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Mr. Robert Lawson, Director 
California Council on 

Criminal Justice 
1927 13th Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear h:r. Lawson 

This is the final report of FY-l of the National Youth 
Project Using Mini-Bikes (NYPUM), sponsored by the 
National Board of YMCAs, funded by LEAA Discretionary 
Grant No. 7l-DF-1015, Contract No. D7l-7l, for $421,073. 

The project's total cost on a cash basis is $995,531 
with matching contributions from American Honda Motor 
Company of $557,389 and from the local NYPUMS of $17,069. 
Final closing financial statement is forthcoming. 

The evaluation report is included as part of the final 
report for FY-l. The Director and staff of the public 
Systems Research Institute, University of Southern 
California, are to be commended for the thoroughness 
and the painstakingly profess ional job they accomplished. 
Results 1,vill be most useful to NYPUM nationally and to 
each local NYPUM. 

Western Center's report was included as part of the 
4th Quarterly NYPUM Report and is summarized here. 

/~ ~ 
Sincerely, ~ 

Fred Y. HOShiy:a ' 
Project Director 
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PREFACE 

APPRECIATION AND ACK~OW1EDGMENTS 

As NYPUM Project Director, I take the responsibility for the 
contents of this :report, the FINAL REPORT, 1EAA DISCRETIONARY 
GRANT NO. 71 DF 1015, CCCJ Contract No. D-71-71 for $421)073. 
I have tried to summarize the final reports of the four NYPUM 
district directors, the four national office associates and 
the Western Center associates. 

I wish to thank my co-workers, whose commitment, expertise and 
just hard work have developed NYPUM into a nation-wide alternative 
youth delinquency prevention project, reco;nized and supported 
by public and private groups and funds in 175 different communities. 
In listing my co-workers, I want to express my appreciation to 
their respective support systems, who are their secretaries. 

Associate National Directors: 

Keith Davis (left February 1972) 
Reuben L. Davis (became Assoc. Nat'l Director April 1972) 
Alan F. Kumamoto 
Ms. Mary Lou Mesplou 

District Directors: 

Jesse Calloway (left February 1972) 
Patrick Davidson 
Reub en L. Davis 
Henry H. Helton 
Bart Roen (started June 1972) 
David Whalen 

There were many persons (too many to name) who gave NYPUM support 
and guidance. Each of the district directors has mentioned the 
invaluable assistance given to him by the YMCA regional consult­
ants. The regional executives and local r'MCA executives have 
been very open a~d supportive. 

The continued encouragement and counsel by Robert Dye, Executive 
Director of the National YMCA!s Urban Action and Program Division, 
and by Roberta Darn, Correction SpeCialist, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, was most 
helpful and extremely gratifying to me. 

The Western Center consultants have been singled out by the 
district directors as being one of the key reasons for success­
ful training workshops and for their own professional growth. 

-1-
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Harold Marckwardt, President and Chief Consultant of Western 
Center, deserves credit for his professional contribution and 
for his personal interest and conunitment to NYPUM. 

Public Systems Research Institute (PSRI) evaluated the NYPUM 
project. Their report is included as part of this final report. 
This evaluation is very definitive and useful to NYPUM. It 
tells us the work we have to do ahead. 

For sake of brevity, economy and readability of this report, 
the hundreds of pages of appendices, printouts and questionnaires 
of the EVALUATION PROJECT will not be mass-produced. Neither 
'''ill the six NYPUM staff fina\l report documents. Interes ted 
readers may have access to all, or to any piece of them, on a 
loan basis at the national NYPUM office t 714 W. Olympic Boule­
vard, Suite 409, Los Angeles, California 90015. 

The following concis e phas ing schedule may help the read~\r g~:t 
a historical perspective on NYPUM: 

PHASE I 

PHASE II 

PHASE III 

PHASE IV 

PHASE V 

PHASE VI 

1969 

1970-71 

1971-72 

1972-73 

1973-74 

1974-75 

Pilot Demonstration - A New Approach 

Successful Validity Study of 23 Pilot 
NYPUMS - Private Funds 

National Scope Spread to 100 new NYPUMS 
LEAA Grant ($422,000). Actually started. 
144 

Upgrading 175 ongoing NYPUMS and start 
up of 125 new NYPUMS - Federal Grants 
($712,515) 

National Board of ytvlCA I S gradually taking 
aver NYPUM lvi thin its sys tern 

Achieving NYPUM objectives in 300 NYPUMS 
across the U.S. Startjng 100 new NYPUMS. 
The National Board of YMCAls assuming 
major training and administrative func­
tions. Reduced LEAA grant by 25% 

NYPUM becomes mare fully phased into the 
YMCA system. Greater reduction of LEAA 
grant by 50% 

Additional copies of this report are available until the supply 
is exhausted. Please write to above address. 

Fred Y. Hoshiyama 
NYPUM Project Director 

-2-
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CHAPTER I 

NYPUM started as an idea in the mind and heart of a twelve year 
old Jimmy;): who was on probation. His eyes sparkled every time 
he saw a motorcycle go by or was hit by a mini-bike picture on 
a billboard. 

"Why don't you get us some mini-bikes? We dig 'bikes'!" implored 
this youngster to the local YMCA youth director. 

Efforts were made to explore this idea. A Japan-based corpora­
tion, American Honda Motor Company, Inc., came up with a trial 
gift of fifteen mini-trails. Eighteen boys, 11-14 years of age, 
were referred by the nearby scho'ol and the Los Angeles County 
Probation Officer. Gas and oil were donated by the corner service 
station owner. The YMCA Executive and Board gave approval. The 
idea became a reality" 

Unusual and outstanding things happened. Delinquency-prone boys 
gave up delinquent behavior. School grades improved and truancy 
decreased. The probation officer was so pleasantly surprised 
that he asked, liDo you tie these kids up on weekends?" These 
boys were lIcl ean" for six months, an unheard-of performance 
until they joined the Y-Riders project. The name of the project 
changed to NYPUM (acronym for National Youth Project Using Mini­
Bikes) to emphasize the youth aspect and to de- emphas ize the 
mini-bikes. 

A NATIONAL YOUTH PROJECT 

One successful example does not make a national project. This 
idea needed to be tested and demonstrated. We needed more mini­
bikes to be used as tools. We needed staff to give direction 
and to coordinate the pilot project. We needed to evaluate the 
demonstration. 

The National Board of YMCA's Urban Action and Program Division 
released budget and staff time. The American Honda gave 10,000 
mini-bikes, start-up grant of $25,000, and paid for semi-

* Jimmy was one of the original Y-Riders (1969). 
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documentary film of the pilot study, entitled flY-Riders." The 
Western Center was employed to evaluate the pilot Y-Riders 
project. 

Thirty volUllteer YMCA's and other agencies throughout the 
United States offered to participate. Mini-bikes were shipped. 
Twenty-six out of thirty YMCA's had programs during some part 
of the six-month period, September 1970 - March 1971, and were 
evaluated. 

Western Center's evaluation study was completed in April 1972. 
Posi t:;,ve changes in behavior of youth and an excellent safety 
record~ plus an honest working relationship with the local 
police and probation in the majority of the 24 communities, were 
facts. A nationwide youth delinquency prevention proj ect ,vas 
tenable and desirable. 

Ilrmed with the Western Center's report, the tlY-Riders tl film and 
a proposal, we went to the U. S. Department of Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, and to H.E.W.'s Youth 
Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration for 
funding., LEAAis Discretionary Grant for $422,073 was secured. 
NYPUM was funded through the California Council on Criminal 
Justice, as the contractor, for the period July.l, 1971, to 
July 14, 1972. This period was extended to September 1, 1972, 
with no increase in funding. 

A unique Llational youth project using a "now tl tool, the mini­
bike, to reach the tlhar,J to reach" youth was born. 

Note: Mini-bikes have been declared a menace by some. 
Mini -bikes as a tool can be a "b 1es s ing" or a 
"menace," depending on how they are us ed. Doug 
Toms, Federal Administrator of the Bureau of High­
way Safety, Department of Transportation, says, 
"It is better to work above-board with youth, 
teaching them positive values, sa£ety attitudes 
and safety skills, rather than driving them under­
ground." 

-4-
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A UNIQYE NATIONAL YOUTH PROJECT -- COLLABORATION 

NYPUM is a rare combination of a collaborative effort. The 
70's and 80's demand collaboration as a way of life, locally, 
nationally and internationally, for survival, which is far 
beyond the dictates of efficiency, duplication avoidance, and 
economy, important as are these latter considerations. 

Here is a national youth project, sponsored by a prjvate 
national youth organization, the YMCA, joining hands with the 
Federal Government and international and domestic corporations, 
invi ting non-YMCA youth agencies -to sponsor NYPUMS throughout 
the nation in behalf of youth in need of ego-strengthening, sus-
taining life values and exciting adventure. 

NYPUM COLLABORATION 

National Board of YMCA's 

U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA 

American Honda Motor Co., Inc. 

Wellco Enterprises, Inc. 

Safety Helmet Council of America 

Specialty Equipment Mfg. Assoc. 

Sponsorship, staff 

$422,073 - 1st year 

10,000 mini-bikes, documen­
tary films: "Y-Riders," 
"Reaching Out" - $2~ million 

2,000 pairs of shoes -
$32,000 

10,000 helmets at cost 

Thousands of decals 

Locally, each of the 175 ~lPUMS is working in partnership with 
two or more of the following community sources: police, j uveni Ie 
courts~ probGtion , schools, service clubs, Honda dealers, and 

other business firms. 

NYPUM is one of the National Board of YMCA's" national pr0jects 
working at providing creative alternatives to the juvenile 
justice system. NYPUM specifically works on one of the five 
major program goals of the National Board of YMCA's for the 
next five years: CHANGING THE CONDITIONS THAT FOSTER ALIENATION, 

DELINQUENCY AND CRIME. 

-6-



---~,-... ~!~.,." 

-- ~'~ - -

CHAPTER III 

NYPUM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES - GUIDELINES - PROGRAM CONCEPT 

NYPUM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

If we really mean business about changing the conditions which 
perpetuate the old juvenile justice system, we have to take 
on difficult goals and take a firm stance towards their 
achievement. NYPUM IS A CHANGE AGENT! 

The project has three major goals: 

(1) To increase the positive social behavior of the 
participants and to develop and improve their self­
concept, thereby reducing delinquency; 

(2) To increase collaboration among public and private 
agencies serving youth; 

(3) To promote safe off-street mini-bike use. 

The specific objectives of NYPUM are: 

(1) To increase diversion of youth aged 11-15 from the 
juvenile justice system through well-programmed groups 
of xeferra1 youth; to decrease juvenile arrests and 
recidivism; 

(2) To promote a strong move by the 'local YMCA's' toward 
greater community collaboration and involvement with 
other 'public and privite agencies; ~o be a significant 
change agent to bring additional relevancy to the 
youth serving agencies; , 

(3) To promote safety training and mechanical skills 
training; 

(4) To establish one hundred (100) new NYPUMS, enrolling 
some 6,000-7,000 youth of whom 75% are referrals; 

(5) To establish four (4) regional or district training 
and technical assistance centers in geographically 
strategic locations throughout the United States, with 
competent and experienced staff; 

-7-
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(6) To enlist and train 280 youth leaders for NYPUM; 

(7) To emphasize outreach concept and methodology, using 
mini-bikes as tools to reach the hard-to-reach youth. 

OFFICIAL NYPUM GUIDELINES 

In order to facilitate and assist local NYPUMS to get involved 
and to achieve NYPUM goals and objectives, a set of guidelines 
were developed. These guidelines evolved as requests for 
help kept corning in from trainees attending workshops and from 
NYPUM uperators. Moreover, the national NYPUM staff saw a 
functional need for guidelines -- to arive at more consistent 
understanding of NYPUM objectives and program operation by all 
concerned. 

The guidelines of the Project, as listed below, should not be 
confused with the goals of the Project. Guidelines are meant 
to lend structure and give direction to the effort as we move 
towards achievement of the National Youth Project goals. 

(1) Age: II-IS years old. 

(2) Participants must be registered and in attendance 
at school. 

(3) Community collaboration 

Joining of community institutions and agencies (i.e., 
schools, police, probation, etc.) which corne in contact 
with given youth, in the attempt to utilize all resources 
in meeting the needs in the youth sub-culture. 

With the NYPlltvl application, please include documenta­
tion of all contacts that have been made within your 
community for the National Youth Project. Please note: 
It has been our experience that letters which state a 
specific working relationship in collaboration with you 
are of much greater importance than those which merely 
state interest or side-line support. 

(4) Participants to be referrals from non-YMCA agencies: 
75% referral; 25' other 

The objective is to reach out to the youth whom the 
YMCA has not been serving in the past. Unification with 
at.her youth agencies (schools, police, probation, etc.) 
establishes a line of communication, support, and involve­
ment to reach those youth \.;ho demonstrate the greatest 
need for such a program. Referrals from probation, parole; 
or juvenile courts will receive first consideration. 

- 8-
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(5) Small group design 

Leader/participant ratio: approximately 1:15. 

Leader time: 25% in mechanical operation of the 
program (riding, classroom) 

75% in informal interaction, meeting 
and working with youth in all areas 
of youth needs 

(6) Participant-centered 

The primary objective is to meet the needs of the 
participants as these needs are surfaced -- whether 
verbally or demonstrated formally or informally. The 
participants are allowed to determine the direction, 
goals, and process of the program. Sensitivity and 
flexibility to the group needs are essential. 

(7) Agency commitment toward outreach 

As NYPUM is an outreach project in its very nature, 
it is felt that in order to maintain an effective 
outreach thrust all agencies directly involved in 
the project must continue their education in outreach 
programming. A consulting partner in the National 
Youth Project is the National Training Center for Youth 
Outreach Workers. 

The agency commitment toward outreach: 

One day of outreach training as part of the basic 
NYPUM District training . 
Within 12 months following initiation of local NYPUH 
program, agreement to send a local staff member to 
the National Training Center for Youth Outreach 
Workers or to an N.T.C. On-Site. 

(8) NYPUM District Training Workshop 

Involvement in training at a NYPUM District Center or 
On-Site is required for participation in the project. 
The curriculum covers all aspects of NYPUM with emphasis 
placed on outreach programming, mechanics of mini-bikes 
(maintenance, riding, etc.), and group work. The work­
shops are designed to meet the specific needs of the 
participants involved. Attendance is required for: 

Local NYPUM leader - full time (4 days) 
-- Executive Director and Board member - one full day 

(24 hours) 

NYPUM funding allows for reimbursement of one-half of 
the travel cost for each participant, plus up to $25 
per diem for one 24-hour day. Receipts for all expendi­
tures must be submitted. 

-9 -
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(9) Insurance 

Adequate insurance coverage must be secured prior to 
involvement in NYPUM. Either the NYPUM insurance 
coverage or a Certificate of Insurance testifying to 
comparable coverage is required before bike orders 
can be initiated by the National NYPUM office. The 
NYPUM insurance is available to all NYPUM programs 
through Higham, Neilson, Whitridge & Reid, Inc. A 
policy application fc;>rm is included in the Information 
brochure l which outllnes coverage and cost: $30.50 
per mini-bike per year. 

Procedure: 

For NYPill1 insurance: Send signed application and 
check, payable to HNW&R, to National NYPUM Office. 
When notice has been received from American Honda 
that bikes have been shipped, the application and 
check will be forwarded to HNW&R by the National 
NYPUM Office. 

For comparable coverage by another insurance com­
pany: Send Certificate of Insurance to National 
NYPTJM Offi ce . 

(10) Handling Charge 

As part of the contractual agreement with American 
Honda Motor Company, Inc., local agencies a:re required 
to share in the cost of handling the mini-bikes donated 
to the project at the rate of $8.00 per bike (regardless 
of model). A check for the total amount due, payable 
to American Honda Motor Co.) Inc., must be received by 
the National NYPUM Office before the National Office 
can order bikes for your program. 

(11) NYPUM participants must wear protective clothing 

Safety helmets 
Long pants and long sleeves 
Shoes 
Gloves and shield or goggles are recommended 

(12) Mini-bikes may not be taken home by the participants 

(13) Evaluation by Research Institute, University of Southern 
California 

Your cooperation is expected to provide data, monthly 
and quarterly, to the Research Institute of USC fOT 

evaluation purposes on forms approved by NYPUM. 

-10-
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Guidelines 1 and 4 (Age and Referrals) 

These are specifically related to the goal of diversion 
from the JU\Tenile .Justice System. The mean age of: the 
youngsters involved in the nearly 175 operating NYPUM 
programs is 12.5 years and in the seventh grade. More 
than 70 per cent of the kids are currently referrals from 
authority agencies as alternatives to continued involve­
ment with official Juvenile Justice. 

Guidelipes 2j 5, 6 (School Attendance, Small Group, Participant 
Centered 

To assist in glvlng direction in the area of behavior 
dynamics, these guidelines address themselves to operational 
direction, i.e., assisting the kids with school problems, 
either of their own making or inherent in the system, and 
employing a small group design based upon the expressed needs 

,of the participants. These guidelines encourage the greatest 
possible success in working at behavioral problems with 
troubled kids. 

Guidelines 3, 7, and 8 (Collaboration, National Training Center, 
NYPUM Training Workshop) 

These guidelines are related specifically to the goal of 
incorporating outreach methodology into YMCA operations. 
The training experience at a NYPUM,Workshop is bolstered by 
follow-up training at the National Training Center for Youth 
Outreach Workers. Collaborative community effort is the 
foundation on which all outreach organization is built. 

Guidelines 9, 10, 11, and 12 (Insurance, Taxes, Clothing, Storage) 

Each of these is of an administrative nature, and together 
they provide the basis for understanding some of the contrac­
tual agreements formed in the four-way partnership between 
the National YMCA, American Honda, the Federal Government, 
and the local agency. 

-11-
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NYPUM PROGRAM CONCEPT 

Outreach Philosophy and Methodology 

NYPUM is basically an outreach program. This approach is not 
easy to employ because a total commitment by the agency is 
required. This is another reason why there are only half of 
the trained agencies currently involved in NYPUM. 

Outreach methodology is not foreign to the YJvICA nur is it new 
in the field of soci~l work and social science. Yet as an 
operational philosophy it remains an enigma to many, a word 
used to encompass all the activities in which the YMCA is 
involved outside the confines of the walls of its buildings. 
Such a view of outreach falls very wide of the mark and indeed 
greatly limits the extent to which this method of operation 
is employed. On the other hand., many suppose that street work 
is synonymous with outreach, but it is quite possible to be a 
street worker or a street work agency and not be employing 
outreach techniques or methodology. 

Outreach, in essence, is an organizational approach to human­
ist"ic problems which encompass the total life of the individual. 
Thus, outreach work can be generated from within the walls of 
an agency like the YMCA and at the same time be addressing itself 
to the streets through use.of the resources that the particular 
agency has to offer, i.e., swimming pool, gym, etc. . 

Outreach methodology is, in fact, an all-encompassing approach 
to "pain" iss ues. . Of necess i ty, it mus t de \Felop an or gani za­
tional base throughout the total community. Collaborative action 
on behalf of the people (clients) dealing with pain issues is 
perhaps the best way ·to describe what outreach is all about. 
This is the approach which is employed by the National Youth 
Project Using Mini-Bikes. 

Because outreach concerns itself with every aspect of the indi­
vidual youth's life, the worker in NYPUM is not concerned only 
with a particular program. Rather, he is involved with making 
us e of every resource he is ab Ie to iden ti fy ei ther wi thin the 
agency by which he is employed or throughout the total community 
in behalf of his clientele -- in this case his group of NYPUM 
kids. He is interested in involving the total community. in its 
responsibility to troubled kids. In the final analysis, he is 
a community worker, not just a YMCA employee, whose real loyalty 
must lie with the group 'With whom he is involved. His final 
accountability is to the community at large, and in return the 
agency and community aTe accountable to the young people for whom 
he is the ADVOCATE, FACILITATOR, ENABLER, and INTERVENER. 

-12-
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NYPUM outreach work is~ 

(1) Dealing with the real needs of the youth as he copes 
with authority, school, parents~ peers, and self. 

(2) Changing conditions which foster and breed alienation, 
delinquency and powerlessness. 

(3) Intensive relationship in small groups. 

(4) Developing more effective communication and relation­
ship at horne. 

(5) Strengthening the ego structure of the youth so he 
can cope and grow. 

(6) Developing a community power base in behalf of 
troubled youth. 

Youth must have certain basic needs met as part of their growing 
up developmental tasks. As is true for all human beings, and 
it is more important for the junior high age, the following 
needs must be met. If met, the cause of juvenile delinquency 
is thereby thwarted. 

Feeling of competency 
Sense of belonging 
Peeling of self-worth 
Knowledge and experience that someone cares 
Ab i Ii ty to .exercis e a s ens e of power, to have a 
voice in decisions which directly affect him 

Instead of studying the cause· of juvenile delinquency, it is 
us eful to examine why youth stay out of trouble. _\ 5 tudy reveals 
that the youth who are able to IImake i til through thes e difficul t 
junior high years and who do not become involved with the juve­
nile justice.system have certain common characteristics. This 
study was made of youth in both the inner city and the suburban 
social and environmental setting .. The youth who are able to 
stay out of the juvenile jus tice sys tern are thos e ,"ho have de­
veloped socially acceptable roles. These youth have the ability 
to relate to authority (school, police, institutions), peers, 
parents and to other adUlts. 

NYPUM has a unique and unusual ability and potential to meet. all 
of the basic needs listed above. The mini-bike is a powerful 
tool for the youth of this age. It "turns on" youth because 
mini~bikes are a "now" tool. It symbolizes to youth (and it 
actually is) fun, excitement, adventure, mobility and status. 
To ride skillfully and safely and be able to teach his father 
or pther adults and youth means-power! a sense of self-worth 
and competency. A youth feels that anyone who pr-ovides mini-
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bike exuerience must care for him because a mini-bike is an 
importai1t phenomenon in his life. This is why it works like 
"magic" to quickly bring youth and police to work together and 
communicate. Many parents have commended the NYPUM program 
because it brought father and son much closer together and, in 
most cases, the entire family benefited. 

NYPUM Stance on Small Groups and 75% Referrals 

The question has been asked: vl,Thy do NYPUM guidelines hold firm 
to the rule that there must be a limited ratio of one leader to 
fifteen youth (1:15 ratio) and that seventy-five per cent (75%) 
of participants must be referral youth? 

Why 1:15 Ratio? 

This is a fair ques tion. A limited numb er of youth ass igned 
to a NYPUM worker means a smaller number of youth involved 
in NYPUM, and it would seem the per capita cost would increase. 
This point of view is shortsighted and actually erroneous. 

For too long and for too much have the youth serving agencies 
in this nation been involved in the "numbers" game. Running 
thousands of youth through a class type of recreational pro­
gram, little leagues, and other traditional youth activities, 
as valuab Ie and worthwhile as they may be, did not deCl'eas e 
the rate of juvenile delinquency. Unfortunately, greater 
"numbers" l,leant more United Fund money to the agencies rather 
than improvement in the quality and the effectiveness of 
the i r pro grams. Often the youth were enticed to the agenci es 
and superficially treated. The youth felt they were being 
used to the point that they no longer go to the agencies. 
This is particularly true of the 11-15 year olds ters. 

One of America's major societal problems is its alarming rate 
of increase of juvenile delinquency. Over 51 per cent of our 
crimes are committed by juveniles. It is claimed that only 
one out of five delinquents is caught. Yet, over 500,000 
youth are incarcerated in our juvenile justice system today, 
accol'ding to Senator Birch Bayh. Dr. Jerome Miller, Direc tor 
of the Youth Authority in Mas.sachusetts, is closing out the 
juvenile jails in that State because it costs $10,000 per 
year per child to keep a child in the reformatory institutions 
which neither rehabili tate nor reform. -Mes t juvenile jus tice 
officials agree that being locked up in our penal system is 
a dehumanizing experience. -

NYPUM sets a limit on the number of youth so that the NYPUM 
outreach worker can work at meeting all of the basic needs 
of his group's members. He can do this only if he has no 
more than fifteen youth in his charge. 

-14-
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The basic needs I speak of are; The youth's relationship 
to his parent(s), peers, teachers, authorities, community. 
The NYPUM worker needs to work with each boy/girl on a 
24-hour concept. It is an intensive, quality relationship 
which cannot be accomplished in a once or twice a week, 
one or two hour, riding class. 

In our NYPUM training '.I[e do OUT b os t to teach the NYPUM 
worker that the use of mini-bikes should be only 25 per cent 
of his time-relationship to the youth. Ego structure is 
strengthened when the youth really feels that someone cares 
for him/her. Self-concept and sense of self-worth are streng­
thened. When this happens, the youth is turned away from 
the road toward delinquency. Recidivism has been very rare 
in NYPUM projects across the country because we insist 
strongly on this outreach concept and methodOlogy. 

When a boy is kept out of the juvenile justice institutions, 
it saves the taxpayers between $4,000 to $10,000 per year. 
This is real economy. It makes spending a few extra dollars 
on per capita cost for small, intensive grouping eminently 
worthwhile, contrasted with thousands of dollars spent later 
if the boy is not loved and appreciated. 

This is why NYPlJ};I insists on 1:15 ratio. When this concept 
is violated the program is no longer NYPUM. It becomes 
another recreational group lvork, and the rate of juveni Ie 
delinquency and rate of recidivism will continue to increase. 

Why 75 Per Cent Referrals? 

Second part of the question asked: Why 75 per cent referrals 
instead of 50 per cent referrals so more boys and girls can 
be involved in NYPUM? 

NYPUM is a unique project which is very difficult to do and 
very expensive to operate. But it works. It "turns on" and 
reaches the 11-15 year youth because of the "now" tool which 
the mini-bike seems to be today. NYPUM reaches the unreached 
and the hard-to-reach. 

In addition to changing the boy, N¥PUM seeks to change the 
juvenile justice system by providing a viable alternative. 
NYPUM seeks to seTve as a catalyst and a change agent in 
every communi ty it enters, by changing the behavior of the 
agencies concerned with the troubled youth. It brings to­
gether the local police, the juvenile courts, the probation 
departments, the schools, the parents, and businesses to 
work in collaboration in behalf of the troubled youth. 
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To water down the percentage of referral youth from 75 per 
cent means to work less with the IIdifficult-to-reach" youth 
and mo're wi th untroubled youth. There are hundreds of oppor­
tunities and agencies to which the "easy-to-reach" youth can 
go. We do not have enough innovative and creative alterna­
tives for our juvenile court judges and probation officers. 

The urgency and the dire need to work with "normal" youth 
is not as great as it is to work with the referral youth. 
By the term "referral youth" I mean any youth referred by 
the parents, police, schools, social worker, outreach worker. 
It does not mean only those who have been adjudicated by the 
courts. 

NYPUM is a delinquency prevention project. A recreational 
or a safety riding program is a valuable and an important 
activity in its own right for any youth, but it is not NYPUM. 
If NYPUM is to succeed as a change agent and as a delinquency 
prevention project, it is essential that its guidelines stay 
firr.. The money inves ted in NYPUM by LEAA wi 11 be wasted if 
NYPUM is watered down by lowering the 75 per cent referral. 

Our pilot experience taught us a good lesson. The original 
26 NYPUMS did not have any guidelines since we did not evolve 
them during those early days two years ago. Today, thes~ 
pilot NYPUMS are our worst projects and are least effective 
as delinquency prevention projects. 

No one likes restrictive gUidelines. However, we feel that 
NYPUM must remain true to its basic objectives if the national 
project is to have any significant impact. 

These are some of the reasons why NYPUM must insist on the 
75 per cent referral percentage. 

-16-
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CHAPTER IV 

NYPUM ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION 

The NYPUM administrative and training centers were established 
upon learning that NYPUM was funded on July 15, 1971. We were 
fully staffed, trained and officed by September 1, 1971. Con~ 
tracts with our subwcontractors, Western Center and PSRI; were 
signed and in operation by the end of July. 

A brief history of our staffing and organizational setup follows: 

(1) National NYPUM Staff appointed: 

Fred Y. Hoshiyama, Project Director 
Keith Davis, Associate Project Director 

(resigned March 1, 1972) - replaced 
by Reuben L. Davis 

Mary Lou Mesplou, Administrative Asst. 
Alanna J. Russell, Secretary 

(resigned April 15, 1972) 
Alan F. Kumamoto, Associate ProjJct 

Director 

(2) National Office established: 

National NYPUM Office 
714 West Olympic Blvd., 
Los Angeles, California 
(213) 749-3083 

Suite 401 
90015 

August 1, 1971 
August 1, 1971 

March IS, 1972 
August 16, 1971 

September 1, 1971 

September 1, 1971 

(3) Four District Offices established and staffed: 

AKRON (Metropolitan YMCA) 
80 West Center Street 
Akron, Ohio 44308 
(216) 376-7711 

Executive: William Markell 
NYPUM Coordinator: David Whalen 

ATLANTA (Metropolitan YMCA) 
145 Luckie Street, NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 
(404) 525-5401 

Executive: Joseph Bransby 
NYPUM Coordinator: Henry Helton 
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DALLAS (YMCA Regional Office) 
3012 Maple Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
(214) 748-5741 

Executive: Rodney Hibner 
NYPUM Coordinator: Patrick Davidson 

LOS ANGELES (Branch YMCA) 
8401 South Normandie 
Los Angeles, C~lifornia 90044 
(213) 750-5878 

Moved to the Pacific Region YMCA Headquarters, 714 W. 
Olympic Blvd., Los Angeles, California, April 1, 1972. 

Metropolitan Executive: C. W. Jacobson 
NYPUM Coordinator: Reuben Davis and 

Jesse Calloway (resigned March 3, 1972) 

(4) Contracts were signed with our two sub-contractors: 

Western, Center Consultants for training 

Public Systems Research Institute of the 
'University of Southern California for 
evaluation and research 

July 31, 1971 

July 31, 1971 

The NYPUM contract was awarded July 15, 1971, but the delay in 
getting the contract f~om the California Council on Criminal 
Jus tice CAugus t 17, 1971) and the several weeks' delay in getting 
our first grant wc:;.rrant-from the General Services AdminIStration 
1OCtober 18, 197T) caused extreme financial hardship for us. 
This delayed us in getting organized for NYPUM action. 

A HISTORIC NYPUM MEETING HELD AT KELLOGG WEST 

The "guts" of this project were hammered out at a very signifi­
cant meeting held July 6-9, 1971, at the Kellogg West Education 
Center, Pomona, L01ifornia. The training goals, the program 
guidelines and national i.mplementing strategy were formulated 
and refined at this workshop. 

Those who attended represented a broad spectrum of people involved 
in the pilot demonstration project. The following persons at­
tended) July 6-9, 1971, at Kellogg Center~ Pomona, California: 
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Richard Booze, Director, National Training Center for 
Outreach Workers, Chicago 

George Brown, Executive, Moorland Branch YMCA, Dallas, Texas 
Patrick David;'pon, National NYPUM Staff, Los Angeles 
Keith Davis, National NYPUM Staff, Los Angeles 
Reuben Davis, Executive Southwest Branch YMCA, Los Angeles 
Mickey Finn, Associate Director, National Training Center 

for Outreach Workers, Chicago 
Henry Helton, Executive, Community Outreach Branch, Atlanta 

YMCA ' 
Fred Hoshiyama, Natiunal YMCA Board, Urban Action Staff, 

Los Angeles 
Alan Kumamoto, Trainer, Los Angeles County Human Relations 

Consultant, Los Angeles Northeast YMCA Board, Los Angeles 
Harold Marckwardt, President, Western Center Consultants, 

Culver City 
Matt Matsuoka, Manager, Public Relations, American Honda 

Motor Company, Inc.~ Gardena 
Alex McEachern, Director, PSRI, University of Southern Calif­

ornia, Los Angeles 
Edward Taylor, PSRI, University of Southern California, 

Los Angeles 
Bob Stapleton, Western Center Consultants, Culver City 
Dave Whalen, Community Program Director, Akron YMCA, Akron 

A second meeting of this group was held in Chicago at the 
National Center for Outreach Workers. 

1'{ATIONAL NYPUM STAFF TRAINING WORKSHOP HELD AT CHICAGO 

A second training workshop of National and Dis,trict staff members 
was held on October 26-29, 1971, in Chicago. The National Center 
for Youth Outreach Workers staff and Bob Stapleton, Consultant, 
worked with us. This type of workshop was indispens ab Ie for the 
success of NYPUM. 

The chief v}llues I find in holding a total NYPUM staff meeting 
are: 

(1) 
(2) 
( 3) 

( 4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Increased and improved communication 
Clarification of policy and practices 
Assurance of consistent approach and stance across 
the nation 
Opportunity for individual concerns to be surfaced 
and. dealt with 
Opportunity for Project Director to relate more person­
ally with each staff member and vice versa 
Good opportunity to test and renew total staff commitment 
to NYPUM goals and objectives 
Excellent training experience for each staff member 
including the Project Director 
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(8) Opportunity to identify and accept each others' dif­
ferences so NYPUM staff can become a "team" 

ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEM 

Under the competent leadership and creative administrative 
skills of Mrs. Mary Lou Mesp10u and Alan F. Kumamoto, the fol­
lowing systems were developed and functioned well during FY-1: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

Financial controls and reporting 
Program updating and reporting 
Supervision and in-service training of district 
coordinators 
Contracts for consultants 
Communication between district office, local NYPUMS, 
national office and with our many collaborators 

The final financial and program reports follow. 
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SUMMARY REPORT - FY-1 
YMCA NATIONAL YOUTH PROJECT USING MINI-BIKES - NYPUM 

LEAA DISCRETIONARY GRANT No. 71-DF-1015 
CCCJ CONTRACT No. 0-71-71, $421.073 

GRANT PERIOD - JULY 1,1971 - SEPT. 1,1972 

PRE- 1 S.t 2nd 3rd 4th FINAL* 
ITEMS 7-15-71 9-30:11 12-31-71 3-31-72 6-30-72 9-1-72 

1. PILOT NYPUMS (PRE. 7/71) 30 
2. NEW NYPUMS-LEAA FUNDS 36 35 30 34 17 
3. NYPUMS NOT OPERATING 4 3 
4. TOTAL OPERATING NYPUMS 26 59 94 124 158 175 
5. YOUTH PARTICIPANTS (TOTAL) 4,104 4,944 6,114 7,474 
6. REFERRAL YOUTH 

a. Courts, Probation 
b. Other 

I Total 
N 
~ 7. START-UP TRNG. WKSHPS. 4 6 5 3 

a. No. of Agenci es 54 56 87 86 
b. No. of Trainees 124 167 187 195 

8. CLUSTER FOLLOW-UP WKSHPS. 7 
a. No. of Agencies 41 
b. No. of Trainees 66 

9. OTHER TRNG. WKSHPS.- NAT'L STAFF 1 1 1 

10. NO. LOCAL NYPUM VISITS 45 58 64 30 

1l. EXPENDITURES ($1,000'5) LEAA FUNDS - 73.2 181.6 314.4 364.0 
a. Percent of Total 17.4% 43.1% 74.7% 86.5% 
b. Elapsed Time 21.5% 42,5% 63.8% 85.3% 100.0% 

12. IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION ($l,OOO's) 85.1 152.0 334.2 457.3 546.4 

13. MINI-BIKES ISSUED 366 ····1,302··· . 556 727 355 

14. AVERAGE PER YOUTH COST-LEAA FUNDS 

* NYPUM FY-l was extended two 
months (14 months total). 

** See explanation following. 

TOTALS 

30 
152 

7 
175 

7,474 

1,277 
2,693 
3,970 

18 
283 
673 

7 
41 
66 
3 

197 

409.0** 
97.2% 

100.0% 
574.5 
3,276 

$41 .34 

GOALS 

100 

130 
7,000 

4,043* 
18 

280 

576* 

434.0 
2,000 

% ACHIEVED 

149% 

135% 
107% 

96% 
100% 

240% 

(292%) 

132% 
164% 
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ITEM I 

EXPLANATORY NOTES FOR PRECEDING SU~WARY CHART 

Pilot NYPUMS 

Six month pilot project to test feasibility for 
a national scoped delinquency prevention and 
safety training youth project was conducted oy 
private funds by the National Board of Y~MCAs 
(January-June 1971). 

Thirty agencies participated. Twenty-six were 
operational on July 1, 1971, the starting date 
for the official NYPUM, funded by U.S. Department 
of Justice, LEAA, by pre-agreement. 

ITEMS 4 & 5 

ITEM 6 

ITEM 8 

Figures given are cumUlative. 

Referral Youth 

We did not record the actual referral youth count until 
May 1972. We separated the court and probation refer­
sIs from police, schools and others. We were assuming 
that referral statistics would be secured through the 
EVALUATION component. This was not the case for the 
entire 75 NYPUMS. PSRI evaluated local NYPUMS which 
were operating prior to December 31, 1972, for obvious 
reasons. 

Referral youth count is obtained from 127 out of 175 
NYPUMS, which is 72% of total. To achieve 75% referrals 
out of 7,474 youth we should have 4,043 referred youth. 
We achieved 3,970 referrals, which is 95% of goal. 

Cluster Follow-Up Workshop 

When it became apparent that district NYPUM coordinators 
were not going to be able to make local monitoring visits 
because of lack of budget, a cluster workshop was in­
vented. This was a stroke of creative innovation. 

Seven cluster meetings of local NYPUM operators were 
held to good advantage. For FY-2 we built into the 
budget eight (80) such training workshops plus three 
local visits. 
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ITEM 10 

ITEM 11 

ITEM 14 

Local Visits 

As explained in Item 8, it was impossible to visit 
each operating NYPUM every two months with only four 
district directors for the entire nation. Manpower 
and travel budget were the key barriers. We fell 
far below our goal on local visit·s. We will rectify 
this during FY-2. 

Expenditures 

NYPUM received LEAA funds in October 1971. Contract 
was awarded July 15, 1971. Figures are cumulative. 

Average Cost per Youth 

We arrived at $41.34 per youth cost from the LEAA funds 
only. We eliminated the cost of EVALUATION and included 
all other costs such as staff, training, travel, and 
consultants . 
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REPORT OF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

Mr. Fred Y. Hoshiyama 
Project Director 
National Board of YMCA's-NYPUM 

Dear Mr. Hoshiyama: 

Novemb e1' 1, 1972 

The Young Men's Christian Association of Metropolitan Los 
Angeles has provided the accounting services for the National 
Youth Project Using Mini-Bikes and has prepared the State-
ment of Expenditures and Contributions In Kind for the period 
July 1, 1971, to August 31, 1972. The accounts are maintained 
on a cash basis and as of this date the supporting documents 
have not been received on certain expenditures and must be paid 
out of the funds on hand. 

The Grant's accounting records were maintained in conformity 
with accepted accounting principles with supporting documenta­
tion to substantiate allowable costs. 

Sincerely, 

~~~P7P~~ 
Thomas E. McNu~ty, 
Financial Officer 
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National Board of YMCA's 

NATIONAL YOUTH PROJECT USING MINI-BIKES 

Statement of Expenditures and Contributions In Kind 
for Period July 1, 1971, to August 31, 1972 

(on cash basis before final closing) 

FUND EXPENDITURES FROM 
Grant of Ca1ifornIaCounci1 on Criminal Justice 

Personnel Services 
Salaries and Wages 
Staff Benefits and 

Related Expenses 

Travel 
National 
Regional 
Trainees 

Consultant Services 
Western Center 
Pub,lic Systems Research 
Ttaining and Education 

Operating Expenses 
Office 
Training Supplies 
Printing 
Telephone 
Postage 
Rent 
Overhead 

Equipment Purchased 
Total Expended 

Funds on Hand for 
Unrecorded Liabilities 

TOTAL GRANT OF CALIFORNIA COUNCIL 
ON CRIMINAL"JUSTICE 

Contributions In Kind 
American Honda Motor Co., Inc. 
Vik-Winke1 
Local, YMCAs 

TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS IN KIND 

TOTAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND 
CONTRIBUTIONS IN KIND 

November 1, 1972 
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$126,284 

13,519 

19,483 
20)016 
49,600 

28,679 
91,456 
12,305 

3,454 
'1,245 
3,546 

12,941 
:3,138 
7,745 
7,427 

$469,089 
88,300 
17,06,9 

$139,803 

89,099 

132,440 

39,496 

8,571 
409,409 

574,458 

$995,531 
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National Board of YMCA's 

NATIONAL YOUTH PROJECT USING MINI-BIKES 

LIST OF YMCA'S AND OTHER AGENCIES IN PROGRAM 

YMCA's/Agencies are Listed as Entering the Program 
When Mini-Bikes are Ordered by National Nypum Office 

Original Operating NYPUMS During the Field Testing Project 

1. Amari 110 YMCA/North Central Branch, Amarillo, Texas 
2. Atlanta YMCA/Central Community Branch, Atlanta, 

Georgia 
3. Boston YMCA/Roxbury Branch, Boston, Massachusetts 
4. Butte YMCA, Butte, Montana 
S. Dallas YMCA/Moorland Branch, Dallas, Texas 
6. Great Falls YMCA, Great Falls, Montana 
7. Greater Compton YMCA, Compton, California 
8. Greenville YMCA, Greenville, Texas 
~. Houston YMCA, Houston, Texas 

10. Honolulu YMCA/Kalihi Branch, Honolulu, Hawaii 
11. Los Angeles YMCA/Southwes t Branch, Los Angeles, 

California 
12. Medford YMCA, Medford, Oregon 
13. New Orleans YMCA/Dryades Street Branch, New Orleans, 

Louisiana 
14. Omaha YMCA, Omaha, Nebraska 
IS. Orange YMCA, Orange, California 
16. Princeton YMCA, Princeton, New Jersey 
17. San Die go YMCA/Southeas t Branch, San Diego, Califo:rnia 
18. San Francisco YMCA/Mission Branch, San Francisco, 

California 
19. Seattle YMCA/Snoqualmie Branch (now Eastside Branch), 

Seattle, Washington . 
20. Topeka YMCA/Central Branch, Topeka, Kansas 
21. Tulare County YMCA, Porterville, California 
22. Waterbury YMCA, Waterbury, Connecticut 

Started after March 1971 but prior to July 1971 

1. Fort Worth YMCA, Fort Worth, Texas 
2. Missoula YMr:A, Missoula, Montana 
3. Providence YMCA/Central Branch, Providence, Rhode 

Island 
4. York and York County YMCA, York, Pennsylvania 
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List of YMCA's/Agencies in NYPUM (continued) 

Additional "Original" YMCA's Now Operating 

1. Los Angeles YMCA/Verdugo Hills Branch, Tujunga, 
California 

2. New Orleans YMCA/West Bank Branch, New Orleans, 
Louisiana 

"Original" YMCA's which Discontinued PTogram 

1. Honolulu YMCA/Atherton Branch, Honolulu, Hawaii 
2. San Diego YMCA/North Coast Branch, Encinitas, 

California 
3. West Orange County YMCA/Huntington Beach Branch, 

Huntington Beach, California 

FIR S T QUARTER 

July 1, 1971 - September 30, 1971 

Note: YMCA's/Agencies whose bikes were ordered prior to July 1, 
1971, are included as new NYPUMS during the First Quarter 
since bikes were delivered after July 1. 

AKRON DISTRICT 

*Akron YMCA/Cuyahoga Branch, Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio 
Grand Rapids YMCA/Central Bra.nch, Grand Rapids, 

Michigan 
Burlington YMCA, Burlington, Vermont 
Columbus YMCA/Eastside Branch, Columbus, Ohio 
Dayton YMCA/Fairborn Branch, Fairborn, Ohid 
Hamilton YMCA, Hamilton, Ohio 
Knox County YMCA, Galesburg, I~linois (Out of 

Pro gram - 8/72) 
Mansfield YMCA, Mansfield, Ohio 
Providence YMCA/Barrington Branch, Barrington, 

Rhode Is land 
Salem YMCA, Salem, Massachusetts 
New Kensington YMCA, New Kensington, Pennsylvania 

Date Bikes 
Ordered 

5/27/71 

6/2/71 
8/17/71 
9/27/71 
8/24/71 
8/17/71 

9/27/71 
9/27/71 

8/24/71 
7/30/71 
8/24/71 

*Not operating as of 6/30/72 - de1eted'from total count 
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List of YMCA's/Agencies in NYPUM (continued) 

ATLANTA DISTRICT 

Central New Jersey YMCA Camps, Blairstown, 
New Jersey 

Chattanooga YMCA/Southside Branch, Chattanooga, 
Tennessee 

Louisville YMCA/Chestnut Branch, Louisville, 
Kentucky 

Louisville YMCA/Downtown Branch, Louisville, 
Kentucky 

Birmingham YMCA/Wes tern Branch, Bi rmingham, -, 
Alabama 

Jersey City YMCA, Jersey City, New Jersey 
Wilmington YMCA, Wilmington, Delaware 

CENTRAL DISTRICT (DALLAS) 

Dallas YMCA/Downtown Branch, Dallas, Texas 
St. Louis YMCA/North County Branch, Ferguson, 

Missouri 
St. Louis YMCA/West County Branch, Manchester, 

Missouri 
Dallas YMCA/Southeast Branch, Dallas, Texas 
Madison YMCA/Central Branch, Madison, Wisconsin 
Odessa YMCA, Odessa, Texas 
Rapid City YMCA, ,Rapid City, South Dakota 
Salina YMCA, Salina, Kansas 

PACIFIC DISTRICT (LOS ANGELES) 

Alameda County YMCA, Oakland, California 
Casa Maravilla, Los Angeles, California 
Central & South Orange County YMCA/Saddleback 

Branch, El Toro, California 
Pomona Valley YMCA, Pomona, California 
Portland YMCA, Portland, Oregon - 2 NYPUMS 
Santa Rosa YMCA, Santa Rosa, California 
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Date Bikes 
Ordered 

5/27/71 

6/.30/71 

6/30/71 

6/30/71 

7/28/71 
8/17/71 
8/17/71 

6/9/71 

5/27/71 

5/27/71 
8/24/71 
7/30/71 
9/27/71 
7/30/71 
7/20/71 

6/25/71 
8/13/71 

8/15/71 
8/5/71 

7/20/71 
8/25/71 

l 
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List of YMCA' s/Ag'(mcies . in NYPUM (continued) 

SECOND QUA R T E R 

October 1, 1971 - December 31, 1971 

AKR,ON DISTRICT 

Cleveland YMCA/Glenville Branch, Cleveland, Ohio 
COP-E Academy, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Detroit YMCA/Wayne Westland Branch, Westland, 

Michi gan 
Kingston & Ulster County YMCA~ Kingston, New York 
Kokomo YMCA, Kokomo, Indiana 
Lima YMCA, Lima, Ohio 
Peoria YMCA, Peoria, Illinois 
Porter County YMCA, Valparaiso, Indiana 
Rockford YMCA, Rockford, Illinois 
Meadville YMCA, Meadville, Pennsylvania 

ATLANTA DISTRICT 

Richmond YMCA/Central Branch, Richmond, Virginia 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

Abilene YMCA, Abilene, Texas 
Austin YMCA, Austin, Texas 
Dodge City YMCA, Dodge City, Kansas 
El Paso YMCA/Eas;t~ Valley Branch, Bl Paso, Texas 
E1 Paso YMCA/Northeast Branch, E1 Paso, Texas 
Kansas City YMCA/Urban Department, Kansas City, 

Missouri 
Lawton YMC-A, Lawton, Oklahoma 
Lubbock YMCA, Lubbock, Texas 
Minneapolis YMCA/Urban Department, Minneapolis, 

Minnesota 
Tulsa YMCA/Westside Branch, Tulsa, Oklahoma 
Wichi ta F~·lls YMCA, Wichita Falls, Texas 
Omaha YMCA/Central Branch, Omaha, Nebraska 
Eigh t Northern Indian Pueblos, Santa Fe, NelV' 

Mex.ico (4 NYPUMS) 

PACIFIC DISTRICT 

Central Lane YMCA, Eugene, Oregon 
Helena YMCA, Helena, Montana 
Kern County E.O.C., Bakersfield, California 

Date Bikes 
Ordered 
--~---

12/3/71 
11/12/71 

10/20/71 
10/27/71 
10/22/71 
10/ .... 2/71 
12/17/71 

10/7/71 
J.1/17/71 
10/4/71 

11/10/71 

10/4/71 
10/18/71 
12/2/71 

11/24/71 
11/4/71 

11/24/71 
10/5/71 

11/24/71 

11/2/71 
11/24/71 
11/29/71 
12/13/71 

11/2/71 

10/5/71 
10/18/71 
10/18/71 
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Lis t of YMCA IS / Agenci es in NYPUM (continued) 

Mount Diablo YMCA, Pleasant Hill, California 
Reno YMCA, Reno, Nevada 
Central & South Orange County YMCA/Santa Ana­

Tustin Branch, Santa Ana, California 
RiveTside YMCA, Riverside, California 
North Orange County YMCA, Fullerton, California 

T H I R D QUARTER 

January 1, 1972 - March 31, 1972 

AKRON DISTRICT 

Muskegon YMCA, Muskegon, Michigan 
Richmond YMCA, Richmond, Indiana 
Freeport YMCA, Freeport, Illinois 
Kankakee YMCA, Kankakee, Illinois 
Bea.ver V9-1ley'YMCA, New-Brighton, Pennsylvania.. 
South Bend YMCA/Mishawaka Branch, Mishawaka, 

Indiana . 
Canandaigua YMCA, Canandaigua, New York 
Chicago YMCA/Metropolitan Urban Department, 

Chicag6, Illinois 

ATLANTA DISTRICT 

Butler YMCA/Southside Branch, Atlanta, Georgia 
Region C - Criminal Justice Planning Agency, 

Shelby, North Carolina 
Lakeland Hills YMCA, Parsippany, New Jersey 
Wilkes YMCA, North Wilkesboro, North Carolina 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

Boulder YMCA, Boulder, Colorado 
Dallas YMCA/Irving Branch, Irving, Texas 
Forth Worth YMCA/Cleburne Branch, Cleburne,. Texas 
Lincoln YMCA/Central Branch, Lincoln, Nebraska 
VISTA, El Paso, Texas 
Fremont YMCA, Fremont, Nebraska 
Midland Park Center YMCA, Midland, Texas 
Beloit YMCA, Beloit,Wisconsin 
Cherokee County Juvenile Court, Columbus, Kansas 

-32-

Date Bikes 
Ordered 

10/12/71 
10/14/71 

12/29/71 
12/29/71 
12/8/71 

1/25/72 
3/23/72 
2/25/72 
3/23/72 
3/23(72 

3/23/7.2, 
3/23/72 

3/28/72 

2/28/72 

1/4/72 
1/4/72 
1/4/72 

2/25/72 
2/9/72 

1/20/72 
1/5/72 
3/6/72 
3/6/72 

2/15/72 
3/6/72 

2/25/72 

I. 
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List of YMCA's/Agencies in NYPUM (continued) 

Dumas YMCA, Dumas, Texas 
Topeka YMCA/North Branch, Topeka, Kansas 

PACIFIC DISTRICT 

Anaheim YMCA, Anaheim, California 
Cottage Grove Recreation Association, Cottage 

Grove, Oregon 
Salem YMCA, Salem, Oregon 
Sequoia YMCA, Redwood City, California 
Seattle YMCA/Downtown Branch, Seattle, Washington 
Long Beach YMCA/Lakewood Branch, Lakewood, 

California 
Los Angeles YMCA/Northeast Bra.nch, Los Angeles, 

California 
Long Beach YMCA/North Community Branch, Long 

Beach, California 

F 0 U R T H QUA R T E R 

April 1, 1972 - June 30, 1972 

AKRON DISTRICT 

Kalamazoo YMCA, Kalamazoo, Michigan 
New Haven YMCA/Milford-Orange Branch, Milford, 

Connecticut ' 
Charle~ion~Y~CA/Central Branch, Charleston, 

West Virginia 
Youth Services Bureau, Akron, Ohio 
Youth for Christ, Port Huron, Michigan 
Naval Cons tr1l:ction Battalion Center" Davisvill~, 

Rhode Island - . 
Lowell Police Athletic League, Lowell, 

Mass achus etts 
North Suburban YMCA, Northbrook, Illinois 
Young Life, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

ATLANTA DISTRICT 

Raritan Bay Area YMCA, Parlin, New Jersey 
Rock Hill YMCA, Rock Hill, South Carolina 
Sarasota YMCA/Central Branch, Sarasota, Florida 

-33-
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Date Bikes 
Ordered 

2/25/72 
3/6/72 

2/15/72 

3/2/72 
2/7/72 
3/2/72 
3/2/72 

4/3/72 

2/7/72 

2/23/72 

4/28/72 

4/26/72 

4/26/72 
5/16/72 
6/6/72 

6/2'0/72 

6/20/72 
6/20/72 
6/2/72 

4/17/72 
4/26/72 
5/3/72 

I 

, ____ ~ ___ ~~~ __ .. _._P~ __ ~_·~==~-=~w~~= .. =_========~-~======~~j 



j 

. 1I:r"" 

=, 

List of YMCA's/Agencies in NYPUM (continued) 

Shore Area YMCA, Asbury, New Jersey 
Butler Street YMCA/East Central Branch, Atlanta, 

Georgia 
Spencer Youth Center, Nashville, Tennessee 
Butler Street YMCA/Northwest Branch, Atlanta, 

Georgia 
Frost Valley YMCA, Montclair, New Jersey 
Atlanta YMCA/Southeast Branch, Atlanta, Georgia 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

Pueblo YMCA, Pueblo, Colorado 
Superior YMCA, Superior, Wisconsin 
Albuquerque YMCA, Albuquerque, New Mexico 
Little Rock, YMCA, Little Rock, Arkansas 
Springfield YMCA, Springfield, Missouri 
San Antonio YMCA/Westside Branch, San Antonio, 

Texas 
Minneapolis YMCA/Eastside Branch, Minneapolis, 

Minnesota 
MilwaUkee YMCA/Southwest Suburban Branch, 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

PACIFIC DISTRICT 

Billings YMCA, Billings, Montana 
Crescenta-Canada YMCA, La Canada, California 
Orange Coas t YMCA, Nel,vport Beach, California 
Salt Lake City YMCA, Salt Lake City, Utah 
E1 Centro Host Lions Club, El Centro, California 
Seventh Day Adventist Church, Eagle Rock, 

California 
Idaho Falls YMCA, Idaho Falls, Idaho 

- 34-

Date Bikes 
Ordered 

4/3/72 

5/12/72 
5/3/72 

5/18/72 
6/20/72 
6/22/72 

5/12/72 
4/17/72 
6/8/72 
6/9/72 

6/14/72 

6/15/72 

6/27/72 

6/27/72 

4/28/72 
4/17/72 
4/26/72 
5/9/72 

5/11/72 

6/22/72 
6/22/72 



List of YMCA's/Agencies in NYPUM (continued) 

FIN A 1 PER I 0 D 

July 1, 1972 - September 1, 1972 

AKRON DISTRICT 

Butler YMCA, Butler, Pennsylvania 
City of Niagara Falls, New York 

ATLANTA DISTRICT 

Washington YMCA/Bethesda-Chevy Chase Branch, 
Bethesda, Maryland 

McDowell County Junior Police, Marion, North 
Carolina 

Old Fort Junior Police, Old Fort, North Carolina 
Kings Mountain Junior Police, Kings Mountain, 

North Carolina 
Butler Street YMCA/East Central Branch Youth 

Department, Atlanta, Georgia 
Norfolk YMCA/Central Branch, Norfolk, Virginia 
Tuscaloosa YMCA/Benjamin Barnes Branch, 

Tuscaloosa, Alabama 
Youth for Christ, Atlanta, Georgia 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

Minneapolis YMCA/Hiawatha Branch, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 

San Antonio YMCA/Lackland Extension, San Antonio, 
Texas 

Elm Acres Youth Home, Girard, Kansas 
Kansas City YMCA/West Branch, Kansas City, Kansas 
Partners, Inc., Denver, Colorado 

PACIFIC DISTRICT 

B'Temerton Armed Services YMCA, Bremerton, 
Washington 

Seattle YMCA/South Kin~ County Branch, Auburn, 
Washington 

Date Bikes 
Ordered 

8/30/72 
8/24/72 

7/17/72 

7/20/72 
8/3/72 

8/3/72 

8/7/72 
8/9/72 

8/15/72 
8/24/72 

7/20/72 

7/27/72 
7/20/72 
8/7/72 
9/1/72 

7/6/72 

8/14/72 

TOTAL NUMBER OF NYPUMS - END OF FUNDING YEAR - 175 
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CHAPTER V 

TRAINING 

Western Center Consultants of 18210 Sherman Way, Reseda, Calif­
ornia 91335 (213-881-8812), sub-contracted for the TRAINING 
DESIGN AND EVALUATION COMPONENT for NYPUM for $31,452. 

Harold T. Marckwardt, Project Dean 
Robert N. Stapleton, Senior Training Consultant 
Nathaniel Jackson, Senior Training Consultant 

Western Center consulted with the national NYPUM staff in 
designing three total NYPUM staff training workshops and eigh­
teen start-up training workshops for local NYPUM operators, 
executives and board members. They have attended each work­
shop, assisted as trainers and evaluated each workshop with 
a written report. 

Each national NYPUM staff member has been helped in his/her 
professional growth. Eva.luative comments from trainees across 
the nation commended the sensitive skills and learning they 
got from the Western Center consultants. 

t 

NYPUM was fortunate in securing the services of this group of 
competent, highly skilled and committed men to work in partner­
ship with NYPUM staff to achieve NYPUM goals. We were successful 
in training 673 persons from 283 agencies including police 
departments, probation personnel and churches. Some of the 
agencies were repeaters. When the original staff left a local 
NYPUM program, we would insist on training the replacement 
NYPUM worker. 

Effective training is the key to NYPUM success. We are pleased 
with the effectiveness of the Western Center consultants' work 
wi th NYPUM in the ei gh teen workshops held during FY -1. The las t 
Start- Up Training Workshop follows wi th an example of the curri­
culum designed for the workshops. 

-36-
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Training: START-UP WORKSHOPS 

NYPUMS 
Agencies Trainees O]2era·(..ln[ 

FIRST QUARTER (7/1/71 - 9/30/71) 
t 

I,' 1) Dallas, Texas July 14-16 16 22 
Ii 2) Orange, Ca.1ifornia July 5 7 

3) Princeton, New Jersey August 11 30 
4) Akron, Ohio September 22 63 

TOTALS 54 124 59 
(incl. 26 
originals) 

SECOND QUARTER (10/1/71 - 12/31/71) 

5) Los Angeles, Sept 30-
California. Oct 2 13 34 

6) Honolulu, Hawaii Nov 4-6 9 27 
7) Dallas, Texas Nov 10-12 12 41 
8) Pueb 10 Indians, NM Dec 2-3 4 18 
9) Akron, Ohio Dec 7-10 7 18 
10)Atlanta, GA Dec 13-16 11 29 

TOTALS 56 107 94 

THIRD QUARTER (1/1/72 - 3/31/72) 

11) Los Angeles, 
California Jan 17-20 15 40 

12) Portland, Oregon Jan 26-29 9 17 
13) St. Louis, Missouri Feb 7-9 23 47 
14) Birmingham, Alabama Mar 13-15 21 42 
15) Columbus, Ohio Mar 15-18 19 41 

TOTALS ·87 I87 124 

FOURTH QUARTER (4/1/72 - 6/31/72) 

16) Los Angeles, 
California Apr 18-21 17 31 

17) Louisville, Kentucky May 22-26 65 152 
18) Seattle, Washington June 12-15 I 12 

TOTALS -86 195 158 

FINAL TWO MONTHS (7/1/72 - 9/1/72) 175 

TOTAL START-UP WORKSHOPS (18) : 283 673 175 
(incl. 

repeaters) 
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NATIONAL YOUTH PROJECT USING MINI-BIKES 
LOUISVILLE DISTRICT WORKSHOP - MARRIOTT INN 
MONDAY, MAY 22, T'rlROUGH THURSDAY, MAY 25, 1972 

TIME GRP 

MONDA Y, IilIA Y 22 

1:00 pm 
5 :30 pm A 

7:00 pm 
8:30 pm 

A 

TUESDAY, :MAY 23 

9:00 am -
10:15 am 

10:30 am -
lJ.:45 am 

12:15 pm 

1:30 pm 

PROGRAM 

ITEM 

HOSPITALITY ROOM 
Registration 
(Pick up training 
packet) 

STRATFORD-aN-AVON 
ROOM 
Intro-'lpick A 
Stranger " 
Overview-National 
Goals 
Need assesstnent-
Participants 
"Y-Rider" film 

Teambuilding 
Review of NYPUM 
Guidelines 
- goals 
- guidelines 

Coffee break 

Small group 
methodology 
-Juvenile Justice 
System 

Lunch 

R-eview of 
participant 
Agenda sheets 

WHO 

Alan 

Hal 
Alan 

Pat 

Hal 
Alan 

Hal 
Pat 
Alan 

Hal 

OVERVIEW ANALYSIS 

HOW GOAL 

(For those arriving from a distance) 
On arrival 

DYADS 

Total group 

Groups of 
six 
(3 prs. from 
P.A.S. ) 

Non-verbal 
total group 

Fishbowl 

To get early participant 
involvement 

To get participant agendas 
visibility 

To build creativity among 
participants. To understand 
the goals and objectives 

To experience and look at small 
program design 

To assess workshop pr0g~ess 

~ 

A = PROGRAM DIRECTORS 
B = BOARD AND EXECUTIVES 

MATERIALS 

Kits, pens, W.C • 
Evaluation 1st stage 

Newsprint l felt pens 

Overhead projector 

16 rom Proj ector, 
"Y-Rider" film 

Viewgraphs and 
projector 

Newsprint~ felt pens 

I 
I 

\ 
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LOUISVILLE DISTRICT WORKSHOP, PROGRAM OVERVIEW ANALYSIS: 

TIME GRP ITEM 

TUESDAY, MAY 23 continued 

2:00 pm 

2:30 pm 

3:30 pm 
5:00 pm 

5:15 pm 

6:00 pm 

7:30 pm -
9:30 pm 

A 

A 

A 

A 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 24 

8:30 am 
B 

.:) :30 am 

Briefing on local 
NYPUM visit & 
site 

Leave tor riding 
site 

The Tool - Mini­
bikes 
Riding demo 
Instruction for 
new riders 

Return to hotel 

Supper 

React.ions to 
afternoon 
NYPUM presentations 
- safety 
- maintenance 
- mechanics of 

program, riding 
sites . 

Wrap up 

ANTHONY ROOM 
Registration 

Orielitation .& 
update 
"Y-Rider" film 
Rap session 

WHO 

Henry' 

Pat 

Pat 

Dave 
George 
Wayne 

Henry 

Alan 

HOW 

Youth teach 
adult 

Total group 

Total group 

continued ••••••• 

GOAL 

Expectations for field trip 

To see an actual program 

To get adults on mini -bikes 

Learning reinforcement 

Learn and refine unique aspects 
of N'if'UM program 

To brief new participants 

-~rATERIALS 

Kids, helmets, mini­
bikes 

Viewgraphs 

3 mini-bikes (Z 50, 
QA 50, CT 70), tools 

WC evaluation 
view-graphs 
Projectors 

;,'1 
I 
" 
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LOUISVILLE DISTRICT 'NORKSHOP! PROORAM OVERVIEW ANALYSIS: continued •••••• 

TIME GRP ITEM WHO 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 24 continued 

9:00 am­
l2 :00 pm 

12:15 pm 

1:00 pm 

1:30 ~ -
3;30 pm 

3:30 pm 

4 :00 pm -
8:00 pm 

8:15 pm 

A 

A 

A 
& 
B 

A 
& 
B 

STRATFORD ROOM 
Outreach - film 
segment 
Outreach and 
community col­
laboration 
design 
Assigmnent to 
field 

Lunch 

Back to hotel 

STRA TFORD ROOM 

Dave 
Hal 
Wayne 
George 

Dave 

Debrief community Hal 
bollaboration Pat 
Accent on youth 
"On Being 13" 
-define participants 

own personal learning 
goals 

Leave for riding 
site 

Jr. high focus on 
youth, rapping, 
eating & open 
discussion 

Return to hotel 
Huddle as teams 
Individual 
association 

Pat 

Henry 

HOW GOAL MATERIALS 

Break into 
task forces 
of 3-6 with 
car driver 

Prepare task 
force reports 

Task Forces 

To initiate and experie~ce 
coromunity contacts 

, , 

To get results from field 
exercise 

"Brain- To create an awareness of the 
storming" stereotype we lay on others who 
groups of 3-5. are different 
10 words or 
short phrase 
which best 
describes a 
13 year old. 

Infor-nal 

oro get "B" on mini -bikes to show 
"B" what a NYPUM program looks 
like 

To compare learnings 

Newsprint 

Newsprint, :felt pens 

Mini -bikes, kids 

1 
I, 
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I 
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LOUISVILLE DISTRICT WORKSHOP, PROGRAM OVERVIEW ANALYSIS: continued •••••• 

.TI;M,E GRP ITEM WHO HOW GOAL MATERIALS 

THURsDAY. MAY~ 

9 :00 am 

10 :30 am -
12 :00 pm 

12:15 pm 

1:30 pm 

4/26/72 ar 

A 
& 
B 

B 

A 

A 
& 
B 

STRATFORD ROOM 
Program 
Development 
contract 
rfReaching Out ff 
film 
Redefine 
"Outreach 

Funding and 
Finances 

Relationships 
Job descriptions 
Finalize program 
designs 

Lunch 

MBO on program 
development 

Intel;'view 
schedule. 
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CHAPTER VI 

MONITORING 

It soon became evident that monitoring all the local NYPUMS 
was not planned for in the budget. It was physically impossible 
to visit each NYPUM more than once, if that. We did not have 
enough money to hiTe the needed staff, nor the travel money. 
However, the district coordinators used weekends and economized 
whenever possible to make local visits to nearly every operating 
NYPUM. 

The word "monitoring" has a punitive tone. We began to use 
the words "consulting" and "providing technical assistancc,1t 
which were less threatening to the local NYPUM operators. 

Because of FY-I experience, we built a solid budget for local 
visits. We plan to make at least three local visits to each 
NYPUM. Moreover, we propose to employ ten district directors 
so that it becomes physically possible to make·a minimum of 
three visits to all operating local NYPUMS with enough travel 
budget. Additionally, the district directors will visit a local 
community to prepare the agency prior to attending the start-up 
training workshop. 

The Summary Sheet gives the number of local visits made during 
each quarter, and totally, for FY-I (see Summary Chart in Chapter 
IV) . 
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CHAPTER VII 

[ EVALUATION 

The University of Southern California's research institute, 
the Public Systems Research Institute (PSRI) , sub-contracted 
for the total evaluation of NYPUM for $100,535. 

This evaluation is perhaps the most comprehensive, honest 
study of a national youth project in the nation. The complete 
evaluation report is found following these pages. One copy 
of the appendices, which number several hundred pages, and a 
set of printouts will reside at the National NYPUM office. 

Based-on the evaluation findings we have definite imperatives 
to work on for NYPUM FY-2. These objectives are: community 
collaboration, 75 per cent referrals and small group design. 
We feel good about the positive high evaluation on: self-regard, 
attitudes toward institutions, including the police, reduced 
deviant behavior, safety and personal attitudes. 

There are several good local programs ~hich can be selected 
and used as models for "spread" across the- nation. Thes e pro­
grams scored high on reducing recidivism, receptiveness to change 
and outreach, according to the evaluation report. 

We are planning to continue the evaluation for FY-2 with monthly 
data- gathering from the local NYP,UMS and quarterly in-depth data 
gathering from the,NYPUM cperators and District Coordinators. 
For FY-I, data were collected only once for an annual evaluation. 

PSRI has changed its name to USC-RIo NYPUM has negotiated a 
sub-contract with USC-RI for $113,603 to continue the evaluation 
for FY-2, employing a wider base of data source using the same 
dimensions. This plan will give us <;i comparison based on the 
same criteria and provide fuller and more complete data for 
evaluation. 

The PSRI Evaluation Report follows. 
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EVALUATION OF THE FIRST YEAR OF THE 
NATIONAL YOUTH PROGRAM USING MINI-BIKES (NYPU1vI) 

SECTION ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND APPROACH 

This report presents the summary findings and recommendations 
of the first year of evaluation of the National Youth Program 
Using Mini-Bikes (NYPUM). The purpose of the evaluation is to 
provide, for the National Staff of the NYPUM program, informa­
tion which will assist them in determinir.g the extent to which 
the program as a whole is reaching its established objectives. 

Several features of the NYPUM program contribute to making such 
an evaluation a challenging and unique task. Perhaps the most 
interesting is that it is a. joint effort on the part of many 
diverse groups to help young people. Contributing to this 
effort in one way or another have been government agenci es and I 

their representatives from federal to local, private service 
agencies, clubs and organizations, private business firms, 
individual citizens, and even a foreign manufacturer. "f 

The strengths and advantages of such an alIi ance are b es t 
attested by the scope and penetration of the NYPUM program in 
its first year of operation -- 175 projects involving over 
7,000 boys and girls in the eleven through fifteen age range. 

Such an alliance, however, is not a bureaucracy or army under 
unified administration or command. No one partner has the power 
to order the others in such an endeavor, and the alliance would 
quickly dissolve were that attempted. Agreement on goals and 
cri teria of achievement must be reached through an of tell labor­
ious process of discussion, persuasion, or compromise, and even 
then only a beginning has been made since agreement is one thing 
and action another. Each partner ha.s a slightly di~ferent set 
of concerns, pressures, ob j ecti ves, or prioriti es 1-{Hich, despi te 
initial agreements, become apparent over time and call for con­
tinuing readjus tment and renegotiation. " 

The goals and priorities for the first year of NYPUM operation 
were e~aab1ished in the Fall of 1971 and were widely disseminated 
through publication and workshops. Interviews ''lith randomly 
selected program operators, conducted as part of the evaluation, 
indi ca te general fami 1iari ty and even agreemen 13'; wi th the goals" 
although many of the projects found it difficult or impractical 
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to adhere to .certain of the program standards specified in the 
statement of those goals. The goals; together with their 
relative priorities expressed as percentages of importance, 
were as follows: 

Importance 
Weights" 

47% 

26% 

10% 

17% 
100% 

I. 

II. 

Positive change in individual behavior such 
that behavior deviant to society is reduced. 

Positive change in the nature of the YMCA as 
a movement, giving it more relevance in today's 
world. 

III. Positive change in image of YMCA. 

IV. Positive change in quality of NYPUM program 
performance. 

For each goal, a set of cri te/ria of achievement was further 
ideritified. These criteria are briefly indicated below: 

I. Positive change in individual behavior such 
that behavior deviant ~o society is reduced. 

A. Increase youth's positive self-regard 

B. Improve attitudes t0ward society's 
institutions 

1. School and teachers 
2. Parents 
3. -Peer group 
4. Justice system 
S. Safe driving 

C. Reduce deviant behavior 

1. Truancy 
2. Delinquency 

D. Reduce recidivism 

II. Positive change in the nature of the YMCA 
as a movement, giving it more relevance in 
today's world. 

A. Increase general community collaboration 

1. Money dona tion:s 
2. Time and pers onnel 
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a. Service club support 
b. Parents 

B. Increase referrals 

1. By legal system 
2. By increased diversion 

a. Schools 
b. Social workers 
c. Other programs 

C. Increase movement toward outreach 

1. Nature of population reached 

a. Increase minority group population 

2. Location of activities 

a. Move toward areas now lacking in 
programs 

b. Move toward depressed areas 

D. Increase receptiveness of Y to chang~, 
both present and future 

III. Positive change in image of YMCA (and of 
motorcycling) 

A. Change personal attitudes toward Y of 

1. Youth 
2. Parents 

B. Change institutional attitudes toward Y of 

1. Schools 
2. Legal system 

C. Change media attitudes toward positive 
support of Y 

1. Amount of attention paid Y by news media 
2. Phone inquiries 
3. Membership applications 

D. Change image of motorcycling 

1. Positive reaction to use of bikes 

a. By kids 
b. By parents 
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IV. Quality of NYPUM program performance 

A. Age group served (11-15) 

B. Source of participants (75% referrals) 

C. Small group design (ratio of number of 
kids to number of leaders) 

D. Percent of youths' time spent on non-bike 
activities 

E. Degree of youth parti~ipation in decision­
making 

F. Safety of program 

1. Number of hours spent on safety training 
2. Proportion of kids involved in minor 

accidents 
3. Number of major accidents 

G. Movement of youth into non-NYPUM programs 

1. In Y 
2. Non~Y 

H. Effect on other programs 

1. New Y programs begun as NYPUM spinoffs 
2. Changes in non-Y programs resulting 

from NYPUM 

The evaluation task was to determine, so far as possible, the 
extent to which all of these goals have been implemented during 
the first year of operation. Although the individual NYPUM pro­
jects have been ranked in respect to their level of achievement 
on these goals, the evaluation is not a "fair" assessment of the 
individual projects in the sense that it does not necessarily 
reflect the goals and priori ties which the individual proj ects 
would or did set for themselves. 

The primary concern of program operators will focus more on 
satisfying the needs and expectations of the youth in their 
program, their local conununity and their local directors and 
governing boards than on meeting the requirements of a more 
remote audience. In some cases there is no apparent conflict 
between the objectives or procedures of the local projects and 
those expected by the National Staff, but in other cases the 
conflict is quite apparent. Disparity between what the National 
Office expects .;;and what the local projects are doing tends to 
center on such general issues as the importance of outreach work 
and delinquency prevention and on such specific issues as the 
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.source of referrals to NYPUM proj ects (which affects the 
proportion of youngsters in the program with a delinquent 
history Qr high probability of acquiring a delinquent history) 
and the amount of time to be spent on such non-bike activities 
as individual counseling. 

" f 
The ratings of. the projects should be understood as an evalu-
ation of the effectiveness of the entire NYPUM program in 
implementing its objectives and standards during the first year 
of operation rather than as an evaluation of the individual 
projects. A poor rating indicates that, for one reason or 
another, the ob j ecti ves of NYPUM are not being met, but it· 
does not indicate whether the failure can be ascribed to 
different objectives em the part of the local project or simply 
to poor performance. 

The Approach 

The purpose of the evaluation was to determine the extent to 
which each of the objectives was achieved during the first year 
of program operation. In theory, the best way to demonstrat~ 
the effectiveness of any program is to employ a properly executed 
experimental control design. For social programming on the scale 
of NYPUM, however, expe't'imental design procedures are impractical 
for a number of reasons, the most immediate of which is that 
adequate controls cannot be placed upon the conduct of the exper­
imentation within the constraints of an acceptable research 
budget. 

The design selected for the present evaluation does not provide 
independent objective proof of the extent to which the program 
has achieved success on the various criteria, but it does provide 
a systematic means of aggregating opinions and impressions of 
program success from a variE.\ty of sources which the program 
directors have identified as significant to their decision-making 
processes. 

As a practical matter, the success of the program cannot be 
measured independently of the way the program is viewed by 
certain key audiences. Regardless of what the objective evi­
dence might be, the program could not succeed if parents, 
community referral sources or kids in the program thought it 
was a failure and refused to cooperate. Most readers will 
probably accept tn-e notion that if everyone connected with the 
program believes it is bad, it probably is. Less convincing, 
hO'Vlever, is the corollary that a good opinion of the program 
is satisfactory evidence of success on such difficult criteria 
as the reduction of delinquency and recidivism. There are, 
however, certain indications which tend to support confidence 
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in the judgments of success of the pr?gram when ~.ggr~gated 
across all the respondents. When asked whether the NYPUM 
program has helped'them stay out of trouble, the kids in 
approximately 23 per cent of the responding programs indicated 
that they generally did not think the program was helping in 
that respect. Such variation in the distribution of respons,es 
generally increases confidence that the judgments are not the 
result of an indoctrination designed to produce a whitewash 
of the program. As much as the young people like the mini­
bikes, they still show an ability to distinguish variable 
levels of success in respect to different objectives of the 
program. It should also be noted that independent and confi­
dential judgments of success have been acquired from important 
audiences such as teachers and police, prob a tion and court 
officers, who have no personal stake in the success or failure 
of the program. Over time, perhaps the most revealing non­
judgmental indications of success in respect to delinquency 
and re cidi vism reducti on will be the numb er of referrals 
receivej from criminal justice agencies. It is a very difficult 
matter to prove the effectiveness of a program in one or two 
hundred localities, but a fairly convincing operational defin­
ition of success will be the extent to which police or court 
officials are willing to refer the youngsters with whom they 
come in contact. If the principal weakness of the evaluation 
design selected for this program is that it does not provide 
objective "proof" of the effects of the program in respect to 
a few select variables, its greatest strength is that it provides 
some indication of program effectiveness in respect to all major 
objectives and from all major sources directly concerned with 
the operation and outcome of the program in the local commun­
ities. Furthermore, it is possible to aggregate these 
judgmental indicators across individual projects to provide a 
grasp of the overall effectiveness of the total program in a 
manner not possible with the more conventional experimental­
control design unless the present design were superimposed on 
it (an ideal, but unacceptably expensive, alternative). 

The information acquired from the first year of study serves 
several functions. From ,--lata presented in this report it is 
possible to see where the' total program is succeeding and 
where it is failing in respect to all identified objectives 
and in the view of all identified major audiences. From the 
distributions of the responses, it is possible to determine 
where the training and technical assistance provided to NYPUM 
operators has been effective or ineffective. In addition, 
(although for the sake of brevity all the working documents 
have not been included in this report) a diagnostic tool has 
been developed which will be provided to district directors 
and individual project operators to enable them quickly and 
easily to compare individual project performance on all 
objectives from all points of view with the cumulative distri­
butions of all projects on each objective and from each point 
of view. 
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The remainder of this report will detail procedures and provide 
summaries of major findings, but it is the development of the 
diagnostic materials (examples are provided) which will present 
to program operators an accessibility to relevant data seldom 
possible in social programming of this complexity. 
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SECTION TWO 

MEASUREMENT PROCEDURES 

The procedures used in this evaluation are well suited to the 
quasi-experimental research setting typical of most social pro­
grams. The measures obtained, both objective and subjective, 
allow a clear, precise statement about progrc!m quali ty, a quan­
titative statement which discriminates bet\~een various programs 
as well as between program dimensioll.s. They are based upon a 
combination of the knowledge, attitudes and experiences regarding 
the NYPUM program of those who have direct or indirect contact 
with it -- the participating youths themselves, their parents, 
their teachers, persons who have referred the youth into the 
program, and the local NYPUM program operator. 

Some would argue with this approach, preferring "hard" statistics 
on such variables as delinquent behavior, recidivism rates, 
diversion rates, etc. The simple response to such criticism 
is that such measures aI'e usually unreliable, invalid and nearly 
impossible to obtain. This is especially true of the NYPUM 
program, in which the YMCA's do not keep such records on their 
youths and, in fact, usu.ally explicitly avoid doing so. 

Extended discussion of the merits of the various approaches to 
evaluation is not the topic of this report. Suffice it to add 
that a pretest-post test type of design could not, in any case, 
be utilized in this evaluation since many NYPUMS had been in 
operation months before the evaluation began, others had started 
operation at various times during the evaluation period and yet 
others had only just begun. It was this factor that determined 
the number of NYPUMS eventually selected for evaluation. Since 
it was felt that only those NYPUMS should be included that had 
been operative long enough for a possible effect on youth be­
havior to be discernible, the decision was made to restrict 
evaluation to NYPUMS that were in operation prior to December 1, 
1971. There were 81 of these, as listed below~ 

LIST OF NYPUMS SELECTED FOR EVALUATION 
(NYPUMS asterisked received on-site Visitation) 

Region I 

Akron/Cuyahoga Falls YMCA:. Ohio 
Boston/Roxbury YMCA, Massachusetts 

*Burlington Community YMCA, Vermont 
Cleveland/Glenview YMCA, Ohio 
Columbus/Eastside YMCA, Ohio 

*Dayton/Fairborn YMCA, Ohio 
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*Det!oit/Wayne-Westland YMCA~ 
Michigan 

*Grand RapidS/Central YMCA, 
Michigan 

Hamilton/Central YMCA, Ohio 
Kingston & Ulster County; 

YMCA, New York 
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Region I (continued) 

Kokomo YMCA, Indiana 
Lima YMCA, Ohio 
Mansfield YMCA, Ohio 
Meadville YMCA, Pennsylvania 
New Kensington YMCA, Pennsylvania 

*Peoria Central YMCA, Illinois 
Porter County YMCA, Valparaiso, 

Indiana 
*Providence/Barrington YMCA, 

Rhode Is land 
Providence/Central YMCA, Rhode 

Island 
*Salem YMCA, Massachusetts 
*Waterbury YMCA~ Connecticut 
York & York County YMCA, 

Pennsylvania 

Region II 

*Atlanta/Central Community YMCA, 
Georgia 

*Birmingham/Western YMCA, Alabama 
Central New Jersey Camps, 

Blairstown, New Jersey 
*Chattanooga/Southside YMCA, 

Tennessee 
JeTsey City YMCA, New Jersey 

*Louisville/Chestnut Street YMCA, 
Kentucky 

*Louisville/Downtown YMCA, Kentucky 
*New Orleans/Dryades St. YMCA, 

Louisiana 
*New Orleans/West Bank YMCA, 

Louisiana 
Princeton YMCA, New Jersey 
Richmond/Central YMCA, Virginia 
Wilmington YMCA, Delaware 

Region III 

Amarillo/North Central YMCA t Texas 
Austin YMCA~ Texas 

*Dallas/Downtown YMCA,.Texas 
DcHlas /Moorland YMCA,Te:X:as 

*Dallas/Southeas t YMCA, 'Texas 
. Dodge City YMCA, Kansas 
*El Pas~/East Va:;l.ley YJ1,CA, Texas 
*El Paso/Northeast YMCA, Texas 
*Fort Worth/McDonald YMCA, TexC';ls 
*Greenville YMCA, Texas 
Houston YMCA, Texas 
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Kansas City YMCA, Missouri 
*Madison/Central YMCA, 

Wisconsin 
Odessa Family YMCA, Texas 
Omaha/Central YMCA, Nebraska 

*Rapid City YMCA~ South Dakota 
*Salina YMCA, Kansas 
*St. LOUis/North County YMCA, 

Ferguson~ Missouri 
*St. Louis West Co'unty YMCA, 

Manchester, Missouri 
*Topeka/Central YMCA, Kansas 
Tulsa/Westside YMCA, Oklahoma 
Wichita Falls/Central YMCA, 

Texas 

Region IV 

*Alameda. County YMCA, Oakland, 
California 

Butte YMCA, Montana 
*Casa Maravilla, Los Angeles, 

California 
Central Lane Family YMCA, 

Eugene, Oregon 
*Central & s. Orange Co./ 

Saddleback YMCA, El Toro, 
California 

Eight Northern Indian Pueblo 
Council, Santa Fe, New 
Mexico 

Great palls YMCA, Montana 
*Greater Compton YMCA, Calii. 
Greater Miss aula YlvICA, 

Montana 
Helena YMCA, Montana 

*Honolulu/Kalihi YMCA, Hawaii 
Kern County E.O.C., Bakers­

field, California 
Los Angeles/Southwest YMCA, 

California 
*Los Angeles/Verdugo Hills 

YMCA, Tujunga, California 
Medford YMCA, Oregon 

*North Orange County YMCA, . 
Fullerton, California 

*Orange YMCA, California 
*Poffi.ona Valley YMCA, Galif­

or:ni a 
*Pot~land YMCA, Oregon 
Reno YMCA, Nevada 

*San Diego/Southeast YMCA, 
California 

,I 
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Region IV (continued) 

*San Francisco/Mission YMCA, 
California 

*Santa Rosa YMCA, California 
Seattle/Eastside YMCA, Bellevue, 

Washington 
Tulare County YMCA, Porterville, 

California 

Total NYPUMS Selected: 81 

Data for the measurement of the NYPUM objectives were acquired 
with two types of instrument: (a) questionnaires administered to 
youths and adUlts associated with participating NYPUMS, and (b) 
on-site visits by evaluation personnel to as many of these 
NYPUMS as was practicable. The selection of the NYPUMS to be 
personally visited had the objective of adequately representing 
all areas of the country. A total of 40 NYPUMS were eventually 
visited. They are indicated on the preceding list by an asterisk. 

The use of these instruments is further discussed in Section 
Three. Specimen questionnaires and instruction letters are 
shown at Appendix B. Detailed reports of the on-site visits 
appe~r in Appendix C. 

THE QUESTIONNAIRES 

Design of the Questionnaires 

Five separate questionnaires were developed, one for each of 
the following types of respondent: 

A youth par:ticipating in a,NYPUM program, 
One of his parents ' 
His teacher 
His source of referral to the program (if any, and if 

other t:Q.an his parent or the teacher completing the 
teacher questionnaire) 

His NYPUM program operator 

It was obvious that the administration 'of these questionnaires 
would require a great deal of cooperation from a number of 
people, there being 81 NYPUMS from each of which it was proposed, 
to'aesignate 15 youths as participants in the evaluation. ,'" 
Previous experience has shown that a measuring instrument 
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requiring a large 'expenditure of the respondent's time is 
unlikely tobe completed. Questionnaires, accordingly, must 
be of· reasonable length, with short questions that are not 
difficult to answer. The difficulty of obtaining responses 
also decreases as the commitment of the respondent increases. 
It was apparent that the respondents necessary for the NYPUM 
evaluation might well be uncommitted or even hostile. Parents 
might be expected to be suspicious of anyone asking questions 
about their children. Referral sources, if members of the 
juvenile justice system, are usually busy and might resent the 
infringement on their time. 

With these facts in mind, questionnaires were created which 
had the ob j ec ti ves that (a) they would ob tain information i'lhi<;h 
would validly represent all the objectives and sub-objectives 
of the national NYPUM program, and (b) they lI/'ould not burden the 
respondent and would therefore be likely to be completed. 
These questionnaires, which appear in Appendix B, asked for 
hard data such as recidivism rates as well as for subjective 
impressions of youths' attitudes. Study of them will reveal 
that the ,questionnaires designed for the youths and their 
parents are clearly not directed to evaluating the youths them­
selves but to allowing parents and youths to express their 
feelings about the NYPUM program. They concern themselves, to 
a great extent, with such matters as the possible changes (due 
to the program) in in~erpersonal relationships between child 
and parent, behavioral changes, changes in attitude to self, 
peers, school, police, the YMCA, etc.. The questionnaires de­
signed for the youth's teacher and his referral source are also 
concerned with much of the above, but there is greater emphas is 
upon details to be obtained from the youth's records. The 
NYPUM operator questionnaire, eliciting a report on the entire 
NYPUM group and not on any specific individual, also concerns 
itself with the records of the members of the group, in terms 
of percentages as well as with matters of group organizational 
detail. 

-the youth questionnaire and the parent questionnaire were then 
translated into Spanish as it was known that certain NYPUMS 
contained a heayy enrollment of members with Spanish surnames 
(in actual fact, it turned out that no responses were'made in 
Span~sh). All questionnaires Were then printed, ea~h type on 
a different color of paper: youth (blue); parent (yellow); 
teacher (pink); referral source (green); NYPUM operator (white). 
Covering letters, explaining to the prospective respondent the 
procedures for return of the questionnaire a!ld emphasizing the 
measures that had been adopted to insure confidentiality of 
the.respons e, Were also similarly printed both in English and 
(for youths and parents) also in Spanish. 

-54-



l 

) 

" t , . 
,:; 
~: I 
t'. 
, i , 

\ , , 
;j 
'q !e:, 

';j 
,~ 

1:~ 

Administration of the Questionnaires 

At various dates prior to the mailing out of the questionnaires, 
several instructional letters and an instructional booklet had 
been mailed to the various NYPUM programs scheduled for evalua­
tion. From time to time it was necessary to make certain re­
V1S10ns in procedures on account of difficulties which had not 
been anticipated. These revisions were incorporated in a final 
letter of instruction mailed to NYPUM operators on March 28, 
1972 (a week before the actual mailing of the questionnaires) 
concerning the distribution of the questionnaires. A copy of 
this letter appears in Appendix B. This letter attempted to 
answer all the questions about specific details that local Y's 
had raised and is consequently somewhat detailed. Briefly, pro­
cedures to be adopted were as follows: 

Maintenance of Confidentiality of Data. Since many NYPUM 
directors had indicated that sources of referral could not 
release information about a youth's juvenile justice record, 
a system was devised whereby such information might be 
obtained under cover of anonymity. The four question­
naires pertaining to each individual youth (youth; parent, 
teacher, referral source) were coordinated under one six­
digit number, where the first digit represented the YMCA 
Region in which the NYPUM was located, the second through 
fourth digits denoted the NYPUM concerned and the fifth 
and sixth digits indicated the particular youth himself. 
Each NYPUM would receive, numbered in sequence~ 15 blue 
questionnaires for completion by youths and 15 similarly 
numbered yellow, pink, and green questionnaires for com­
pletion by each youth's parent, teacher, and referral 
source respectively. 

The choice of which identification number would be associ­
ated with which youth would be the responsibility solely 
of the NYPUM receiving the questionnaires, who alone would 
hold the key to the identification. Since completed ques­
tionnaires were to be sealed by the respondents and returned 
directly, the nature of responses made would remain unknown 
to NYPUMS. Similarly, the evaluators, who mll;:;t see the 
responses, would at no time be aware of the identities or 
the persons replying. 

Identification of Participating Youths. The original in­
tention was to gather information·on all youths in each 
participating NYPUM program and, ~or this pu~pose, NYPUMS 
were asked to submit membership lists. However, the cost 
of doing so turned out to be prohibitive, and a decision 
was made to restrict evaluation to 15 youths from each 
NYPUM. These were randomly selected from such lists as 
had been furnished; avoiding selection, where p'ossible, of 
more than one member from any family and the children of 
YMCA staff. Where a memb ership lis t was not availab Ie 
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(some NYPUMS reported legal problems in providing them) 
NYPUMS were ins tructed to make random ass ignmen ts theh\­
selves. 

The ins tl'uction letter of March 28 was accordingly 8,ccom­
panied by two enclosures: Those NYPUMS which had furnished 
a membership list received (a) a list of youths' names 
randomly chosen for evaluation and (b) a list of 15 identi­
fication numbers to be assigned to those youths by the 
NYPUM; NYPUMS which had not furnished a membership list 
received only the list of identification numbers to be 
assigned by them. 

Dis tribl.~tion of Ques tionnaires. The main res pons ib iIi ty 
of each NYPUM, having allocated identification numbers, 
was to distribute the questionnaires to the various res­
pondent~/ coordinating the numbers so that the youth, 
parent, teacher, and referral source questionnaires for 
a particular youth all bore the same number. For this 
purpose, NYPUMS were supplied not only with appropriate 
cover letters and transmittal envelopes but also with 
post-paid return envelopes, pre-addre~sed, for use by 
respondents returning the questionnaires. 

On AprilS, 1972, eighty-one cartons containing NYPUM test 
materials were mailed to participating NYPUMS. Contents 
of each carton were as follows: 

One (white) NYPUM operator questionnaire 
bearing the NYPUM I.D. number 

15 numbered youth (blue) questionnaires, 
in sequence 

15 numb ered paren,t (yellow) ques tion­
naires, in sequence 

IS numbered teacher (pink) question­
naires, in sequence 

15 numbered referral (green) question­
naires, in sequence 

All English cover letters (15 each of 
youth ,/'iparent, teacher, and referral 
lett~;:'i's ) 

\'; 
Set of materials in Spanish (parent and 

youth questionnaires and cover letters, 
in varying numbers), sent to NYPUMS 
(20) where Spanish names appeared on 
the membership list. Included here 
was an instruction sheet concerning 
their use. 
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Set of unnumbered youth questionnaires 
and youth cover letters for use if 
YMCA chose to have entire group 
participate (see letter of March 28). 
Copies in excess of this basic 15 were 
sent to programs with a very large 
memb ership. 

Set of spare materials, marked SPARES: 
2 youth questionnaires and 2 youth 

cover letters 
1 parent question~aires and 1 parent 

cover letter 
1 teacher questionnaire and 1 teacher 

cover letter 
1 referral questionnaire and one 

referral cover letter 

Transmittal envelopes (for NYPUM to mail 
to each parent, teacher, referral 
source), 3 x 15 + 3 spares 

'v 

Return envelopes (for return of question-
naires by youth, parent, teacher, 
referral source) 4 x 15 + 1 (for NYPUM 
operator) + 3 spares 

Initial Response to the Questionnaires 

banded in one 

banded in one 

48, banded 

64, banded 

The deadline for return of the questionnaires was set as May 31, 
1972. At the end of May, out of the almost 5,000 questionnaires 
distributed (4 1 941 numbered, plus some extra, unnumbered youth 
questionnaires for use if required) the number of returns was 
very small indeed. 

Various steps were then taken to expedite returns: 

On May 31, the national NYPUM staff sent out to all Y's 
from which no returns had been received a notice that 
the process should be expedited and indicated that the 
deadline for receipt o;r ques tionnai:Tes had been extended 
to June 30, 1972. 

On May 30, a letter was sent to all NYPUMS from which 
at least one but not all returns had been received. This 
letter itemized for each YMCA all the returns that had 
been received in respect to that NYPUM and requested Y's 
to take whatever steps they could to follow up and get 
the rest of the returns in. ' 

• <, \\ 
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On June 23, since the above action had, in many cases, 
failed to produce the required result, an urgent memor­
andum was sent to NYPUMS asking NYPUM directors to call 
collect and indicate the nature of the problem causing 
delay. This memorandum went out to a total of 35 of the 
original 81 NYPUMS in the evaluation (to eleven NYPUM$ 
in Region I, seven in Region II, eight in Region III,· and 
nine in Region IV). At the same time, YMCA Regional 
Directors were asked to contact those Y's in their region 
that had not responded at all. This action finally re­
sulted in twelve of the 35 YMCA's calling; others ::;ent 
information by mail, a few mailed in some returns, and 
a few others intimated that returns would be forthcoming. 
In actual fact, returns were still coming in as late as 
August 31. The complete analysis of the questionnaire 
data was delayed as long as possible to accommodate returns 
still expected. 

The Returns 

The number of returns finally received was influenced by a 
variety of circumstances: 

1. NYPUM Non-Participation 

Of the 81 original NYPUMS that received questionnaires, 
60 furnished returns. Six of the 21 hYPUMS failing 
to return any questionnaires were located in Region I 
and five were in each of the remaining three regions. 
Among the various reasons quoted for non-participation 
were the following: 

Program was not current operating 

Program had only just got started 

NYPUM ,vi thdrew from participation for 
reasons concerning confidentiality 
of data 

Changes in staff had taken place -
status of the qUestionnaires was 
unknown to present staff 

Questionnaires were said never to have 
been received 

Evaluation materials had been discarded 

No reasons advanced 
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Since each of the 60 NYPU¥~ actually partiS;;i.pating 
had received a total of 61 numbered questionnaires, 
a 100% return from 100% of these NYPUMS would result 
in ,an absol¥te maximum of 3,660 completed question-
naires. \\ 

\1 
~, 

2. NYPUM Membership 

j) The above figure presupposes that each NYPUM could 
report on 15 participa tin'g youth memb ers . Experience 
has shown that some NYPUMS currently had a much 
smaLl,er enrollment of YO,uths, particularly of youths 
who had been in the program long enough to be able 
to comment on it -- som~times as low as 7 or B. 

An analysis of the youth identification numbers actually 
reported on by art of the four sources (youth, parent, 
teacher, referra indicates that as many as 17 NYPUMS 
furnished at least one questionnaire concerning each 
of 15 youths and thereby evidenced an available mylnber­
ship of at least 15; 5 NYPUMS returned at least one 
questionnaire on 14 Y9uths; 6 on 13; 4 on 12; and'so 
'on dow'h' the line. Of" the 60 NYPQMS , at leas t 50 per 
cent reported in som~ way on 12.5 or more youths and 
50 percent on fewer than 12.5. If the figure of 12.5 
is at all repre'sentative of youth membership currently 
availabl'e to participate, a total of 3,006 completecL/ 

,questionnaires might, be a fairly reali~tic maximvrn/ 
expectation, based on a 100 per cent return from all 
respondents. 

il 3,. Refer'ral, Sources 

It was anticipated that there would not be a high per­
centage of re:ferralsource returns since many youths 
might well h.ave ente'red the program without referral, 
or the NYPUM directpt: might be either ignorant of the 
referral source or v,nable to contact him. 

4. ' Floods 

Some areas had been hit by disasters such as floods 
and were unable, understandably, to furnish comprehen­
sive returns, if a,ny. 

J'he final number of ques tionnaires retprned to PSRI by i: all res­
ponden_t~s __ 't,as"~i~~,5B5. These are displayed below by type of res­
ponden t and by\\ YMCA re gi on: 
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Questionnaires Returned 

Nypum Referral 
Region Operator Youth Parent Teacher Source Total 

I 10 129 115 101 100 456 

II 6 90 47 42 56 
;;: 241 

III 12 161 99 63 57 392 

IV 12 188 133 93 71 497 

TOTAL 40 568 394 299 ,284 1,585 

The above total of 1,585 returned questionnaires represents 
43.3 per cent of the absolute maximum of 3,660 which 1vouldb e 
recebred if all 60 participating NYPUMS were to render a 100 
per cent response in respect of 15 youths. It represents 52.7 
per cent of the figure of 3,006 returns suggested above as pos­
sibly a more realistic expectation and based on a 12.5 youth 
memb ers hi p . 

Commentary 

It is approprtate to mention that the difficulty of obtaining 
complete cooperation. from the. local NYPVMS had not been fully 
anticipated. Some of the obvious shortcomings will have ,already 

.been noted from the foregoing. They may be summarized as follows: 

1. In many cases, respons e came very late and only after 
repea ted urging. One ,r.esu1 t of this lack of prompt­
ness was that some NYPUMS, When they finally took 
action, were unable to gbtain responses from the youths' 
teachers since, by thittime, school was out. 

Z.In other cases, it appeared that the importance of the 
evaluation had been either not recognized or ignored, 
so that, when changes in staff occurred within the 
NYPUM, there was no carry-through of responsibility 
for implementing the procedures. 

3. It became clear from various indices that some NYPUMS 
had either disregarded or misunderstaod the letter of 
instruction. 
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4. While some NYPUMS were outs tanding in tha't they were 
"able to furnish a 100 per cent, or close to 100 per 
cent, -response the efforts of many others resulted 

,in extremely sparse data; in two cases, no more than 
the NYPUM operator questionnaire was returned, and 
in others, youth questionnaires only were received. 

~olutions to these problems will be explored next year. It 
1S also planne,,d to adopt procedures next year that will lighten 
the burden on the NYPUM operator and thus, hopefully, increase 
the potential for cooperation by the NYPUMS with the evaluation 
procedures. 

, On-Site Visits 

Data additionC:il to those acq11ired through questionnaire disse­
mination were obtained through the visits of eight evaluation 
staff members to 40 of the originally selected NYPUMS. These 
40, which Were chosen as representative of all areas across the 
country and of programs within all four YMCA regions, are 
indicated by asterisks on the list of NYPUMS on the first page 
of this Section. Thirty-three of them are among the 60 NYPUMS 
that eventually returned questionnaires; the remaining seven 
did not do so. The total number of NYPUMS to furnish data 
through ei ther ques tionnaires or intervi ew was t,herefore 67. 

Interviews were relatively structured and followed a standar­
dized form, an outline which appears in Appendix C. Staff 
received the fullest courtesy and cooperation from those they 
interviewed. They were greatly impressed by the spirit of real 
dedication a.nd the ini tia ti ve displayed by thos e NYPUM workers 
with whom they came in contact~ 

The questions covered by the interview form were formu.lated with 
measuremen t of the achievement o,f the NYPUM goals as their main 
objective. Volhile they necessarily covered much of the same 
ground as did the questionnaires, they permitted wider and deeper 
dimensions of inquiry. For example, they attempted to report on 
the type of community setting ,in which the NYPUM operates as 
regards racial, cultural and economic"characteristics; to 
assess community interest, whether from pOlice, parents~ or 
Honda dealers; to obtain information on local referral sources 
and on ".the extent of and reasons for program dropout; 'and to 
solicit' the v:l~ws of the NYPUM operator on certain aspects of 
the NYPUM guidelines. Moreover) the te'chnique 'of on-site, 
personal contact introduced a new element -- observation of 
NYPUM programs at first hand by an impartial and uninvolved 
observer who could make a general overall rating of them. 
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~he 40 reports which wereIIlade, .. on the above yisi tsaredisplayed 
ln full at Appendix·C. A-brief tabulation of th~ general content 
of these reports appears in Section Three following. 
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SECTION THREE 

THE ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

The objectives of the NYPUM program are complex ahd mUlti­
attributed, each objective consisting of several ~,Ub-objectives. 
For many of these sub-objectives, one might expect that hard 
objective measures could be found. For example

1 
one could 

argue that diversion rates could be established as a measure 
of the sub-objective "increased diversion. if Even if this were 
possible using existing records (which is. doubtful), these 
rates would ignore the fact that many juvenile justice system 
members intend tO'refer more youths in the future as a result 
of the program. This is sureiy an element of SUccess that should 
be tapped, by any operatidnal definition of diversion. Each sub­
objective thus consists of a myriad of aspects, and each of 
these is difficult to operationalize. 

Concepts such as increased ability to cope with the institutions 
of society are necessarily vague, as are most of the objectives 
of the NYPUM prClgralia. This does not make them any less us eful, 
but it does create a great amount of difficulty in establishing 
measures of the obje~tives. Such measures must be, in many 
.cases, subjective e"stimates of supposed true measures, or in 
other cases, simply expressions of personal feelings or opinions. 
For example, the parents' and youths' opinions are probably the 
best measures of whether or not their interpersonal relations 
have improved. 

Objections are often raised against the use of subjective esti­
mates in the ,quantification of an objective or dimension. These 
objections are for the most part unfounded for the following 
reasons. (a) Measurement consists of the establishment of a 
correspondence between an empirical relationship (e.g., ratings 
of success) and a numerical relationship (e.g., the integers). 
As long as the correspondence validly represents the empirical 
relationsl1ip, the measurement is sound. (b) The accuracy of 
measurements is not nearly as important as the usefulness of 
measurements. One can measure whether a youth's school atten­
dance has improved simply by asking the teacher. One can also 
keep detaile~d records of this attendance. The latter measure, 
although very precis E~, is probably of little more us e than the 
former, although it is much more difficult to get. These argu­
ments must, of course, be interpreted in the context of the 
pres en t evaluation program. Since the general appro,ach was one 
of assessing de'grees of effect on multiple dimensions from 
several points of view, subjective judgments are arguably more 
valid than contrived "objective" indicators. 
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Weights and Transformations 

The procedures for combining the items of information may be 
subject to similar questions. The four main objectives of the 
NYPUM program were originally weighted in terms of their relative 
importances to the overall success of the program. The ratings 
were given by NYPUM staff members and NYPUM consultants. These 
weights were averaged to obtain overall weights for the four 
dimensions. These weights are listed below: 

Dimension I 

Dimension II 

Dimension III 

Dimension IV 

Positive change in individual beHavior 
such that behavior deviant to society 
is reduced 

Positive change in the nature' of the 
YMCA as a movement giving it more 
relevance in today' s llrorld 

Positive change in image of the YMCA 

Positive change in quality of NYPUM 
program performance 

47% 

26% 

10% 

17% 
100% 

Objections are often made to averaging to obtain OVerall weights. 
These objections are valid when averaging cc·vers up vast dif­
ferences in weight. For the seven people weighting these dimen­
sions, three had rank orders of 1-2-3-4, three had rank orders 
of 1-2-4-3, and one had rank order 4-1-2-3. Differences in 
weigh ts were not lar ge, and averaging was in order. (For further 
discussion of the appropriateness of averaging, see O'Connor, 
1972, * and Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1971.**) 

The NYPUM staff was not asked to rate the sub-dimensions. These 
ratings were made by evaluation staff members who have had exten­
sive experience with youth programs as members of the Youth 
Studies Center of the University of Southern California. 

Each item of the various questionnaires had been created as a 
measure of one of the sub-dimensions ~(or in some cases, a measure 
of more than one sub-dimension). The' item respo1i:.';es were often 
transformed by appropriate manipulations to give a:; measure of 
some variable. An example is the pair ,of questions\ numbered 11 
and 12 in the referral questionnaire. These were cbmbined to. 

* M. F. 0 ' Connor, "The Application of Multi-At.tribute Scaling 
Procedures to the Development of Indices of Water Quality," 
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1972. 

** P. Slavic and S. Lichtenstein, "A Comparison of Baye~ian and 
Regression Approaches to the Study of Information Prt)cess ing 
and Judgment ,-J' Organi za tional Behavior and HUman Per:fprmance, 
VoL 6, No. 6 ~ 19 71 . ',.', \\ \\ 
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TABLE 1: IMPORTANCE WEIGHTS USED IN AGGREGATIONS ACROSS POINTS 
OF VIEW (FOR EACH SUB-OBJECTIVE) AND OVER SUB-OBJECTIVES 
(FOR EACH MAIN OBJECTIVE) 

Pciiltsof---view----- - -- ~- ~--- --~ - - -

l' 

-- - Main 
Referral NYPUM Main Objective 

Obje~ctives 1 Weigh.ts 2 NYPUM Objective Youth Parents Teacher Source °Eerator 

I. Change in Individual 
Behavior 47 

A. Pos1tive self regard 36 40 16 8 30 
B. Attitudes to institu-

tions 30 30 ~20 20 40 
-::; C. Reduced deviant behavior 20 30 30 20 20 

D" Reduced recidivism 35 35 30 10 

II. Change Nature of the YMCA 26 

A. Community collaboration 20 50 30 20 
B. Increase referrals 10 25 30 35 30 
C. Movement to outreach 20 30 50 40 
D. Receptiveness to change 15 25 60 10 

III. Change in Image of TI~CA 10 

!A. Personal attitudes 45 30 5 20 40 
B. Institutional attitudes 10 40 50 30 
C. Media attitudes 100 20 
D. Image of motorcyle 25 25 25 25 10 

IV. Quality of NYPUM 
Performance 17 

A. Age group served (11-15) 75 25 10 
B. 75% referrals 10 90 18 
C. Small group design 100 18 
D. Percent of time non-bike 100 18 

"",~,_"","",~"""""-,~"""""_~ __ ~",~"~_'"'C":,,,,~"_,,-:c~,,,,,~ __ ,.~.- '-.. -,.....,'~ .-~. 

l~.r: 

~::-

t I 
I 
\ 
r 

i l 

I 



i:~ 

'",,~~~r>,-'"?;;,.~. 

I 
0\ 
0\ 

", .. ~""J<. '" _: ...... '1.' -.. -;.~ 
(~. ".-.\) • ;;:.:+ • 

.. ~.:;,,~;;~-.;"-i.:::::;,~~.;'~:;:::;~~ 

,ct' ,9 

'~ 

~;:;-

;. 

,-;,J 

.:~! 

~~ 

,l! 

<> 

<:~~i 
~-~ 

"-. :.~~ • .!~ 

:) 

~; 

TABLE 1 (continued) 
, J 

Points of View---"'-~~-------" -- ·----Maln 
Referral NYPUM Main Objective 

.. NYPUM Ob jecti ve Youth PaTents Teach.er Source Operator Obj ecti yes 1 Weights 2. 

E. Youth participat'n-
dec'ns 

F. Safety 
G. Movement to non-NYPUM 
H. Effect on other programs 

-~used for main objectives 
2. used fbr overall index 

. :~.;.:;:: -~,-:;.:,",-:~.~"--:;:;.:...-:{:: -:;.:---

70 
30 
30 

30 
"20 50 
30 40 

100 

12 
12 

6 
6 
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a~certain whether or not the youth in question had recidivated 
SlnCe joining NYPUM. Other more complicated measures have been 
developed, often involving several questions. The resulting 
transformedi(tems could take on many values, each value reflective 
of a certain level of achievement on the sub-dimension. The 
final transformed items were then listed for each questionnaire 
according to the dimensions they measured. Then, within each 
questionnaire (e,g., referral source)) the iJems relative to 
each sub-dimension were rated in terms of relative contribution 
to that sub-dimension:" such that the importance weights summed to 
100. After this weighting procedure, the contr~butions of each 
ques~ionnaire type (teacher, youth, etc.) to each sub-dimension 
were rated in terms Of relative importance to each sUb-dimension. 
These weights summed'\\.to 100 for each sub -dimension. Thus if the 
teacher received a weight of 20 for Dimension r C, !treduced 
deviant behavior,." then 20 per cent of the total measure for I C 
was contributed by information from the teachler ques tionnaire. 

Table 1 summarizes the importance weights used in the analysis 
.. to aggregate across "Points of Viewrt in order to obtain summary 
scores for each sub-objective, the importance weights used to 
aggregate 'over sub-objectives to obtain summary scores f01: the 
main objectives, and the importance weights used for the main 
objectives in order to obtain an overall "Index of Performance." 
The blanks in Table 1 indicate that individuals in those positions 
were not asked questions about those sub-objectives. 

The importance weight attached to an item is one of t\\TO numbers 
associated with that item (or transformation of that item). A 
second number laS known as a utility rating, and this number 
associa tes wi th eacl1 possible respons e to the item, a numb er 
between a and 100." . The .number reflects the tlvalue " of that 
,response. These utility judgments are made independently of 
other items. The worst response,is always given ~ valu~ of zero;' 
,!1;'he 'best response is- always given a value of 100; a neutral 
response is usually- give~ a value of about 50. The rea:50n' . 
for all items having utility ranges between a and 100 is that 
the importance ratings will not be validly represented if they 
are. mul t.ipli ed by uti Ii ty numb ers that can range ov~r different 
val ues . Suppos e, for example, we have the follm'iing items: 

Item # ):mportance Weight Best Utility Value Worst Utili,ty Value 

1 66 100 0 

2 \~ 
33 200 0 

~ 

From the importance weights, one would assume that Item 1 is 
twice as important as Item 2. tut suppose eacl1 response happens 
to be the best one for each item. Then, if we multiply the 
utili ty of the responses by their importance weights and \:di vide 
eac~ by 100 to keep our overall values between a and 100,~we 
have the fo.llowing: 
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Item 1 

Item 2 

66 x 100 :::; 66 
100 

33 x 200 = 66 
100 

In other words, the items contribute equally to the overall 
evaluation, which was not the intended result. 

An example of possible utility jUdgments would be the following 
judgments of the various responses to Question 21 o£the teacher 
questionnaire: 0 

i J 

21. Have the youth's attitudes toward the JuvJ,~ile 
Justice System and the police changed since he 
joined the NYPUM program? 

I don't know Util i. ty = 9 (a special code \\ 
implying no data on 

No change 

Slightly improved 

Greatly improved 

Slightly worse 

Greatly worse 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

this ques tion) 

50 (neutral) 

75 (good) 

100 (best possible) 

25 (bad) 

0 (wors t possible) 

Judgments of this nature were made for all items or transformed 
combinations of items. To each response given for an item related 
to a specific sub -ob j ecti ve, the utility appTopriate to that . 
response was associated with that item. Then that number was 

.weightt?d by its relative importance to all other items measuring 
the -sub-objective. These weighted utilities were then added, 
and the sum was divided by 100 to keep the' overaj.l utili ty va.Iue 
for the sub-objective between,O and 10'0. One can thus look at 
the scores for different Y' s, different regions, etc., with , 
respect to a specific sub-objective. Measures o£ the four main 
objectives are obtained by adding up the values of the sub-objec­
tives, each appropriately weighted by its importance relative 
to other sub-objectives of that main objective. One can then 
compare yts with respect to achievement of the four main objec-
ti ves . Finally, the values of the four ob j ecti ves are ltleigh ted 
by their importance relative to the others, and an overall rating 
of each Y is obtained. This number will be between 0 and 100; 
where O,is the worst 'possible program and 100 is the best.possible 
program, 
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'Ratings and Overall Performances 

In addition to assessments based on responses to questionnaires, 
each NYPUM visited was rated by the evaluation staff on the 
degree of achievement on each of the four main NYPUM objectives, 
as well as given an overall rating. The following scale was 
used for all ratings: 

1 2 3 4 5 
Poor Fair Average Good Excellent 

The minimum rating a Y could receive was 1 and the maximum was 5. 

These ratings were cor!elated with the measures of 0 achievement 
obtained from the questionnaires in order to ascertain the 
validity of the responses obtained. A YMCA scoring low or high 
on an interview should also score low or high on the question­
naire analysis. The results of that analysis are given in 
Table 2. 

TABLE 2:, CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EVALUATION STAFF RATINGS AND 
AGGREGATED PERCENTAGE PERFORMANCE INDEXES ON FOUR 
MAIN OBJECTIVES M~D OVERALL PERFORMANCE 

Correlation 

Objective I Change in individual behavior -.004 

Objective II Change in nature of the YMCA .536 

Objecti ve III Change in image of YMCA .417 

Objective IV Quality of NYPUM performance .399 

SU1vIMARY INDEX (OVERALL RATING) .520 

Al though there is no relationship between the ratings. and the 
performance on the first objective (which is not unexpected, 
sinc~ the raters had few opportunities to observe youngsters 
in the program), there does appear to be some correspondence 
between the ratings and the measures on the other three as well 
as on the overall performance. 
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Summary of Selected Information from,~~orty Reports 
of On-Site Visits 

In add~-;tion to the questionnaires sent out to youth, parents) 
teachers, referral sources, arid program operators, special an­
site interviews were conducted with the directors of forty 
projects to provi,de "an independent cross -check on certain infor­
rna tion ob tained from the ques tionnaires and to provide more 
descriptive scope in a narrative impression of program operation. 
The following pages represent an attempt to extract from these 
narratives certain information which might be of general in­
terest. The ~ttempt to code the narrative information in cate­
gories which could be listed in a brief tabular form naturally 
presents some problems. Many of the items really require greater 
interpretation and qualification in order to be precisely com­
parable wi th similar information from the different projects • 
The tables are presented only for convenience to provide a very 
general overview of some of the information obtained from the 
intervi6W narratives . 
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Time t~or\k-
~ of, of shop Reaction • \1 

'I Visit DatEr Visit Direc- Attiend- to Outreach 
"' 1.0.# Size of Ci ty Sta:r~,ted 1972 tor anCl:l Training Training ,::i -----f,J " 

~ 

II 
-. 1 1,390,164 12/70 6/9 Pat~t Yes Positive Some 

'" 2 17,554 10/71 6/13 Part Yes Positive , None 
\n' t 3 300,910 10/71 6/9 Part Yes Positive None 

.,'~: 4 1,000,000+ 8/71 5/23 Part Yes Negative SQme • D ,- • 

, " 5 1,000,000 10/71 6/1 Part Yes Pos;tlVe Some 
l', 6 38,633 10/71 6/16 Part Yes ~1ixed SOITl~ 

I'i?' 7 119,082 7/71 6/6 Full Ya,s Positive Som~;. 
8 100,000- 10/71 5/31 Part Yes Mixed None '"'' ... 

fi 9 1,000,000+ 10/71 5/23 Part Yes Mixed None 
" "'ii' " 10 4,000,000 10/71 6/13 Full Yes Negative Some 

,.' 11 33,000 9/71 5/18 Part Yes Mixed None 
12 250,000 10/71 5/17 Part Yes Mixed None 

'" 10 13 1,000,000+ 11/70 5/30 Part Yes Positive None 
It 'J:' 

14 500,000 11/7] 5/25 Full Yes Positive None 
15 60,,000 10/71 7/12 Pal~t Yes Positive None 

I: 16 1 OQ., 000 7/71 4/15 Full Yes Negative Some 
17 250,000+ 8/71 5/17 Part Yes Nixed Some 0 

18 800,000 12/70 7/10 Full Yes Negative None 

''''I 19 500,000 1/72 5/25 Part Yes Negative None 
20 2,000,000+ 12/70 7/5 Part Yes Positive None 

';;f .' 21 100,000+ 1/72 5/19 Part Yes Negative Some 

I 22 593,471 1/71 6/5 Full Yes Negative None 
t? 23 1,000,000+ ,9/71 7/6 Full Yes Positive Some 

(J 24 1,000,000+ 4/71 5/24 Part Yes Positive None I, , 25 300,000 6/71 6/5-6 Part Yes Positive Some 
'. ,-~ :' '.~ 26 100,000+ 12/70 5/27 Part Yes Positive None 

. ~_ tJ ,0" 

27 593,471 8/71 6/5 Part Yes Negative None 
:1' 28 50,000 11/70 5/24 P';!,rt Yes Positive None 

29 2,000,000 9/71 2/2 Part Yes Positive None ~ '~' -'\ 

30 1,000,000 9/71 5/26 Part Yes Mixed None 
~='~'I- .' . . \ . 

q, : ~,", 31 100,000+ 9/71 4/15 Part Yes Positive some 
32 55-60,000 10/70 8/5 Full Yes Pos itive ,Some 

"':1, 33 50,000 9/71 4/23 Part Yes Positive None 
i, ",,', . Q~ ,34 200,000 2/72 6/27 Part Yes Negative None 

",-, •. Jj , 

I~: 
35 40,556 10/71 6/14 Part Yes Pos iti ve None 
36 50,000- 9/71 5/27 Part None N/A None 

. ,';.i'; 37 30,000 7/71 7/6 Part Yes Negative None 
: \ ~~,b" ~'" .':'1" .... ? 38 lo.8~033 12/70 6/12 Part Yes Positive Some ~ 

'lJ t>,\.~ 3g 1,000,000+ 8/71 5/25 Part Yes Positive None L "I:" ! ~ : 
,. " - 87,384 9/71 9/29 Full None N/A None : ' .' 40 ~. 

''''''",",' i'! 
:' co ' 

1'1\ ~ 

li ' f' 
L, ,...-~ P. 
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f) Percent 
No. of Adequacy Mi nor'j ties 

Visit Kids in Haiting No. of of Riding Source Adequacy in 
I.D.# Program list Bikes Location JJ of Funds of Funds Communi,!L 

" II ,If 

i, 1 24 No 3\1 Good Mixed Poor 40%, & 85% 
2 12 No 1 (5 Good All YMCA Good 1% 
3 28 No IL Good No Yf,1CA Poor 40% . b 
4 32 3 2'\ Good All YMCA Fair- 24% 
5 47 100+ 13 Good Mixed Poor 85% & 95% 
6 16 No 20 Good Mixed Good 2.3% 
7 33 115 15 Good Mixed Fair 99% 
8 52 240 16 Good Mixed Poor 17% 
9 34 4 18 Good Mixed Poor 2% 

10 45 '!'es 31 Good No yr1CA Fair 100% 
11 12 30 18 Good Mixed Good 0% 
12 30 No 15 Fair Mixed Good 90% 
13 37 No 17 N/A No Yt1CA Poor 68%+ 
14 36 No 18 Fair Mixed Poor 62% 
15 35 No 15 Fair Mixed Poor 10% 

~ ~ 16 7 No 15 Good Mixed Good 15-20% 
17 20 Yes 15 Good All YMCA Fair 66.6% 
18 35 No 14 Fair No YMCA Good 100% .,. 

~.' ,,-

19 32 Yes 18 Good No YMCA Fair 55% 
20 25 No 27 Fair Mixed Good 95% 
21 27 Yes 16 Fai r All YMCA Fair 10% 
22 36 96 28 Good Mixed Poor 90% 
23 100-150 100 44 Good Mixed Poor Varied 
24 52 No 21 Good Mixed Fair 85% 
25 ; 14 No 24 Poor No Yf1CA Fai r Highly Varied 
26 22 No 12 Good Mixed Poor 4% 
27 32 32 10 Good Mixed Good 50% 
28 55 No 13 Good Mixed Poor 20% 

-'~' -:.,,-~ 29 27 No 20 GOdd t1 ixed Poor 0% ,~ .... ~ 

30 65 15 15 Fair No YMCA Poor .2% 
31 60 25 15 Good r·1ixed Good 7% 
32 22 8 13 Poor Mixed 10% 

'.,' \'133 25 20 15 Good Mixed Fair Some Indian 
34 60 No 16 Fair 1·1ixed Fair Small 

'.' 35 18 No 20 Good Mixed Good 20% 
36 45 No 15 Good No YMCA Poor 7% 
37 40-80 No 19 Good No Yl1CA Fair 5% 
38 58 No 15 Good Mixed Good 18% 

15 Fair No YMCA Good 5% 1. 
1.( 39 24 Yes i 

40 60-70 No 11 1 Good Mixed Poor 12fl+ ;} 
.' ,:. ) 

.:;..' 

I 
~ 
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Vi sit· 
I. D.# 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

,\J 

~! 

Income Level 

.$5,000 
$15-20,000 
$5,,000 
Upper-low 
Low-rrd ddl e 
$4,000 
$3,000-
Middle 
LO~/-mi ddl e 
Wel fare 
Middle 
$8,000 
Low 
Low-middle 
$13-15;,000 
$7-8,000 
Low-middle 
$5,000-
Low-middle 
Low 
Low-middle 
$3,000' 
Varied 
Low-middle 
Low-middle 
$8,000 
$8,000 
Middle+ 
Low 
$20,000 
Middle 
Low 
$3-84,000 
$12-15,000 
$10,000 
$3-7,000 
Low-'h i ~h/mi d 
$8,000 
$9,000 
Mid-welfare 

0 

() 

Community 
interest/ 
acceptance 

Poor 
Good 
Good 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair. 
Good 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Good 
Fair 
Good 
Good 
Good 
Fair 
Fair 
Good 
Good 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair' 
Poor 
Good 
Fair 
Good 
Fair 
Fair 
Fair 

'. Good 
Good 
Good 
Good 

Police Parent Community 
Partic- Partic- Reaction Use of 
ipation ipation to Bikes Outreach 

None Some Fair None 
. High Some Good None 

Some None Good Some 
None None Fair High 
High Some Good High 
Some None Good High 
High Some Good High 
High High Fair High 
None None N/A None 
Some None ~:air High 
None None Good Some 
None High Good High 
High Some Fair High 
Some None Fair None 
None High Good None 
None None Good Some 
None Some Fai r High 
High· Some Good None 
High None Good None 
Some Some Good High 
H.igh Some Fai r High 
None Some Good High 
Some Some Fair High 
High Some Good None 
None Some. Good Some 
High None Good Some 
None Some Fair None 
High Some Fair None 
Some Some Good High 
High Some Fail~ High 
Some None Good High 
,Fair Fair Good None 
High None Good Low 
None Some Good None 
Some None Fair None 
High None Good Some 
Some Some Good Some 
Some Some Fair Some 
High Some Fair Some 
High Good Good High 

1,1 

:.i 
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Media 
Coverage 

Some 
Some 

.. -:,) High 
Some 
Some 
High 
High 
Some 
Some 
High 
Some 
High 
High 
None 
High 
High 
Some 
Some 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
Some 
Some 

,High 
High 
High 
High 
None 
High 
High 
Some 
High 
High , 

High f 
i 
l' 
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I Seri-
ous Time on Time on 

~ Vi sit· Spinoff Joint Acci- Non-Bike Individual " t:-i' 
~ 1.0.# Programs Programs> 'Emphasis on Safety dents Activi ti es Counseling Ii ,! 
!;.i, 

I,ll I> 
1 None 15%: l' 'I Some continuous 1 25% 5-10% I: 

(.l 2 None None 15% 0 25% 10% 
3 None None 1 hr/mon. , con. 0 15% 2-5% 
4 Some None 1 hour per week 1 25-50% 25% [ ; 5 Some Some 2 hours per week 0 75% Low ~ , 6 Some Some 5%, continuous 65-75% 25-50% I, 

['1 

7 Some None l~ hr/wk. , 0 14 hrs/wk 12 hrs/wk \ con. 
" 8 Some None Continuous 0 40% Low 

9 None Some 30% per session 1 3 hrs!wk Low 
10 Pre1 im. sessions 0 0% 3 hrs/wk 

~' ~ 11 None Some Prelim. sessions 2 50% 25% 
12 None Some 30% 1 75% High /1 

:,; 13 Some Some High 0 70% High 
:1 14 None None 10% 

15 Some None N/A 1 Low 0 
16 None None 20-25% 0 10-15% Low 
17 None Some Prelim., cont. 0 N/A High 
18 Some None High 0 50% Low 
19 None Some 10% 0 10% High 
20 None Some High 0 75% Low 
21 Some None 10-15% 0 40% Low 
22 Some Some 15%, continuo!Js ,0 ,65-75% 20 hrs/wk 
23 Some Some 50% 0 75% High 
24 None Some Prel iminary 0 low High 
25 None Some Continuous 0 High High 
26 Some None 2 hours per week 0 30% 2 hrs/wk 
27 Norie ,Some 15.5% 60% High 

1\ 28 None Some 50% 0 10% 5% 
29/ Some None Continuous Low N/A 
36 None Some 20% 0 0% 5% 
31 None - None 20-25% 0 70% High ,~ , 

,. ". 32 None None 1 hOllr per month 0 "50% 10 hrs/mo 
33 Some Some 25-40% 0 20% Low 
34 None None Some 0 Low Low 
35 ' None None 20%, conti nuous, 0 1% 10% 

,/ 

" ,. 36 Some " SOl]1e 35% 0 30% 25% 
37 Some None 50%+ 0% Low 
38 None Some 20-25%, continuous 1 15-20% 30,% 
39 33.3% 2 Some Low 
40 Some Some 3 meetings/week 90% 2' hps/wk 

\ 
. 1-. I: 

, 

L'! 
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No. of No. of No. of Diver- Recidivism Prior 
Referrals Referrals Referrals sion since School Drug -

Visit from from from other from Joining , Improve- Alcohol 
I. D.H School YMCA Sources JJS NYPUM ment Use 

1 24 0 0 Some NIA Some Some 
,:'1 2 12 5 0 Some None None Some , 

! 3 8 3 1 Some 1 Some Some 
t 4 0 

.. 
I. 0 0 10% 0 Soma Same 

\ 

5 6 0 0 N/A 3 Some Some 
6 14 0 0 Some None Some None 
7 24 0 0 3 0 Some None 

1 

t 8 0 0 Q 6 0 Some Some ,.} 

), 
9 ( .,~ None None N/A None ., 

,\ 

il 10 0 0 .,,( Some N/A N/A N/A Some 
i:~ 
I ~ 11 9 1 0 Some None Some Some 
t r 12 30 0 0 Some None Some None 

13 11 0 0 Some Some Some Some 
14 Many N/A N/A 

(~) 15 Some Some 
, 16 0 0 0 Some Some Some Some 
~ : 17 2 0 0 Some Some Some Some 

18 5 0 1% Some None Some Some 
i' J 19 0 N/A N/A 0 3 Some Some ( 

20 14 0 3 Some N01Ie None Some 
21 All 0 0 M/A MIA Some Some 
22 35 0 0 Some None None Some 

'I',t 
23 Varies N/A N/A High None High None 
24 21 29 3 0 0 Some None 
25 5 10 1 N/A N/A Some Some 
26 12 10 2 N/A N/A N/A Some 

(:,\ 

27 11 14 6 8 N/A Some Some " t .. ;1;7 ,. 
, . .1 

~!3 .. 0 Most Some 7 0 Some Some 
'j 

:il 29 18 Some N/A None Some 
1 ~ 30 4 0 23 None None N/A Some 

• 31 12 6 Some Som'e Some Some 
32 0 2 9 3 0 Some None 

; ", 

'11-
33 12 1-2 1 Some None Some Some 

I < 
34 ' 15 0 0 N/A Some Some Some 

...•... ! 35 0 3 15 Some None None None, 
,I' 

36 10 5 8 3 0 N/A Some 
"" .. ~ 

! 37 42 N/A 1 Some None 
,-:;: -,-,~--,,,-' 38 15 34 4 Some Some. Some Some 

" ~ 

4-5 0'" 113 0 0 N/A Some '~ • 1. , .... '1 

1 39 ~' i , 
40 

.. , 
0 25 60~70 Some None Some Some '\) r ,':,~( 

"',' -.,.-.... - . 
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Reduced Rating on Rati ng "on Rating on 
OrlJg- Reducing Ra,ting on Improving Quality of 

Vi sit· Alcohol Deviant Improving Image of Program Overall 
~, 1. 0.'# Use Behavior YMCA YMCA Performance Rating 

1-, 4.0 3.0 1.0 4.5 3.1 
2 None 2.5 1.5 2.5 3.0 2.4 
3 None 2.5 2·0 2.0 3.5 2.5 
4 None 4.0 5.0 }, 5.0 5.0 4.8 

\ 

5 None 3.3 4.0 ' 4.0 4.0 3.8 
6 None 4.5 3.0 3.5 5.0 4.0 
7 None 4.0 1.5 2.8 3.5 3.0 1 8' None 4.0 5.,0 3.3 4.6 4.2 

\ 9 None 1.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.3 
f1 10 None 3.5 5.0 N/A 4.0 4.2 
i'} 11 None 1.8 2.7 2.7 2.5 2.4 
;h 12 None 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0 ,,{ 

II 
13 Some 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.4 Jr' ~ l~' 

iii 14 N/A 1.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1.8 Jii 
I', 15 2.7 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.9 
,! 

16 None 1.8 1.2 1.5 2.9 1.9 
17 Some 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 

j: 18 None 3.4 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.2 
, ! 

19 Some I! 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.3 ! ' 

I~j 20 3.0 4.0 5.0 3.7 3.9 
21 Some 3.5 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.3 
22 Some 4.4 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.7 
23 None 4.0 4.8 3.5 4.0 4.1 
24 None 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 
25 N/A 4.0 4.5 4.5 3.5 4.1 
26 None 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 
27 Some 2.5 1.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 
28 None 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 
29 Some 2.0 3.3 2.0 3.0 2.6 
30 None 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

, 

31 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.3 4.3 
~ - 32 None 1.5 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.6 
.' ' 33 3.2 5.0 3.7 3.8 3.9 t ~ .: 

34 N/A 3.0 2.5 1.0 3.0 2.4 
35 None 3.8 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.6 
36 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.5 
37 None 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 2.0 
3,8 Some 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 .1/ 

None 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.5 39 
40 4.0 4.5 (i 4.0 3.0 3.7 

1 2 3 4 5 
I 1 ( I 

Exce1lent Poor Fair Average ' Good 

;'1 ' 
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The Rues tionnaire Resu1 tS I
:' 

c 

In general, then, the individual items were assigned utility 
functions which gave a score of SO when the response indicated 
no change, of 100 when the response indicated the maximum plau­
sible improvement or performance, and a scor~ of 0 when the 
response suggested that the effects of the piogram were negative. 
The resulting tlpercentage of indexes of performance'" for sub­
objectives and main objectives, based on these transformed 
responses, can be interpret-ed in the same way, since the weights 
for indiv~dual items comprIsing responses to a sub-objective were 
also norma(lizedi to total 100. Each of the- numbers on the same 
NYPUM program p!i:rintout can be =-so interpreted (Tab Ie 3). 

For purposes of providing diagnostic feedback to each of the 
programs on which data were available, a printout of this kind 
was generated for each NYPUM program, and in one sense these .) 
provide the detailed evaluation and assessment of the performance 
of the n~tional project. This level of detail, however, is 
impossib'le to comprehend in its entirety. Another way of looking 
at the overall performance of the national program is to examine 
the average performance on each of the objectives and sub-objec­
tives from different points of view. Table 4 presents the mean 
"Indexes of Performance" on each objective and sub-objective, 
from each of the points of view. The numbers in parentheses 
beside the means are the numbers of NYPUM programs from which 
data were available for that objective and from that point of 
view. Bearing in mind .. the limi tations that mus t be placed on 
any interpretation based on incomplete data, a number of obser­
vations can be made about the overall effects of the NYPUM 
program during this first year. 

The "Overall Weigh-ted Utilityll row summarizes the judgments of 
the respondents with respect to the program, and the entry under 
"Summary Index" is a percentage score that represents ·a measure 
of the overall performance of the National program (sometimes 
called a "super number" since it summarizes all tha t is known 
about a program). Two things can be said about this number: 

1.Tlle National NYPUM program is effective and is accom­
plishing its objectives according to a number of 
observers and participants; 

2. There is room for improvement. 

These two statements by themselves are -perhaps as helpful to 
the operation of the program as the super number '!,'lould be by 
itself. Fifty-six percent of the maximum plausible lev'el of 
achievement is -a respectable accomplishment of any complex 
program. Knowin? this 11e1ps little in gUiding future program 
.training and assJ.stance emphases. 

-78-



..-.:..., ........ --~--;:;;.. ... ~.-.-

" 
r 

~ 

:! ~ '\ 
i 

_._,-

i •.•. ~'.~._ .. ' .• 
I!;.,.,:~_L."",",~""~,:,~;_,,,,""" . c .! .. ••• • ". 

" 

REGION 4- TABLE 3: SAMPLE PRINTOUT OF AN INDIVIDUAL NYPUM PERFORMANCE 
NUMBER 173 RECORD NAME AND ADDRESS OF NYPUM PROGRAM 

PERCENTAG=' INDEX~S OF PERFOR~ANCE 

POINT OF VIEW AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

NYPUM OBJECTIVE PE'FERRAL NYPUt.i SU~MARY 
YOUTH(NN) PARENTS(NN) TFACHER(NN) SOURCE(NN) OPERATOR INDEX r 

1 
-" 
~· .. f 

I CHANGE IN IND IV I DUAlL., BEHAV I OR 67.8 ( 8} 70.6 ( 8) 50.0 ( 8) 50.3 ( 7) 
l 

82.5 59.6 f 

A P.QS! T·IVE 'SELF REGARD 79.2 ( 8) 68.0 ( 8) 73.7 ( 8) 82.1 ( 7) 0.0 74.7 
B ATTIJUDES TO INSTITUTIONS 60.6 ( 8) 72.6 ( 8) 47.7 ( 8) 41.4 ( 7) 0.0 57.8 

I C REDUCED DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 65.2 ( 8) 0.0 ( 0) 32.7 ( 8' 36.1 ( 7) "6.2 48.9 ;1 

I 
o REDUCED RECIDIVISM 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 22.6 ( 8) 18.7 ( 7) 95 .. 0 42.9 

1 
a .11 CHANGE NATURE OF THE YMCA 75.0 8) 25.3 ( 8) 65 • .] 8) 55.4 8) 31. {~ 44.1 I 
J 

J A COMMUNITY COLLAOO~ATION 75.0 ( 8) 18."3 ( 8) 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 48.9 38.8 

I 
, B INCqEASE REFERRALS 0·11 ( 0) 30.0 ( 8) 79.6 { A} 5<).0 ( B) 25.4 50.5 

"'-l C MOVEMENT TO OUTREACH 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( O) 57 .. 6 ( 8) 58.0 ( 7) 15,.0 ~6.4 lO 
I o RECEPTIVENESS TO CHANGE 0.0'" ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 5?.9 ( 8) 34.0 ( 7) eO.2 66.4 

U 
III CHANGE IN IMAGE OF YMCA 8) ( 8) 8) ( 8) 40.7 ~ 62.2 53.1 52.! 30.0 5:3. 1 

.i A PERSONAL ATTITUDES 71.4 ( 8) 57.0 ( 8) 33.8 ( 0) OeO ( 0) 44.3 6101 H: 

'1 
' I 

B INSTITUTIONAL ATTITUDES 50.0 ( 8) 0.0 ( 0) 67.9 ( 7) 6.7 ( A) O.G 4186 

i C MEDIA ATTITUDES 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 0' 0.0 ( o ~ # 0 .. 0 ( 0) 5' •• 0 5/~ .. 0 
,[ o IMAGE OF MOTORCYCLE 0.0 ( 0» 37.5 8) 78.1 { 8) 100.0 ( 7) 0.0 53.9 

~ 
~ IV QUALITY OF NVPUM PER~ORMANCE 76.7 ( 8) 79.2 ( 8 ) 2'3.6 \ 7} 0.0 ( 0) 52.3 55.6 fi ,[ 
I: 
I, A AG~ GROUP SERVED (11-15) 87.5 ( 8) 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 0 .. 0 ( 0) 70.0 83&1 

~ B 75% RfFE'RRALS 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 28.6 ( 7) 0.0 ( 0) 24.5 2'4,.5 
C SM4LL GROUP DESIGN 0.0 C 0) 0.0 ( 0) 0,,0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 52.0 52.0 

~ P pERCENT QF TIME NON-BIKE 0.0 ( a} 0.0 ( 0.' 0.0 ( 0) 0 .. 0 ( 0) 53.3 5~.3 It 
6 YOUTH PARTICIPAT'N-D~C'NS 613.0 ( 5) 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 6b~7 b"l.o 
F SAFETY 86.3 ( 8) 100.0 ( 8) 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 2tL.0 5~.9 
G MOVEMENT TO NON-NYPUM 57.1 ( 7) 37.5 ( 8) 0.0 ( O) 0 .. 0 { O} l{)U.O 68.4 
H EFFECT ON OTHER PROGRAMS 0.0 ( 0) 0 .. 0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 0.0 ( 0) 76.0 76~O 

1: 

OVERALL fjEIGHTED UTILITY 70.6 ( 8) 58 .. 5 ( 8) 50.5 ( 8) 4Q .. 4 ( 8) 59 .. 9 54 .. 3 V 
jl: 

;~~.~ ~ ""-""'~'-'. 
II 
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NYPUM Objective 

I. Change in Individual Behavior 
',;--

A. Positive se1£ regard 
~i' At,titudes t? institut~ons 

\ C. Reduced dev~ant.behav~or , 

\. 
D. Reduced recidivism 

, II. Change in Nature 'of the YMCA l J-
~ 
i A. Commti'nity collaboration 
1 I 

B. Increase referrals 
~ 00 C. Movement to outreach 1 

0 D. R.eceptiveness to change I 

~ ~ 
III. Changej-;TI Image of YMCA 

~ 'j " ' . A. Perso:n~l.attitudes • , 
i B . Ins ti t4,tfona1 at ti tudes 
ii C. Media attitudes 
~ 1 ;:' D. Image of motorcy1e , 

I 
!~: 

IV. Quality of NYPUM Performance 

K 
A. Age group served (11-15) 

n B. 7'S'lL referrals 

r i,~ C. S)~alJ_ group des i gn 

i, 
D. Percent of time non-bike 

\~ E. Yohth participat'~-dec'ns 
I· F. Safety , . , 

G. Movement to non-NYPUM I 

H. Effect. on other p!:4tgrams 

" , 
OVERALL WEIGHTED UTILITY :/.~ . 

\\--
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PERCENTAGE INDEXES OF PERFORMANCE _.'c>' 

POINT OF VIEW AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

.------ -----------Referral 

Youth Parents . 'reacher Source NYPUM Summary 
(NNJ (NN) (NNl (N1'1) 9I'.e ra,t ()T . Index j 

i' 

11 

65.37 (57) 69.54 (54) 41.13 (33) 57.54 (31) 82.41 (40) 62.66 (60) 1 
I 

II 8 0 • 23 ( 5 7) 6 8 . 76 ( 5 4) 6 S . 2 6 ( 3 3) 73. 84 ( 31) 73.42 (5,8) 
57.88 (57) 70.12 (54) 32.44 (32) 54.09 (31) 58.13 (58) II 
58.05 (57) 30.80 (33) 48.11 (31) 77.25 (40) 55.12,,(59) ,I 

!'I 
2 4 . 16 ( 33) 41. 2 7 ( 31) 9 2 . 72 C 40) 59._98 ( 54 ) ,oj 

;'1 

62.78 (57) 21.78'(54) 56;.18 (33) 71.07 (31) 37.80 (40) 42.19 (60) ~\ 
j 

62.78 (57) 6.92(34) 51.63 (40) 31.09 (60) ~ 

31.69 (54) 72.74 (33) 62.01 (31) 41.56 (40) 48.91(58) 
47.71 (33) 84.76 (31) 21.10 (39) 41.43 (53) 
40.38 (33) 43.52 (31) 63.14 (39) 53.33 (54) 

. 1> 

58.78 (57) 50.85 (54) 46'.85 (33) 36.40 (31) 64.42 (40) 55.79 (60) 

78.95 (57) 54.67 (54) 26'.11 (33) 6Y.91 (40) 67.60 (60) 
31.87 (47) 68.59 (30) 16.51 (31) 36.02 (57)=0 

60.68 (40) 60.68,(40) 
35.57 .(54) 76.63 (33) 96.06 (31) 73.92 (38) 61.61 (58) 

76.24 (57) 68.12 (53) 18.73 (23) 54.42 (40) 61':56 (60) 
~ .. ~,:,,~ 

90.30 (57) 93.55 (40) 91.1~(59) 
18.73 (23) 39 .05 (40) 39.05 (40) 

43.48 (40) 43~48 (40) 
49.84 (37) 49.84 (37)' 

78.40 (57) 88.~3:r (40) 80.65 (59) 
84.97 (5J) 92.97 (53) 35.03 (40) 68.63 (60) 
31.02 (47) 21.85 ('34) 54.05 (40) 33.86 (60) 

51.27 (38) 51.27 (38) 

65.89 (57) 55.01 (54) 41.81 (33) 59 •. 23 (31) 64.25 (40) 56.46 (60) 

j. 

! 
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The remaining numbers an'Tab;J.e 4 pravide infarmatian which can 
be helpful far this purpas'e ,," Far example, far bath yaungs ters 
and thei r paTents, an the a,Yerage, the J,evel .of achievement an 
the sub-abjective "mavement ta' nan-NYPUM pragrams" is relatively 
law (31 and 21 percent::Eespectively). This cauld be attributable 
ta the newness .of the pra gram' (few yaungs te rs had an appartuni ty 
during this first year ta, "mave" to nan,-NYPUM pragrams), a lack 
.of emphasis an the part o,f the Natianal Training pragram, dif­
ficulties .of implementing this .objective at the lacal level, .or 
a'reluctance an the part .of NYPUM directars ta encaurage yaung-
s ters ta leave their pr10gram far .others. Whatever the reason 
(and it may well differ' far different NYPUMS); if this continues 
ta be an impartant .objective of the Natianal NYPUM pragram, a 
specific diagnastic bit .of infarmatian has been pravided by 
this appraach ta evaluation which will give some insight inta 
ways in which it cauld be achieved. (This is .one .of the .objec­
tives, inCidentally, which has a law mean scare but a very high 
variance -- ~hat is, there are pranaunced differences amang (. , 
lacal NYPUMS with respect ta their achievement an this ab jfrc'ti v.e.J 

Since the primary purpase .of develaping a pragram which emplays 
mini-bikes is ta attract yaungsters in the 11 ta 15 age graup, 
it is nat surprising ta find that, as a gr.aup, they shaw the 
greatest enthusiasm far the pragram. In .order .of .overall ap(/ra­
val .of the NYPUM pragram, yauths ranked firs t, fallawed by N'/PUM 
operatars, referral saurces, parents and teachers. Only the 
overall scare far teachers falls belaw the 50 peT cent mark. 

'Of particular l-nteres t ta general readers .or thas e cancerned 
with 'NYPUM as a delinquency preventian pragram are the respanses 
in respec,t ta the· first .objective' 0f achieving a change ,in 
individual behaviar. The clearest success, fram the paint .of 
view .of all respandents reparting, was in impraving the self­
regard .of the yauth in ,the pragram. Even teachers scaring the 
program low in ather respects apparently perceive the program 
as successful an this criterian. 

Success in impraving the attitudes .of yaungsters toward community 
institutions and authorities is rated quite high by parents and 
abav/i? avet'age by the yauths and the referral saurces. ,The rela-, 
tively law rating of teachers an this and the fallowing tw'o 
criteria sugges ts the need £'01' further analysis tadetermine '" 
whether their judgments re'flect same failing in the program .or 
speak ta the issu~ of improving atti tudes ,and perf~,\rmanceof the 
yauths in school, which may well constitute a fundamentally more 
challenging task than improving atti tudes and behavior in res-
pect ta ,the law. "' ,I 

"In re gard to, the very hi gh s co::-es rep~rted by NyPill'l opera t?r~ <;>n 
the cri tical criteria .of reduclng "dev1.ant behav1.arand rec1.d1.v1.sm, 
it will be of inter~st Lo examipe correlations with thase i~ems " 

(t 
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whi~hsugg~st how fa~liir the operators are with the kids i~ 
thel.r progr~ms,~ Pare\~ts w~re not asked to report on the del~,n­
quent behavlorof the~r chlldren, and youngsters were only 
"asked questions about \}'lhether they. or o,ther kids in the program 

~7 were ~etting in niore O\T less troub Ie since joining NYPUM. The 
quest~ons. we~e n~t meaI~t to elici t suff~cient detail to draw , 
a clear d~stlnct~on between reduced dellnquency and reduced 
recidivism, ~ 0" all you~~ respon~ es were averaged inca tegory . lie" 
~r~duced dev~ant behav~9r) leav~ng category "D" (reduced rec~d­
~vlsm) blank. Ethical aind legal considerations preclude asking 
youngsters for informatilSn relating to the nature and dates of 
prior delinquent acts (d\anges in seriousne'ss and frequency are 
essential to defining re~~divism), and it was thought impractical 
to attempt defining the d\istinction between delinquency and 
recidivism in the ques tioi~naires for this .age group in order to 
secure general judgments. ~ \ 

I' ~ 
The reaction of the referrll ~(purtes, which include police, 
probation and court officia\~s,\ is of particular interest. In 

'. '.' 

the long run , it is the opii\ion of this group which will make 
or break a NYPUM project as \(In eff~ctive community delinquency 
prevention program. Al thougl\ the overall average for this group 
is above the 50 per cent marK\, the ratings on the specific ob­
jectives of delinquency and r\~cidivism reduction are slightly 
below the 50 per cent mark. Since most of the projects were 
just starting up during the f~~st year of operation, it might 
be expected that these profess~onals would tend to be conser~a­
tive ,in their judgments of SUCc(~SS on the more difficult cri teria. 
I t is interes ting to note, howevi:er, that the judgments of success 
on these criteria are bracketed Ely both higher and lower judgments 
of success on other criteria, which tends to suggest that while 
the ratings in respect to ,delinquency and recidivism reduction 
are not high, neither do they represent a sort of "courtesy" 
maximum. 

Fina).ly-, it is a cl~ar reconuhendation that if the NYPUM projects 
are doing as well in respect to delinquency and recidi vis'm reduc­
,tion as the kids in the program and the program operators believe, 
(and both are,of,cou:r-s~, clos~r to what is happening on a day­
to-day basis) t,hey sho,uld make a concentrated effort' to present 
their case to the police, probatihn, and' court referral source~' 
who are so decisive to the ultimate effectiveness of the program. 

Differences among NYPUMS and Points of V~ew 
., i:~~V;--

,Another w~9 of examining QVf,nall)'ievels of achievement on dif­
ferent objectives is illll;St1i·~tecV c1p Figures 1 and 2, where th.e 
distributions of scores 6bt~tned By individual NYPUM programs on 
the different ~ain objectives (Figure 1) and from different points 
of view (Figure ,2J'oare' dist~'lared. While there' is no best 'way of 
presenting the data descri~~l,;ing the perfor~ance of the National 
program" these distTibution~:ferhaps come, 'closer to describing 

~ 
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PERCEITAGE FREQUENC. DISTRIBUTIONS OF NYPUM PR06RAMS 
01/ 

FOUR MIIN OBJECTIVES AnD OVERALL PERFORMAnCE 

PERCENTAGE rREOUENCY DISf'RIBUTIQN \t.60J 
CflANGt IN INDIVIDUAL BEHAVJOn 

(SUKI9.RY INDEX) 
HUN • 62.6'6 
s.b.. 9.05 

~fAVORABLE $AVORADL& 

PERCE}fTAGE INDEX (IF P!bu-ORM.\NCF; 

50 !S 60 65 
54 59 64 69 

PERC£NTAGE FREQUENCY DIS1'lUoIJ'rION. U~!'I60) 
CHANCE IN !)(1.Gt OF ncA 

(SUMMARY ,l"t·,1lEX) 
MEA" • 55.7' 
S~D.- II' 10.90 

UNFAVORABU 

PERCENTAGE INDEX O~ PERfORHM1CE: 

l 

FAVOnABl,.E 

40 

, OF 
FREQUENCY 

20 

r .. 

'OF ~ 
FR£QUr.NCY 

20 

10 

50 

• OF 
f'REQUENCY 

20 

10 

PZRCClTAG& PRtQUCNt;y bISTRIBUTIQH 
OVE:AALL WElCiUl'.E:D U'l'ILXTY . 

(SUH.I.V\RY INDex) 
-M£At1 • .56.46 • 
'S.D •• ,.QO. 

PM.CENTAr.r; FREQUENCY DIQ'l'R1BUTiON' (N"'601 
CHANGE n:, UATtIJU:: OF "I'IIE Yl't:,a. 

(SUMIW\Y INOEX) 
MEAN • 41~U 
StD •• lS.~l 

p£nC£NTAGE. INDEX- or PERPORWUICE 

l'ER;CENTAGl! FREQUENCY DISTRIDO'rION n~.6b) 
OUALITY or NYPUH PERFORMAlICE 

(SUMMARY ItmEX) 
MFAH .. U.S6 
S.D~ -- 12.119 

UnFAVORABLE FAVORMLE 

54 59 64 6. 74 l' 84 

50 55 60 65 70. 'IS 
54 ~9 64 69 74 1. 

~&RCENl'A'\) INO£>r' OF P£RFORZW«:~ 
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PERCENTAGE FREQUEn,y DlsTRlrUTIOnS OF "YPUM PROGRAMS 
0/1 

OVERALL PERFOR~AhcE FPOM FIVE POIIITS OF VIEW 

~~~~A~~I~~~~E~~L~~TRIDl1TIQi (N-S1) 
(YO,,",I 

I<EAN • 6S.U 
S.D. - 9.43 

UNFAVORABLE 

PERCENTAGE INDEX- or" PERfORAANC£ 

PERCENTAct; FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION (N-33) 
OVERALL WEIGHTED I1l'ILITY 

(TEllCIIERI 
HEA..H • 41.81 
S.D •• 14 .. 08 

UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE 
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PERCENTAGE FR!!QUENCY D1S'l'RIBUTION (NwfO) 
OVERALL WE~GII1'ED OTUlITY 

HYPU", OPERATOR 
MEAN • 64.25 
S.D. - 6 .. 29 

PERCENTAGe FREQUENCY D1STRIOl)TI0N (N.,'4) 
OVERALL HCICUTED tn"ILIT'l 

(PARENTSJ 
HEAN • 55.01 
S.D. - 6.28 

UNPAVO/tABLt -10 fAVORABLE 

PtRCEW:,'AC£ INO:;)( or PERFORliMiC'i:' 

45 50 55 
44 ,49 54 59 
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P&~CENTAGE INDEX or PERtOR~NC£ 
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what has' II really " happened during this first year than do the' 
means of Table" 3. The objective "change in nature of the YMCA," 
although it has the lowest mean, also has the high.est variance 
or spread. This suggests, for example, that there are programs 
which have,. achieved very well on this objective (over 25 per 
cent have scores above SOper cent), and if the National program 
i~ to improve during this coming year, it might well examine the " 
d~fferences between these 25 per cent and the others. Similarly, 
~eachers obtain the lowest mean of all the points of view and, as 
~ll the case of the main objectives, also have the highestvari­
ance. Thes e two examples were selected, not'to emphas ize the 
program's shortcomings, but to point up the fact that ~here there 
are s~ortcomings, there is also evidence of high levels of acfiieve­
l!lent ~n some programs, which can serve ~ guides to improvement 
~n the ot1i"eTs. ' 

Differenc~s among Objectives 

\\ 

One final way of looking at the results of the evaluation, with 
a view to providing specific recommendations for the Training 
and Assistance activities, is presented in Table 5. 

In this tab Ie, the sub -ob j ecti ves, or the criteria of achievement 
of the main objectives" are organized according to the overall 
mean and variance scores obtained. Criteria with ~~gh means can 
be said, loosely, to have been successfully attained;~o$.e with 
low means, with less success. Criteria with low variances can 
b~ said to have b~en attain~d relatively uniformly: those.with 
high variances, to have been achieved to varying degrees ,in 
different programs. 

The eight criteria listed in the high mean/low variance cell of 
Table 5 can be said to have been relatively successfully achieved 
and, wi th a fair, degree of uniformi ty, in the various NYPUM pro­
grams around the country. These are, if you ,,,J.ike, the signals 
of success, and the fact that three of them are criteria for 
the most important main objective, "change in individual be­
havior," suggests that the program is, in this grand view, 
achieving success. 0 

,The three criteria in the high mean/Jow ~~?iance cel.! can also 
'be said to be indicators of success; general.!y, but are variably 
achieved in di£fer~nt. NYPUMS. Some J?rog::ams are not doin~ as t" 
well as are the ma}Orlty on thesecrlterla and could be glven ~ 
special attention. An obverse interpretation~ould be made of' 
the six criteria in the low mean/high variance' ,cell. Some 
programs are doing well on these criteria and could provide 
guidance, for. the maj ori ty which ap~eaT !o befalling sh~r.t ~n 
th~se object~ves. The last oell, ~n wh~ch the three crlterla 
1vi th low means and low variances are lis teed, could be in terP:reted 
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TABLE 5: SUB-OBJECTI'VES "GROUPED ACCORDING TO THEIR MEANS <.:0 

AND VARIA\'lCES ON PERCENTAGE INDp.1~ES OF pHRFORMANCE 

Low 

High 

VaLriance of the Sub-Objective 
(I 

(II.B. 

High 

Increase r~ferrals 

II.C. Movement to outreach 

III.B.lnstitutidnal attitudes 

IV.D. ~ of time non-bike 

IV. G. lYlovement. to non-NYPUM 

IV.H. Effect au other 
programs 

I.D. Reduced recidivism 

II.D. Receptivene~s to 
change I 

III,C, Media attit1ides 

-;.> 

: 

J 

rLA. 

IV.B. 

IV.C. 

I.A. 

LB. 

I. C. 

lILA. 

III.D. 

'IV.A. 

IV.E. 

I IV. F. 

Low . 

Community cOl1aborat~ 
75% referrals J 
Small group design 

l' 

Positive se1f~regard 

A tti tudes to ins ti tutions 

Reduced deviant behavior 

Personal attitudes 

Image of the motorcycle 
-

Age group s el'ved i (11-15) 

Youth participation j,n 
decisions 

Safety 
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~s \~previding e1fidence ef thes"e areas ef the total NYPUM p:logram 
~n, whith increased effert 01'1 the <Natienal level weuJ.d he war- " 
~~anted. Th~se are ebjectives that are riet being achieve4 parti­
cula,:\ly well in any ef' the NYPUM p.rogram~i reperfing. ,There 
ceul~',be"a5 with <the ether ebjectives" many rea-sens fer'lthis 
relative, failure, but sin~e it appears to' be na tien-wide, it 
suggests that attentien sheuld be given either to' ~~thinking 
these oqj ecti ves, or to' the training by whic12 they are cemmuni­
cated teJ,.,~Tcal NY,PUM directers, or to' the precedures by which 
attempts have be¢n made to' implement them. 

:i 

"These ra,ther gress interpretatiens are net intended as substitutes 
'fer the detailedNYPUM-by-NYPUM reperts en these same eb jecti ves, 
which cens ti tute the heart ef the evalua tien So' far as future 
recemmendatiens are cencerned. They .are merely ways ef summari­
zing verbally the inferma tien implicit in the dis·tr,ibutiens and . 
mearl sceres pres ented in the tables and chart~". The us efulness 
of the evaluatien will enly be app.arerft as the'individual pregrams 
review their performance in cemparison with ether pregrams in 
erder to io.en tify the'i r ewn strengths and weakness es; to' make 
changes in pregram emphasis and precedures designed to' upgrade 
these aspects ef· the pregr:am which are we'ak;, and to' reinfeJ;ce 
thpse aspects in which superier per'fermance h8;,S been de mens trated 
durin.g ,the first year., ' . 

I) 
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CHAPTER VIII 

SUMMARY AND OBSERVATION 

At the end of Funding Year I, the NYPUM project has achieved 
each of the major goals of NYPUM. Four District Centers are 
now operating in Akron, Atlanta, Dallas, and Los Angeles. Thev 
are staffed by experienced NYPUM directors. One hundred and 
forty nine (149) new NYPUMS have been started. Each local NYPUM 
had to show specific evidence of genuine collaboration with two 
or more community agencies such as the police, juvenile courts, 
probation, local businesses and the schools. One hundred and 
seventy-five (175) such collaborations are happening now. Six 
hundred and seventy-three (673) local YMCA and other youth agency 
leaders were trained in eighteen (18) workshops. Over 70 per 
cent of the youth participants are referrals from courts, pro­
bation, schools, social workers and the'police. 

The original b-venty-six (26) NYPUMS in the Field Testing pro­
ject were not trained, so we are now up-dating their training. 
This has been most difficult since they already have the mini­
bikes. This group is included in the trainee count. 

At the end of the first year - September 1, 1972 - there are 
175 local NYPUMS enrolling some 7,474 youth~ of whom the majority 
are referral youth. This means that in over hundreds of commun­
ities and cities throughout the nation, the YMCA's are using, 
or starting to use, outreach techniques and methods to combat 
juvenile delinquency and are working on changing the conditions 
which foster alienation, delinquency and crime. This is good. 
There is still a more difficult and needed job to be achieved -­
TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES OF NYPill~. 

Purposely, we have forced local NYPUMS to keep the volum.e of 
youth to a small group program so that the relationship between 
the NYPUM leader and youth is not greater than one to fifteen 
youth. Outreach work means a twenty-four hour relationship. 
NYPUM could easily enroll a huge vdlume of youth if it were a 
recreational or just safety training project. To work with a re­
ferral youth so that his ego strength and his ability to cope 
with the pressures of his real world arc enhanced to the point 
of his staying out of the juvenile justice system requires inten­
sive personal and group relationships. 

To start local NYPUM programs is quick and easy. The hard work 
is to sustain and assist the local NYPUMS to achieve their 
ob j ec ti ves -if real impac t in each communi ty is to be made. This 
is the main thrust for FY-2. 

-89-

~I 



. , 

• 
II , , 

r 

• II :'{ .. ... ~" , 
~"~~ 

Providing the kinds of needed technical assistance, additional 
training and opportunjties to share successful models operating 
around the nation to each ongoing NYPUM would insure the fact 
that the entire community concerned with troubled youth will 
change its traditional behavior and stance to a more functional 
and relevant way of dealing with these youth. Collaboration 
will become the way of life for each given community. Diversi;;n 
wi 11 become a reali ty and an ongoing way of dealing with referral 
youth. If this is happening in 175 cities and communities this 
year, the idea can become contagious and, hopefully, spread in 
other than NYPUM relationships in behalf of troubled youth. This 
can have a healthy impact and influence on the total juvenile 
jus tice sys tern, the communi ties in hund.reds of ci ties across the 
nation, and will enhance the relevancy of youth-serving organi­
zations throughout the land . 

. 
To date we have used less than one third of the Honda gi~t of 
10,ODO mini-bikes. The potential of achieving NYPUM goals in 
different segments of our youth society is tremendous. We have 
just begun to scratch the surface. 

Some of the exciting spinoffs are: 

(1) The U.S. Navy bases are interested in NYPUM to deal 
with delinquency problems on military installations. 
A suocessful parent-involved pilot demonstrat~on is 
now being operated at Davisville, Rhode Island i 

(2) Several state and county institutions for boys are 
asking for NYPUM with emphasis on older heys (above 
11-15 years) for vocational training as an added 
spinoff. 

(3) Boys Club of America, Girl Scouts, Youth for Christ~ 
4-H Clubs, and many others have inquired and want to 
be involved with NYPUM. 

(4) The Dallas Police Chief, Frank Dyson, and Dallas MaY9r, 
Wes Wise, are collaborating on a documentary film about 
Moorland. YMCA NYPUM and police invol vemen t in Dallas, 

(5) On the international scene, the Australian, Canadian, 
English and Japanese national YMCA movements have asked 
our ass'Lstance in starting similar NYPUM projects. 

We are going into FY-2 with eager anticipation and greater 
commitment to achieve NYPUM objectives. NYPUM was refunded 
for $712,515 on a total proposal budget of $1~109,.515, sta.rting 
September 2, 1972 - September 1, 1973. 
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