
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=131) 84,0 16,0 100.0
Direct (N=238) 73,5 26.5 100.0
Wayne County (N=44) 68.2 31.8 100,0
Totals (N=413) 76,3 23.7 100.0

141
TABLE C-1.2.1
INTAKE PROCESS BY RACE
(Row and Column Percentages)
Race
Intake Proces: : Totals
ntake Process White Black (N=407)
(N=170) (N=237)
Percent down:
Intake 26.5 35,5 31,5
Direct 53.5 60.3 57.7
Wayne County 20,0 4,2 10.8
Totals 100,0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=129) 34.9 65.1 100.0
Direct (N=234) 38.8 61.2 100.0
Wayne County (N=44) 77.3 22,7 100.0
Totals (N=407) 41,8 58,2 100.0

3

X" = 6,82, df = 2, 95 < p « ,975

N

u

26,28, df = 2, p » 995 (Including Wayne County Court)

= 3,23, df = 2, .90 < p < ,95 (Excluding Wayne County Court)




142

TABLE C-1.2.2

INTAKE PROCESS BY RACE AND SEX
{Row and Colurm Percentages)

TOTALS

73

(N=40

BLACK

Totals
2

Fenale
(N=56)

Male
181)

{

WHITE

Totals
=170)

%

Ferale
{(N=40)

Male
(=130)

NTAKE PROCESS

-

Percent down

31.7

35.1

26.8

38.1

26.5
53.5

12.5

30.8

Intake

59.8

66.1

58.6

62.5

50.7

Direct

10.8

4.1

7.1

3.3

20.0

18.5

Wayne County Court

100.0 100.0

100.0

106.0 100.¢C

100.0

100.0

Totals

Percent across

100.0
100.0
100.0

65.1

11.6

34.9 53.5

3.5
10.7

31.0

129}
234)
yne County Court (N=44)

a

Intake (N

61.1

15.8

45.3

38.9

28.2

Direct (N

22.8

5.1

13.7

77.2

22.7

54.5

W

58.3 100.0

13.8

5.8 41,7 44.5

31.9

Totals {(N=407}

= 6’ o> .99%

X* = 34.25, df

gk

st -

143
TABLE C-1.3
INTAKE PROCESS BY OFFENSE CLASS
(Row and Column Percentages)
Offense Class
wwwmwmﬁ zosxmmaom;_ Aggressive and | Aggressive and MmMmWMu
. sive Noninjurious Injurious )
(N=187) _ (N=103) (N=123)
Percent down:
Intake 24,6 45.0 30.9 31.7
Direct 58.3 50.5 62.6 57.6
Gourt 17.1 3.9 6.5 10.7
Totals 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=131) 35.1 35.9 29.0 100.0
Direct (N=238) 45,8 21.8 32,4 100.0
Court (N=44) 72.4 9.1 18.2 100.0
Tatals (N=413) 45.3 24,9 29.8 100.0

x° = 24,56, df = 4, p » ,999
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TABLE C-1.4

INTAKE PROCESS BY AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE

(Row and Column Percentages)

Age at First Offense

Intake Process Totals
<12.0 12,1-14.,0 > 14,1 (N=403)
(N=124) (N=181) (N=98)
Percent down:
Intake 31.5 29,8 30.6 30.5
Direct 62.9 54.1 61.2 58.6
Wayne County 5.6 16.1 8.2 10.9
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=123) 31.7 43,9 24 .4 100.0
Direct (N=236) 33,1 41,5 25.4 100.0
Wayne County (N=44) 15.9 65.9 18.2 100.0
Totals (N=403) 30.8 44,9 24,3 100.0

u

it

9.3, df = 4, p > .95 (Including Wayne County Court)

A77, df = 2, 05 <p

< ,10 (Excluding Wayne County Court)
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TABLE C-1.5
INTAKE PROCESS BY AGE OF ADMISSION
(Row and Column Percentages)
Age of Admission
Intake Process ) Totgls
< 14.0 14.1-16.0 > 16.1 (N=412)
(N=129) (N=127) (N=156)
Percent down:
Intake 31.0 34.7 30,1 31.8
Direct 55.8 53.5 62,2 57.8
Wayne County 13.2 11.8 7.7 10.7
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=131) 30.5 33.6 35.9 100.0
Direct (N=237) 30.4 28.7 40.9 100.0
Wayne County (N=44) 38.6 34,1 27.3 100.0
Totals (N=412) 31.3 30.9 37.8 100.0

x2 = 3,7, df = 4, .50 < < .30

A

i
H
|
1
!
|
I
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TABLE C-1.6
INTAKE PROCESS AND DELAY

(Rny and Column Percentages)

Delay
Intake Totals
Process 1-18 months | 19-36 months | 37+ months| (N=408)
(N=207) (N=112) (N=89)
Percent down:
Intake 30.0 31.3 36.0 31.6
Direct 57.5 58.0 58.4 57.8
Wayne County 12.5 10.7 5.6 10.6
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=129) 48.1 27.1 24.8 100.0
Direct (N=236) 50.4 27.5 22,1 100.0
Wayne County (N=43) 60.5 27.9 11.6 100.0
Totals (N=408) 50.8 27 .4 21.8 100.0

X% = 3.6, df = 4, .50 < p < .70
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TABLE C-2
INTAKE PROCESS BY INITIAL PLACEMENT
(Row and Column Percentages)
Initial Placement
Intake Process Community Non-| Community Totals
Insti- | Residential Residential (N=413)
tution Care Care
(N=295) (N=37) (N=81)
Percent down:
Intake 20.7 67.6 55.6 31.7
Direct 65.4 32.4 40.7 57.6
Wayne County 13.9 0.0 3.7 10.7
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Intake (N=131) 46,6 19.1 35.3 100.0
Direct (N=238) 81.1 5.0 13.9 100.0
Wayne County (N=44)  93.2 0.0 6.8 100.0
Totals (N=413) 71.4 9.0 19.6 100.0

it
1

60.24, df

i

49.52, df

4, p > .999 (Including Wayne County Court)

2, p > .999 (Excluding Wayne County Court)
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TABLE C-2.1

INITIAL PLACEMENT BY INTAKE PROCESS AND SEX

(Row and Column Percentages)

Intake Center Direct Intake Wayne County Court
Initial Placement [ g t {
Male Female Total Male Female Total M Noa15
M > t To L { ‘ ale Female | Totzl N=41
(N=110) N=21) 3(1\-131) (N=17%) : (N=63) i (N=238) (N=30) } (N=14) © (N=44) ¢ 3
| i ; ! J
1

Percent down:

Instltlftions 47.2 52.4 48.1 86.3 69.8 81.9 100.0 78.6 93.2 72.4
Community nonresidential 26.4 9.5 23.7 4.6 4.8 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 10-2
Community residential 26.4 38.1 28.2 9.1 25.4 13.5 0.0 21.4 6'8 17.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent across:

Institutions (N=299) 17.4 3.7 21.1 50.5 14.7 65.2 10.0 3.7 13.7 100.0

c i i i V= ' . ‘ .
| ommun:.Lty nonresidential (N=42) 69.0 4.8 73.8 19.1 7.1 26.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
[[ Community residential (N=72) 40.3 11.1 51.4 22.2 22.2 44.4 0.0 4.2 4.2 100.0
| Total (N=413> 26 |
! J .6 5.1 31.7 42.4 15.2 57.6 7.3 3.4 10.7 100.0

X2 =83.22, df = 16, p > .999

TABLE C-2.2

‘ INITIAL PLACEMENT BY INTAKE PROCESS AND RACE

{(Row and Column Percentages)

Intake Non-Intake Wayne County Court
Initial Placement Total
White Black Total White Black Total White Black , Total (¥=407)
(N=45) (N=84) | (N=129) (N=91) | (N=143) | (N=234) (N=34) (N=10) g (N=44)
Percent down:
Institutions 44.5 48.8 47.3 87.9 78.3 82.0 97.1 80.0 93.2 72.2
Commity nonresidential 22.2 25-0 24,0 4-4 4.2 4.3 040 0-0 O-D 10.- 1
Community residential 33.3 26.2 28.7 7.7 17.5 15.7 2.9 20.0 6.8 17.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Institutions (N=274) 6.8 13.9 20.7 27.2 38.1 65.3 11.2 2.7 13.9 170.0
Community nonresidential
fN=41) 24.4 51.2 75.6 9.8 14.6 24.4 g.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Community residential (N=72) 20.8 30.6 51.4 9.7 34.7 44 .4 1.4 2.8 4.2 100.0
Total (N=407) 11.1 20.6 31.7 22.4 35.1 57.5 8.3 2.5 10.8 100.9

\{2 = 74,19, df = 16, ¢ > .999
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TABLE C-2.3

INITIAL PLACEMENT BY INTAKE PROCESS AND OFFENSE CLaASS

fRow and Column Percentages)

i Intake i Non-Intake ! Wayne County Court
! H {
Initial Placenent :E XNon- E 'Aggres— 5 _Aggre§~ i ¢ Non- % Aggres- E .Aggres— % ’ Non- ; Aggres- i Aggres- I f(i:gz“;é}
' aggres- ' sive § non- !sive § in- aggres- | sive & non- ! sive & in- ! iaggres- !sive § non- |sive § in-' ; g
{ sive | injurious '@ jurious . Total ! sive | injurious i Jjurious | Total f sive | injurious f jurious Total ,
IN=46} | {N=4T7} ¢ {N=38) ((N=131) | (N=109} , (N=32} 1 NSTT i(.’\?=238)§(.’€=32) ' (N=4) b (N=8) (N=44) |
Pexcent down:
Institutions 41.3 59.3 42.1 46.6 7. 86.5 85.7 81.1 90.6 100.6 160.0 93.2 T2.4
Community nonresidential 21.7 23.4 26.3 19.1 6.4 0.0 5.2 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 10.2
Cormunity residential 37.0 17.0 31.6 35.3 16.5 13.5 9.1 13.5 9.4 0.0 0.0 6.8 17.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percer.t across:
Institutions (N=299) 6.3 5.4 5.4 21.1 28.1 15.0 22.1 65.2 9.7 1.3 2.7 13.7  160.0
Cermmunity non-
residential (N=42) 23.8 26.2 23.8 73.8 16.7 6.6 9.5 26.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Community residential
{N=72) 23.6 11.1 16.7 51.4 25.0 9.7 9.7 44.4 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
| Total {N=413) 11.1 11.4 9.2 31.7 26.4 12.6 18.7 57.7 7.7 1.0 19 10.6 100.0
|
| x2 = 179.76, df = 16, ¢ > .999
|
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TABLE C-~3.2,1

INITIAL PLACEMENT BY RACE

(Row and Column Percentages)

Totals
(N=410)

Race

Black
(N=239)

White
(N=171)

Initial Placement

)
.

Percent down

{sedeausdzag ummyo) pue moy)
XIS ANV IOVd A€ INIWHOVId TVILINI

C°27¢-0 FIdVL

Lo B N ] < S O O <
~ o0 O < [N ol e ] L
~ o~ < <o O O <o
1 r— ~f
M NN oW < O o~ ™
m o wn < My o~ [o0}
O o~ <O u O~ w3
i
[ T o B @7 ] < <+ O w B~
o o0 o <o O 0 O —
I~ b < < My N b o
—
~
0
0y
||
Z ™|
s oo
— - =
fas] o
orf eref
3 2
£ o o <
O .H ~ O .~
kee IR ~ 3 P
o = Cy e =
4] 4] o3 oy (@] ~
o T n 0 T o
=Hoed Z M e ~—
= u .. b =) | hsy
O O vy O o i
S & & 12 [= S SEE 2 =
(o] o [e] ~
e NN = M TN
FER T ) % 3] P £ 7]
D e e —t < Do e —
R =R = < L A = S = =3
5 E 2 b 2 5 E 2 b
P =
2 £ £ & 8t © £ £ &
=~ O O &} £ O O
= O U M - U
o

X% = 11.47, df = 4, 975 < p < .999
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TABLE £-3.3.2
NITIAL PLACEMENT BY SEX AND OFFENSE CLASS
{Row and {olumn Percentages)
3 H i
: Male ! Female i
INITIAL PLACEMEN : , ‘ : TOTALS
: | Aggressive and Aggressive and | . Aggressive and | Aggressive and P 4‘053
: Nonaggressive ©  Neninjuricu Injuricus Total Nonaggressive Noaninjuricus Injurious Total ol ’
: IN=G6) {N=963 25=1123 =304} . =573 =4} 5=10) N=1017;
Percent dgwn:

. . _a . - e - e e - -
Institutions 7i. 71.9 75.9 73.4 55.2 3.0 70.0 57.4 £9.4
Cormunity non-

residential 13.5 2.1 9.8 8.6 i.1 0.0 10.0 2.9 6.9
Corunity
residential 13.6 26.6 14.3 18,0 13.7 5.0 29.0 49.6 23.7
TOTAL 130.6 00,6 180.0 153.0 04,0 108.0 100.6 1460.0 60,0
Percent across: -
Institutions (N=281} 23.6 4.6 8.2 79.4 7.1 1.2 2.4 Z3.6 1a4.0
Cormunity non-
residential [N=28} 36.4 7.1 39.3 82, 3.6 8.8 3.6 7.2 1490.6
Community
residential {%=956} 14.6 26.0 6.7 57.3 38.6 1.0 2.1 42.7 00,9
TOTAL 23.7 23.7 27.7 T5.1 21.5 1.8 2.4 24.9 16%.9

Frivate institurional placezents comprise$5.2, 33.3 and 18.8 percent of all instituticnal placements for nonagpressive, aggressive and noninjurisus and
aggressive and injuricus males, respectively. Total private instituticnal placenents are 37.7 percent of z1l male imstitutional placements. In
additign, private instituticnal placerents comprise4l.T percent of all instituticnal placecents for nonaggressive females. No aggressive females were
placed in private ipstituticms. Total private instituticnal placesents are 34.5 percent of all female instituticnal placerents. Finally, 37 percent
of all institutional placecents were made to private imstituticms.
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TABLE C-3.4

INITIAL PLACEMENT BY AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE

(Row and Column Percentages)

Age at First Offense

Totals
Initial Placement < 12.0 12.1-14.0 > 14.1 (N=406)
N=126) (N=181) (N=99)
Percent down:
Institution 73.0 72.9 70.7 72.4
Community non-
residential 10.3 7.7 13.1 9.9
Community residential 16.7 19.4 16,2 17.7
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent across:
Institution (N=294) 31.3 44,9 23.8 100.0
Community non-
residential (N=40) 32.5 55.0 32,5 100.0
Community residential
(N=72) 20,2 48.6 22,2 100.0
Totals (N=406) 31.0 44.6 24.4 100.0

X' = 2,456, df = 4, 50 < p »

© voiabat e

g
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TABLE C-3.5
INITIAL PLACEMENT AND AGE OF ADMISSION
(Row and Column Percentages)
Age of Admission

Initial » "Totals

Placement < 14,0 14.1-16.0 > 16,1 (N=406)
(N=129) (N=129) (N=157)
Percent down:

Institutions 76.7 71.4 68.8 72.1
Community non-

residential 4,7 10.8 14.0 10,1
Community

residential 18.6 17.8 17.2 17.8

Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent across:

Institutions (N=299) 33.1 30.8 36.1 100.0
Community non-

residential (N=42) 14.3 33.3 52.4 100.0
Community

residential (N=47) 32.4 3l.1 36.5 100.0

Totals 31.1 31.1 37.8 100.0

x2 = 6.95, df = 4, .80 <p < ,90
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