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A. OVERVIEW

The State‘of Washington began funding Youth Service Bureaus
through the Law and Justice Planning Department in 1973. By‘1976,>
there were twentyefive YSB program sites across the state which
were serving thousands of youths. At the initiation of this
study no one was sure how many youths were being served and at )
what cost. Though some of the individual Youth Service Bﬁreaus
had collected.adequate evaluation data, there was no data on
Washington Staﬁé's programs as a whole. In 1976,'the'Law and
Justice Plannini Division of the Washington State Office of
Community Develo%ment initiated such>a study thrbhgh a contract
with Carkhuff As%ociates, after going through a competitive bid
process.

The first pa%t,of the study, Phase One; focused upon de-
scribing the history, organization, staff, programs, evaluation
and future problems and plans for ‘the twenty- flve Y¥SB sites.

In addition, any ex1st1ng evaluatlon data Wthh the Youth Ser-‘
vice Bureaus had was collected and compiled together on a computer
tape. The data was analyzed and summarized on'several”bASic,

but important youth backgiound variables. All of the above
information was publishéd in the Pha$e One Report in March, | c;‘f
1977, including a natiénal,review,of>YOUth Seivice Bureaus réé" |
search and evaluation. | - : ﬁf. =

The goals of Phase Two were: (1) to analyze ‘the collected

datakon the computér.tape'more extensmvely, (2) to thoroughly



evaluate foﬁr fo six selected ¥YSB programs; and (3) to apply
the p:ocedures of policy analysis to the formulation of recom-
mendations. (As'this phasé of the study began it was decided
tO proceed on all the three above goals, but to give the great-
est weight to the in-depth evaluation of the four to six YSB

sites which would be selected. The reason for this emphasis

~was that it appeare&‘that Washington State had developed several

very effective programs which might qualify as national models.
Therefore, it was important to document those prégrams and dis-
cover just howkéffective, in fact, they were. A secondary goal
of that aspect of the study was to also extensively describe
this social service intervention called Youth Service Bureau.

However, before proceeding to the results of the above por-

tion of the project which is found in the summary of Report Two,

the findings regarding the first goal are summarized in the next
section. The final chapter of the Executive Summary presents
the results and recommendations of the application of policy

analysis procedures to the Youth Service Bureau data.



B . SUMMARY O F REPORT ONE:

OVERVIEW OF THE EXISTING DATA
REGARDING WASHINGTON STATE YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

The purpose of this phase of the study was to examine the
existing data which the Washington State Youth Seérvice Bureau had
collected on thebyouths'and their services. When tﬁe>data waé
available it was posgible through data transfcrmatioﬁjand‘APL
computer programming to make the data compatible with;simiiark
information from other ¥SBs. The twénty tables presented in the
first part of the final report document how this process . was
successfully achieved. However, the twenty tables also ddcumgpt
the considerable extént of misSing data that was not availablekfor
collection or analysis. For important data such as‘the extent
of recidivism after six months follow-up, thére was,; at least,

48% missing data. |

The larger extent of missing data led‘tOvthe decision in .
Phase Two of this study to collect basic program and youth data
on the selected YSBs as well as the more iptensive evaluation‘
data. In fact, the lack of existingkdata put the priorities of
the study uPon‘thaf part of the project’described in geportuTwo.
.However, before proceding to Report Two, it is important to review
what was learned by presenting thé’synthesized data across all
twenty~-five sites. The following guestions and answers summar-

ize the evaluation data from the first pért'of this study.

S
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MAJOR FACTS ABOUT WASHINGTON STATE'S
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS
How many Youth Service Bureaus are there in Washington State?

25 unique sites within eleven organizations.

Where are théy?

Primarily'around the Puget Sound including Everett, Seattle,
King County, Tacoma, and Olympia, and also across the state
in Spokane.

.~ When were they started?

Primarily in 1973 and 1974. Several as late as 1976.

How many yoﬁths have been served?
From 1973 - 1976 there were 81,871 youths served. In 1976,
there were 25,831 served. o
How much money was spent on the youths through the YSBs?
For the 81,871 youths, from 1973 - 1976, $6,667,654 was
spent. For the 25,831 in 1976 $2,426,636 was spent.
What then was the cost per youth who received Services?
For 1973 - 1976 youths the cost was $81.44 per youth.
For 1976 youths the cost was $93.94 per youth.
What were the youth like who were served by YSBs?
a.. How old were they?

Between 5 - 20 years. But the average was approximately
15 years. '

b. Were they mainly boys or girls?

They were 67% male and 33% female served in the YSBs.
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¢. Which race were the youths?
91% White, 4% Black, 2% Asian and 3% Other.
d. Why did the youths need YSB services?

Almost half of the youths were referred for legal
problems. Another half had personal and family problems.

e. What was the primary referral source to the YS8B?

The primary referral sources were criminal justice
agencies, either the police, sheriff or Juvenile Court.

f. What kind of families d4id the youths come f£rom?

About half the youths came from intact families where
their mother and father were still together. However,
the other half of the youths came from broken or other-
wise non-intact famllles.

g. Were the youths still attending school when they were
referred to the ¥YSB?

Yes, the majority of the youths were still in school.
There were some though who had dropped out or who were
attending a YSB alternative school.

Did the ¥YS8Bs primarily refer to other agencies or did they
provide direct services themselves?

They provided services themselves. However, many of the
YSBs made extensive use of communlty volunteers to help
deliver serv1Ces. ,

What were the primary services delivered by the YSBs?

Counseling was the major service, including individual,
group and family counseling. The Washington State ¥SBs
were also unique in their utilization of restitution
programs for the legal offenders.

What other services were provided by the ¥SBs?

Job trainingy academic tralnlng, jOb placement, and
follow- up services.



11. What type of services did the YSB refer youths to?
Counseling, family counseling, tutor services, job
training, job placement, and shelter help.

12. How long did the youths receive services from the YSB?
The time varied from one month to over 19 months.

The average amount of time for most youths was between
1 - 6 months.

13. How effective were the Youth Service Bureaus in reducing
juvenile crime?
The ¥SBs varied in effectiveness. Reoffending ranged
from as low as 1l1l% to as high as 41%. Therefore, there
was nothing special about the ¥YSB itself which reduced
delinguency. The programs which had the youth complete

a restitution assignment appeared to have lower reci-
divism rates than the other programs.

The above findings proﬁide an overview of the main facts
which were learned by evaluating the existing data provided by
the YSB programs themselves. The weakest area on which theré
was the least data was in regard to how effective the YSBs were.
The last conclusion présented abcove is based more upon the data

collected in Phase Two of the study than the data collected in
| Phase One. The next section will discuss the results of the data

collected in Phase Two more extensively.
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c . SUMMARY OF REPORT TWO :

EVALUATION OF THE SELECTED YOUTH
SERVICE BUREAUS IN WASHINGTON STATE
1. Description of Selected Youth Servigﬁ Bureaus
The previous section diséussed the results of»attempting’to
utilize existing data to evaluate Washington State's youth service
bureaus. The major problems of missing data and a lack of detailed
information concerning the youths and their programs'were revéaled.
To compensate for these deficiencies, a portion of the projecﬁ
was designed to collect extensive evaluation data on six selécted
youth service bureaus.
A series of questions were formulated around the following majbr
areas to evaluate the selected ¥SBs:
l. What were the goals of the Youth Service
Bureaus? |
2. How were the programs and organizations managéd?
3. What were the relationships of the Youth Service
Bureaus and their communities?
4, What were the youths like who received services
from YSEs? ,
5. What were the programs and services which the youﬁhs
received? | |
6. How effective were,the Youth Service Bureaus in re~

- ducing subsequent arrests of the youths?

6
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k‘x7. What factors in the YSBs appeared to contribute most
to a reduction in juvenile delinquent behavior?
Data on each of the above issues would assist in the goal of under-
standing wha£ this social service called youth service bureau was

and what its impaét appeared to be. Phase I of the Washington YSB

Study revealed that the state had a wide diversity of approaches

to providing a youth service bureau program. It ‘was. important

to answer the question whether this variety of approaches is due

to variations Qf the same goals or to the existence of different

goals %br each singular ¥YSB. Following this first question is another
issue which asks to what extent do the programs and services appear
to be logically linked to the goals. The emergence of these gues-

tions determined the examination of the goals of each YSB program

studied.

The questions concerning the management of the youth service

Pbureaus emerged because it appeared that the programs with low

recidivism results had better leadership and management. It was,
therefore, decided that the important management variables in each

program should be documented. Management in criminal justice pro-

~grams as a whole is a neglected area of study and this portion of

~the Phase II ¥SB study would represent a step in the right direc-

tion.:

A rationale for the development of youth se;vice bureaus was
centered-around the concept of successful community involvement in
solving theif own jﬁvenile delinqueht problems. Therefore, the

evaluation gquestion concerning the relationships of the ¥YSBs to their
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communities was addressed to determine this degreeyof_community
involvement.
| The questions related to describing the youths servedlby
the YSBs are important for a number of reasons.f Whether the
yvouths are primerily first-time offenders, multi-offenders or
non-offenders addresses the issue of whethei the programs are
diversion, rehabilitation, or prevention oriented. ‘The data
gathered concerning the youth referred to the ¥YSBs represents
a summary of needs assessment data on the youth. Such}needs
assessment information is usually the’msot important ingredient
in program development and planning. Data ie likewise needed
on the programs and services provided in order to know what is
specifically done with the youths. It is also of werthfkﬁowing
to what extent the serviges are related to the diaghosed problems
of youth. |

The sixth area of guestions related to effectiveness are
concerned with how worthwhile or beneficial is this intervention
called youth service:bureau. For the public and its elected
officials the degree of effectiveness is important when funding
decisions are being determined. A related issue is concerned

with whether some approaches are more effective than others. -

The final question of this part of the study addresses identify-

ing factors or variables of effectivehess. The discoVery
of the 1ngred1ents of effectiveness can be utlllzed in developlng

more relevant program standards for juvenile dellnquency

intervention strategles. This last area of concern holds the most f



- promise for favorably influencing future groups Of‘youths who
‘,creaﬁe legal problems.

Using the reports collected in Phase I, seven programs were
chosen for on-site visits to collect further information for the
final selection. Appointments were made with the directors of
those programs for an on-site visit. In addition to gathering
data on the programs, the purpose of the interviews was also to

gain the cooperation of the agency with regard to participation

in the project. In order to provide geographic and ethnic balance

to the study as weil as to examine what were thought to be a
cross section of some of the better programs, the following six
sites were selected for this phase of the project:

1. Olympia

2. Bremerton

3. Bellevue Y.E.S.

4. Mercer Island

5. Mt, Baker-—Seattle

6. Youthful Offender Prograﬁ-—-

King County Sheriff's Office

It was later discovered that the Bellevue Y.E.S. program included
one of the King County Conference Committee programs, which in
many’reépects repfesents’a distinct program. Therefore, for most
‘of the data analysis, resuits concerning seven prograﬁé are pre-
‘sented with Bellevue Conference Committee included.

The data collected in the first series of on-site visits

was grouped and analyzed. The evaluation design and gquestions were

10
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‘then formulated for the remainder of the study. It was decided

that intensive data would be collected on an entire group of

youths completing the YSB program at that site as of April, 1977.71

Information would also be collected on the staff the 1eadersh1p('
the organization and the programs that were in effect for those
youths. This information would then be compared to six month
arrest data that would be collected for each youth.
Each YSB director was interviewed regardihg what the specific

problems were in their community for which the ¥YSB was designed
to handle. The purpose of this question was to find out what
the historical roots were for each program and the initial reason
the YSB was started. The reasons for the initiation of each YSB
are listed in Table 1. Except for the fact that Bellevue Y.E.S.
and Olympia were both begun becausée of drug preblems,'each of the
other programs had unique motives for coming into being. &
common ingredient in Olympia,(Bellevue Y.E.S., Mercer Island and
Mt. Baker's reasons for needing a YSB were community problems.
This contrasted with Bremerton and the Youthful Offender Program
where it was a need by anuexisting organization which caused
the programs to come into being.

| To understand the’activities of the YSBs it was first nec-
essary to document the present stated goals. The»followihg.is,
‘a list of each.sites goals. It should be poted~that the goal
of the Union Street Center in Olympia is to provide diversiéﬁ k
services for juyeniles as ankalternetiVe te entranqe‘into‘
~the criminal justice system. The goal of the Communitxe
Resources Consolldated program in Bremerton is to ‘be v
"a communlty—based diagnostic and treatment plannlng ageney coh-

11



SUMMARY OF THE REASONS

WHY EACH YSB WAS STARTED

Table 1

Youth'Service
Bureau Site '

Reasons

1. Olympia
2. Bremerton

3. Bellevue Y.E.S.

4. Mercer Island

5.  Mt. Baker

6. Youthful Offender
- Program '

There was a community awareness re-
garding drugs and a solution was
needed.

The juvenile court wanted more
intensive diagnosis before disposi-
tion.

Drug abuse was a major problem and
the community wanted a solution.

a. Lack of temporary shelter.

b. Lack of youth employment
opportunities.

c. Dissatisfaction with the juvenile
court. '

The upper middle class wanted to
defend itself against lower class
juvenile crime. : ‘

a. The King County Department of Public
Safety was doing nothing for juveniles.
b. The Department of Public. Safety
wanted a social service component.
in law enforcement

12



cerned with the most troubled and delinquent youth of Kitsap
County". The goals of the Bellevue Y.E.S. programs are to. pre-

vent juvenile delingquency by providing positive relationships in

a comfortable atmosphere and by working with families and youth

to divert police referred youth from the juvenile justice system.

The Bellevue Conference Committee which is a separate prcgram '

within the Bellevue Y.E.S; has as its staéed goals "to hélp'the
child and his family find a solution to their problems and remedy
minor delinquencies before they become’serious enough £o require
official intervention by the Juvenile Court." The goals of Mercer
Island Youth Services are to provide and coordinate resdurces
for Mercer Island Youth and their parents and to facilitate per-
sonal and social adjustment. The specific'goal for youth refer-
red for legal problems is to provide an alternative xesdurce to
the juvenile’court. |

The stated goal of the Mt. Baker Youth Service Bureau, which
serves minority youth living in or near the Mt. quer CSmmunity
of Seattle, is "to divert youthjout of the Juvenile Justice SYstém
into‘thekcommunity and at the same time to hold youth account- |
able for their criminal behavior." The goai for the final YSB,
the YQuthful Offender Program, "is to provide a diversion program
for first-offender juveniles who would Qormally be referred to

the King County Juvenile Court". -

As can be seen in the primary goal of six of the'sevén above

- programs is now in some way concerned with diverting first—gimeﬂv‘

juvenile offenders out of the criminal justice system. Only the

13. ‘ o ol I :;



‘Bremerton program deviates greatly from the policy of working:
primarily with first offenders and handles the most serious 6f—
fenders. The Qlympia, Bellevue Y.E.S., and Mercer Island prbgrams
help other grouﬁs of youth with problems in addition to legal
referrals. For all seven of the above proérams from the six
selected sites, effectiveness of goal attainment could be‘accepted
- if the programs significantly reduce the illegal behavior of
the yduths served.

Table 2 summarizes the overall standing of each bureau
with regard to five major areas of management which were evaluated.
As can be observed the majority of the six ¥S8Bs did have employee
selection instruments, provided staff training, had weekly staff
meetings and utilized formal employee evaluation procedures.
In addition, the programs averaged a total of nine reinforcement
and discipline techniques per site. The overall findings regarding
these management standaxrds indicaté formalized efforts to recruit
and maintain quality staff in the provision of the YSBs services,
at least in the sites surveyed. These results document that
program managers in criminal justice agencies can meet certain
minimal standards with regard to organization and management.

An acknowledged purpose of the Youth Service Bureau is to
attempt to provide local community involvement in the solution
of the local problems of juvenile delinquency.' It is therefore,
important to examine thé degree to which the‘selécted YSBs in the

evaluation were linked with their communities. Table 3 summarizes

14
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SUMMARY OF YSB MANAGEMENT
EVALUATION RESULTS

Table 2
Youth Employee staff Frequency Formal Numb%r of
Service Selection Training of Staff Employee Staff Rein-
Bureau Instrument Provided Meetings  Assess-  forcement
Site Used ’ ments and Disci=-
' pline
Technigues
1. Olympia No Yes Weekly No 8
2. Bremerton Yes Yes Weekly Yes 15
3. Bellevue , 3 Per ; ~
Y.E.S. No Yes Week. No 6
4. Mercer 2 Per P
‘Island Yes Yes o Week « Yes 8
« 2 Per R
5. Mt. Baker Yes Yes Week - Yes 13-
6. Youthful Every
Offender : Twa ,
Program Yes Tes Weeks Yes 6
| Average
~or Most ' : ‘ Lo
Frequent Yes , Yes Weekly ~ Yes 9
Response ' ‘ :

Lo

15



SUMMARY OF EACH YSB'S _
STRONGEST LINK-UPS WITH THEIR

LOCAL COMMUNITY

Table 3

Youth Service
Bureau Site

Strongest Areas of Involve-

ment with the Community

1.

6‘

7.

Olympia

Bremerton

Bellevue Y.E.S5.

Bellevue Conference

Committee

Mercer Island

Mt. Baker

Youthful Offender
Program

Community Board

a.
b.

Community Board.

Community agencies' weekly par-
ticipation in the diagnostic
meeting.

Constant follow-up with community
agencies.

Entire volunteer program.
Feedback to community agencies.
Community provides jobs for
restitution clients.

Volunteer Committee members.
Volunteer chairman and assistant.
Community provides jobs for
restitution clients.

Extensive use of volunteers.
Administratively linked with
the Mercer Island City government.
Volunteer advisory board.
Extensive feedback system with
clients, parents and referral
sources. .

Jobline and jobs for restitution
clients.

Community Accountability Board.
Community Advisory Board.

Administered under City of Seattle.

Community donations and jobs.

Administratively linked with King
County Sheriff's Office.

16
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the various approaches to community linkage employed by each YSB.
Five of the programs, Bremerton, Bellevue Y.E.S., Bellevue Confer-
ence Committee, Mercer Island and Mt. Baker, had three or more
types of community link-up with their programs. Olympia and

the Youthful Offender Program each had one major type of com-
munity involvement. Overall, there were nine different forms

of community involvement including the,ﬁhrée major ways, volunte-
ers, administrative linkages and community boards.

Not only do the above interrelationships with the communi-~
ties improve the potential effectiveness of the YSB, but they also
increase the likelihood that the community will support the
program financially and otherwise. It was a goal of the federal
government that the funding of the Y¥YSB programs be¥aSSuméd by
the local communities after three to four years of initial federal
funding. Bellevue Y.E.S., Mercer Island, Bremerton, Mt. Baker,
and the Youthful Offender Programs have all been pickéd up either
by local funding sources or some combination of local and state

funding. The fact that the funding responsibilities have been

‘assumed by the local and state agencies, pgovide validation foxr

the importance of the above discussed forms of community linkages.-
If it continues to be a goal of federal and even state programs

that the funding eventually be assumed or shared by local communi-

ties, then the above tYpes of community involvement should be

required standards for a program to receive funds .

17



2. Evaluation of the Youth Served

The first aspect of the youths to be described is the
number of maleé versus females participatiﬁg in the pro-
grams. Table 4 presents the summary of the number and
- proportions of each sex involved in the seven programs.
Overall there were 171 males, 64%, and 96 females, 36%,
in the study. The YSB with the greatest proportion of males
to females was the Youthful Offender Program, which had
80% males and 20% females. Two programs, Bellevue Y.E.S.
and Mt. Bakér, were very close to having almost an even
balance of males and females, with 53% and 54% males respect-
ively. The selected ¥YSBs had a slightly greater number of
female refefrals compared to the proportion of males and
females referred to the juvenile courts of.Washington State.

As reported in the 1976 Washington State Juvenile Court

Statistics and Trend Analysis, there were 46,792 or 73%

males referred for delinquency and status offenses. The
same study identified 16,676 females or 27% referred to
juvenile courts for comparable offenses.

The next table, Table 5, presents the racial background
of the selected youths. Overall there were 89% White, 6%
Black and 5% other for the 267 youths. Ali bf the Youth
Service Bureaus had over 90% participation of Whites except
for Mt. Baker YSB. The Mt. Baker program had 44% White,

34% Black, and 22% Other, a truely multi-rasial program.

18



SUMMARY OF YOUTHS' SEX FOR

THE SELECTED YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU SITES

Table 4
Y
Ay .
Youth Male Female
Service ~ : .
Bureau Site Number Percent Number Percent Total
Olympia 27 63% 16 37% 43
Bremerton 26 74% 9 26% - 35
. | . |
Bellevue Y.E.S. 17 53% . 15 47% 32 -5
Bellevue Con- 20 57% 15 " 43% 35
ference Committee ‘
Mercer Island 26 65% 14 35% g0 ) |
Mt. Baker 22 54% 19 46% 41 |
Youthful 33 80% 8 208 41 l
Offender Program ' | R
Total 171 643 96  36% 267 L

19



- SUMMARY OF YQUTHS' RACE FOR

THE SELECTED YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU SITES

Table 5

Youth ' * White Black other

Service ; '
Bureau Site Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total
Olympia 39 91% i 2% 3 7% 43
Bremerton : 33 94% 1 3% 1 3% 35
Bellevue Y.E.S. 32 100% 0 - 0 - 32
Bellevue Con- 35 100% 0 - 0 - 35
ference Committee
Mercer Island 39 97% 1 3% 0 - 40
Mt. Baker 18 443 14 34% 9 22% 41
Youthful Offender 40 98% 0 - 1 2% 41
Program ‘
Total 236 89% 17 6% 14 5% 267

20



The 22% Other represented in the Mt. Baker program is pri-
marily composed of Oriental youths. Racially, the sites
are comparable to each other except for Mt. Baker which is
unique with its multi-racial composition.

The average age of the participantsAfrém each site is
reported in Table 6. The ages presented reflect the youths
age at intake into the YSB program. The average for the en-
tire group of youths was 14.8 years. The Youthful Offender
Program had the youngest group of youth with 13.9 years
average age. In the remainder of the programs the average
age was over fourteen and one half years, while the Bellevue
Conference Committee had the oldest gorup with 15.8 &ears
of age. Bremerton's youth are similar to Bellevue Y.E.S.
and Mt. Baker in age. While Olympia's average age is . .
comparable with Mercer Island'é.

The next series of tables are concerned with the delin-"
quency histories of the youth participating in the sevenl_
selected programs. This data was collected from the law
enforcement records of the jurisdictions wherein the youéhs
resided and the surrounding communities. ©Of all the back-
ground data which can be collected on a juvenile delinquentf
youth, this is perhaps the most relevant in’terms of idénti~,@~
fying the extent of delinquency‘iﬁ which the youthjhas been
_ engaged. Table 7 presents the aVerage number of offenSe; =  i “h?;
committed by the youths from each site 12 months prior to | 3

program entry. There were a total of 360 delinquent.offences

21 | £ i IR ‘ N ‘O‘b L‘



SUMMARY OF YOUTHS' AGE

FOR THE SELECTED YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Table 6
Youth
Service
Bureau Site Average Age
Olympia 15.2 years
Bremerton 14.7 years
Bellevue Y.E.S. 14.8 years

Bellevue Conference

Committee 15.8 years
Mercer Island 15.1 years
Mt. Baker 14.5 years

Youthful Offender
Program : 13.9 years

Average Total 14.8 years

1
i

i
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and 140 status offenses for the 267 youths in the study.
Therefore, it’éan»be concluded that as a grouﬁ\the prograﬁsﬁ
served youths with predominantly delinquent'offenses in ﬁheir ,
backgrounds. 4 | |
A second major finding reflected in Table 7 is that

as a group the youths had an average total of 1.87 offenses

.per youth in the 12 month period prior to referral. In

examining the number of offenses per youth per site it can
be seen that all of the programs had from 1.14 to 1.91
offenses, except for Bremerton. Bremerton's youth averaged‘
almost five offenses per youth and as was discussed in an
earlier section was designed specifically for more delinguent
youths. The important result for the other programs is that
they do indeed serve first or second time offenders.

The next area of interest in regard to the youth's
delinquéncy history is what type of offenses were committed
prior to program entry. Table 8 presenﬁs the most common
offenses  committed by the youths from each YSB. The moé% w:w
common 12 month priorlcfgense for six cfrthe seven programs
was shoplifting. ‘The only program not reporting shoplift-
ing as the most common offense was Bremerton, Where<burglary R
was the most common. ‘However, burglary was the second most _

common offense for four of the programs. The major con-

~clusion is that the YSBs were prlmarlly dealing thh youths,_

who were first or second time shopllfters, except for the

Bremerton program Whlch deals with youths wha commlt burglary

and auto theft.
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NUMBER OF 12 MONTH PRE~PROGRAM OFFENSES

Table 7
Youth Number of Number of Total Total Number
Service Status Delinqguent Number of Offenses
Bureau Site Offenses Offenses of Offenses per Youth
- Olympia 35 47 82 1.91
kBremerton 69 99 , 168 4.80
Bellevue i
¥Y.E.S. 8 31 39 1.22
Bellevue
Conference
Comnittee 6 : 34 40 1.14
Mercer ; .
Island 5 52 57 1.43
Mt. Baker 3 49 52 1.27
Youthful
Offender
Program 14 : 48 62 1.51

Total : 140 360 510 1.87
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MOST COMMON 12 MONTH PRIOR

OFFENSES COMMITTED BY YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU YOUTH

Table 8

Youth Most Common Percent 2nd Most | Perceht Other‘lz
Service 12 Month of Common 12 Month of Month Prior
Bureau Site Prior Offense  Youth Prior Offense Youth Offenses
Olympia Shoplifting 23% Runaway 16% Burglary:
, - Marijuana
Bremerton Burglary 20% ~Auto theft 9% Breakingkand~‘;
entering; g
Incorrigible
Bellevue Shoplifting 53% Burglary 9% Marijuana;
Y.E.S. : Possession
of alcohol
Bellevue Shoplifting 51% Marijuana 9% Assault;
Conference ~Auto theft
Committee
Mercer Shoplifting 35% Burglary 10% Larceny;
- Island ' Assault
Mt. Baker Shoplifting 68% “Burglary . 7% Larceny;.‘

‘ , : ‘ - Robbery
Youthful Shoplifting 27% Burglary 1 20% Breakihg and
Offender - entering;
Program ~Assault -
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3. Evaluation of the Programs and Services

Five of the seven of the above programé-have an inter-
mediary link between the arresting’officerﬁand‘the YSB.
Only the Youthful Offender Program and Bellevue Y.E.S. have
direct contact‘with arresting officers. One concern of
this evaluatioh of Washington State's Youth Service Bureaus
was the immediacy of the YSBs response compared to when the
youﬁh committed his or her offense. One reason offered
for community-based programs such as YSBs is that they can
offer more.immediate help through a gquicker response time.
In the presént evaluation study the number of days between
each youth's offense date and the date of the first contact
‘by the YSB was calculated. The average length of time for
the link-up of the youth and the YSB was calculated for each
YSB.

The results of the data analysis regarding average
link-up time by bureau are presented in Table 9. The
average length of link-up time for youths across all of the
YSBS was 25.8 days. The shortest amount of time for link-
up was fop¥the Youthful Offender Program and was an average
of five days per youth. The next shortest time was 16.1
days for Beilevue Y.E.S.. It may be rememberéd that both of
these programs did not have inte:mediéry steps in their
link-up between the police referral the youths contact.

In fact, in some cases the Youthful Offender Program had same
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AVERAGE LINK-UP TIME

Table 9 -
Youth Service Bureau Site Average Link-up Time
Olympia | ¥ 3§:§ﬁdays,
Bremetton - 32.6 daYs
Belle#ue Y.EiS. | S . 16.1 days
i Bellevue)éonference
g Committee : | , 26.9fdays
Mercer Island ’ 25.0 days
% Mt. Baker ' : 36.i:days
% Youthful Offender : , '
; -Program | | | f 5.0 days
é' | . Average‘totél : k.- | - 25.8 days 
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day link-up between the law enforcement agency and the
youth program.

Three programs, Olympia, Bremerton and Mt. Baker,
required over a month to complete the referral, link-up
process. Both the director of the Mt. Baker program and
the Olympia programs recognized prior to this data being
dollected that there was somewhat of a time lag. However,
in on-site observations of the initial program contacts of
Olympia, Bremerton, and Mt. Baker the problem incident,
though over a month old, was still fresh in the youth's
and{parent‘s thinking. The reason'the problem was probably
very much alive was because the law enforcement pfficers
or ptobation officers did communicate to the youth and his
or her family‘that they should expect some form of con-
sequences and a contact from the ¥SB. One could, there-
fore, speculate that the long lag time from offense to
YSB contact might have created sufficient anxiety in the
youth or his or her parents to get their attention about
the problem; The pogitive value of a quick response by
the YSB,to‘deal with the problem may be offset by the
_positive bénefits of creating anxiety in thévyouth by leav-
ing him or her up in the air about what isvgoing to happen.
. BEach youth's record was also examined to determine what
services had béen provided during his or her involvement
in the‘YSB.i The most commén services provided by each YSB
aré preSehtéd in Table 10. Some form of counseling was
‘either the first or second most.common service for five

28




e A P ey Eg ] BT e T AW T T A A g sk ¢

SUMMARY OF THE MOST FREQUENTLY

DELIVERED SERVICES BY YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU SITE

Program,

Table 10
Youth Most 2nd Most :
Service Common Percent Common Percent Other
Bureau Service of Service of - Services
Site Provided Youth Provided - Youth Provided
Olympia Self counsel- 26% Agsertiveness 26% Educational,wdrk-"
‘ ing training “training shop; Individual
' counseling
Bremerton  Family 43% Group home 40% Individual
counseling counseling;
Probation
Bellevue Family - 53% Restitution 47% Individual
Y.E.S. counseling /'* counseling; :
Group counseling
Bellevue Restitution 57% Attended Con~  29%  Refer youth to ‘
Conference ference Com=- Alcoholics Anony=
Committee mittee meet- mous Teens; :
ing only Individual S
counselirng
Mercer Individual 85%  Family 78%  Restitution;
Island counseling Counseling Telephone
: : - counseling
Mt. Baker  Restitution 98%  Behavioral 7%  Family counsel-
o ~ contract -+ ing; Special
developed - school program
Youthful = Telephone 93% Family 85% Individual cQuni
Offender ~counseling counseling seling; Parentes -
T o attending par-

_enting class »k_.
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~of the programs, Olympia, Bremerton, Bellevue Y.E.S.,

Mercer Island and the Youthful Offender Program. Resti-
tution was eithér the first or second most common service
for three progréms, Bellevue Y.E.S., Bellevue Conference
Committee and Mt. Baker. The Bremerton program, which
deals with the more serious offender, in addition heiped

to place 40% of its youths invgrOup homes. The most comnmon

services across all the YSBs were counseling and restitution.

'As part of each YSBs delivery system it is of use to
learn how much of each youth's'time was structured by
participation in the YSB. The amount of time structured
can be viewed“as’punishmenf from the perspective :of the
youth and it‘éould,be looked upon as constructive time when
the youth can not get in trouble. Each youth's record
was examined to determine the approximate number of hours
per week the youth's time was in some way taken up by the
¥YSB. If the youth was working on a restitution project,
thén those hours were calculated as time thaﬁswas structured.
If the youth was in counseling then that time was calcu--
lated as time that was under control by the ¥SB.

Table 1l presents the average number of hours per
week which Were structured for the youth as a result of
parﬁicipation in each Youth Service Bﬁreau. The program
with the greatest amount of structure was Bremerton, which
included a lot of youth beiﬁg placed in gﬁoup homes outside
their own home. From earlier secﬁions it will be remembered
that the Bremerton program worked with morekaelinquent youth
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SUMMARY OF THE AVERAGE AMOUNT
OF THE YOUTHS' TIME STRUCTURED AS A

RESULT OF YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU INTERVENTION

Table 11
Youth Average Amount of Youths'
Service Hours Per Week Structured
‘Bureau Site as a Result of ¥YSB's Intervention
Olympia : i.7 hours
Bremerton © 70.3 hours
Bellevue Y.E.S. ‘ 1.6 hours
Bellevue Conference :
Committee 1.3 hours
Mercer Island 1.9 hours
~ Mt. Baker » ‘ 4.6 hours
&outhful Offender o :
Program , , : 1.3 hours
Average,totél _ R  11.0 hours
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th had committed on the average more than four offenses

per youth._ Therefore, as a result of the diagnostic meeting,
a series of éfogram recommendations were implemented which
resulted ih a series of strong interventions in the youth's
life. The Mt. Baker YSB averaged 4.6 hours of intervention
per youth, which was primarily restitution work hours.

The remaihing five Y.S.B. programs averaged from 1.3
to 1.2 hours of structure per week. For most of the youths
that represented about one hour of counseling per week.
However, Bellevue Y.E.S., Bellevue Conference Committee and
Mercer Island had a number of youth in restitution programs.
The implication is that youths from those programs averaged
less hours per week of work, compared with the Mt. Baker
restitution program.

The amount of time from the youth's intake to the youth's
termination in the ¥YSB was calculated. The average amount
of participation time is presented for each YSB in Table
12. The time  for Bremerton is listed as five months.
However, youths at Bremerton participate in the program
from the entry point to their 18th birthday. The actual
length of participation, then, is almost three years per
youth. However, for the purposes of this study, a f£ive month
‘period was utilized as the intensive service delivery time.
The next highest length of participation was 4.8 months
for the Youthful Offender Program. Bellevue Y.E.S. had

2.6 months while Mercer Island youths participéted for an
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AVERAGE LENGTH OF PARTICIPATION

IN THE YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU PROGRAM PER YOUTH

Table 12
Youth

Service .Average Length of
Bureau Site Program Participation
Olympia , ' 2.1 months
Bremerton 5.0 months¥*
Bellevue Y.E.S. 2.6 months
Bellevue Confer- 1.9 months

ence Committee '
Mercer Island . 2.5 months
Mt. Baker 1.7 months
Youthful Offender |

- Program - 4.8 months
Average Total , 2.9

months

*Length of participatidn in Bremerton is based upon total
time from youth's entry until his or her 18th birthday.
In order to calculate during and post program offenses
for Bremerton, 5 months was used as intensive service

delivery time.

i
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average of 2.5 months. The shortest length of participation
was 1.7 months’in the Mt..Baker program. It may be remembered
from the preceding table that Mt. Baker had the greatest
number of hours per week of stfucture for the YSB with

a restituﬁion program, It can be concluded that Mt. Baker
hits the youth hard for a short amount of timei

The data regarding the restitution and cqunseling
programs which were provided to the youths will now be
’presented. Table 13 presents the summary of the number of
youths who participated in some form of a restitution
program. The total number of youths across all sites in-
volved in restitutioﬁ programs was 112, while there were
155 non-participants. Of the 112 youths participating
in the service; 95, or 85%, successfully compléted their
assigned restitution.

Mt. Baker had the greatest number of youths partici-
pating in the restitution program, 41 youths or 100% of the
sample. Mercer Island had the next largest group of youths
with 31 participants. A very interesting finding is that the
Juvenile Conference Committee which was established to re-
'quiré youths to make some form of restitutidn, did not .
impose that requirement on 18 or 51% of the youths appearing
before the Committees. For those 18 youthsfit was generally
determined*thaf the family and youth were sufficiently
handling the problem and did not need to enter into a

restitution program. The Bellevue Y.E.S. had 17 youths
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SUMMARY OF YOUTHS

PARTIéIPATING IN A RESTITUTION PROGRAM

Table 13

Re s t i\t ution

Youth Number of Number of . Total Total

Service Successful Non-Com~  Restitution Non- Total
Bureau Site Completions pletions Participants Restitution Youth
Olympia 1 0 1 | 42 43
Bremerton o 0 0 35 35
Bellevue , _
Y.E.S. 17 -0 17 , 15 32
Bellevue
Conference
Committee 16 1 17 18 35
Mercer v F '
Island 22 9 31 : ‘ 9 40
Mt. Baker : 35 6 41 ' o 41
Youthful
Offender L ‘
Program 4 1 : 5 o 36 41
Total 95 17 112 155 . | 267

428 58%




involved in restitution programs and all of them success-
fully completed their programs. The Youthful Offender
Progiam had five participants while the Olympia program
had only one. There were no participants in a restitution
program from the Bremerton YSB.

When each youth's case record was examined to discover
the type of services which were provided the following
information regarding counseling was collected. Table
14 presents an overview of the numbér of youth who par-
ticipated in counseling from each éite. Overall there
were 178 youths, or 67% who received some form on counseling.
This finding means that, at least two-thirds of the group
of 267 youths received counseling during the cburse of
their involvement with the Youth Service Bureaus.

The YSB with the greatest proportion of counseling
participants was the Youthful Offender Program with 100%.
Mercer Island had 98%‘of its youth involved, while Olympia
had 84% partgcipation. Bellevue Y.E.S. had 75% of ;tsfsample
receiving counseling. It should be pointed out that almost
all of the Mercer Island youths received both restitution
and counseling. For youths receiving both, the counseling

generally focused on their restitution program. The Bre-

merton program had 66% involvement with the service, while

Bellevue Conference Committee only had 38% participation.

The YSB with the least number of youth receiving counseling
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SUMMARY OF COUNSELING

SERVICES PROVIDED

Table 14
Youth Service - Counseling _ No Total
Bureau Site Services ’ Counseling '~ Number
Provided of
, ' , , Youth
Number Percent Number Percent ~ 7
1. Olympia ' 36 84% 7 16% ~ 43
2. Bremerton 23 66% 12 - 34% 35
3. Bellevue Y.E.S. 24 75% 8 - 25% 32
4. Bellevue 1
Conference X : .
Committee< 13 38% 22 62% 35
5. Mercer Island 39 98% 1 2% 40
6. Mt. Baker 2 5% 39 95% 41
7. Youthful
Offender ,
Program 41 100% - - ’ 41
TOTAL 1 67% | 89 33% 267

1. It should be recognized that the Bellevue Conference Committee
form of counseling was primarily composed of the interaction
between the youths and his or her parents and the Conference
Committee which occurred at the Conference Committee . :
meeting. Youths in this program who needed wore intensive coun-
seling were referred to the Bellevue Y.E.S. program.and other
programs. '
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was Mt. Baker with only two youths or 5% receiving some type
of counseling. Therefore, the major counséling programs
were the Youthful Offender Program, Mercer_Igiand, Olympia,
and Bellevue Y.E.S. o

Table iS presents the data for the average number of
times each youth was counseled and the average length of
counseling. The total averages for both of these factors
were calculated both as means and medians beCause of the
heavy influénce of the Youthful Offender Prégram on the
total average across all sites. The average number of times
the youths received counseling had a mean of 8.4 times
and a median of 4.8 times. Therefore, the average youth

was counseled about five times. The Youthful Offender

average youﬁh was counseled 17 times while the Bremerton

youths averaged 12 sessions of counseling.

Mt. Baker, Mercer Island, Bellevue Y.E.S. and Olympia
all averaged between fcr to six counseling sessions per
yvouth. The Bellevue Conference Committee had an average
of 1.5 sessions of counseling for its youths. These results
indicate that the majoriﬁy of the programs'which had counsel-
ing provided between fdur to six sessions of éounseling.

The YouthfulAOffender Program had approximately three times
more contacts but they were usually short telephone Contacts
with eithér the youth or the mother.

The median average length of counseling across all sites

was approximately one month. The average length of counseling
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SUMMARY OF THE AMOUNT OF

COUNSELING PROVIDED BY THE YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Table 15

Youth Average Average

Service Frequency Length
Bureau Site Counseled of Counseling
Olympia 5.8 times 38.2 days
Bremerton 12.0 times - 75.1 days
Bellevue Y.E.S. 4.7 times 24.9 days
Bellevue Conference ' ,
Committee 1.5 times 14.1 days
Mercer Island - 4.3 times 42.7 days
Mt. Baker 4.0 times 30.0 days
Youthful Offender : ,
Program 17.0 times 136.4 days
Mean total 8.4‘timesy  62.9 daysk
Median total 4.8 times ~30.4 days

I
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for the Youthful Offender Program was again the greatest
and was ovei four and one half months. -Bremerton's youths
averaged almoét two and one half months of counseling.

Three progéams averaged near one month of counseling per
youth, Mt. Baker, Bellevue Y.E.S. and Olympia. Mercexr
Island's youth'had almost one and one half monfhs of involve-
ment in counseling, while the youths in the Béllevue Con-
ference Committee were‘only involved for apéroximately

"one half a mbnth-' For most of the ¥YSBs in this study the
average length of COunseIing was between two and six weeks.

In this portion of the description of the WaShington
State Youth Service Bureau evaluation, priﬁary attention
will be giVen to how well the selected YSBs affected the
- youths' subsequent behavior. The first set of results
are concernéd with the number of offenses which were reported
for the yogths while they were participating in their
respectivenYSB programs. These during program’offenses
are reported in Table 16. It should be recalled that the
offense data for this study was collected from the youth's
.home town law enforcement agency as well as law enforcement.
aéencies from adjoining jurisdictions.

The first column of data in Table 16 presents the fact
~that there were 26 status offenses for the‘ehtire group of
267 youths at the same time they were still participating
" in their program. There were also 51 delinéuent offenses

for a total of 77 offenses.  As useful as the number of of-
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NUMBER OF DURING PROGRAM OFFENSES

Table 16

Youth Number of Number of Total Total Number Offenses

Service Status Delinguent Number of Offenses per Youth
Bureau Site Offenses Offenses of Offenses per Youth. per Month
Olympia 2 6 8 .19 .05
Bremerton 19 18 37 1.06 .21
Bellevue |
Y.E.S. 1 3 4 .13 .05
Bellevue
Conference S
Committee 0 1 1 .03 01
Mercer ' ;
Island 0 3 3 08 .02
Mt. Baker 0 2 2 .05 .02
Youthful
Offender :
Program- 4 18 22 54 .18

26 51 77 .29 .08

Total




fenses at each site is, it is more valuable for comparison
purposes to know the average offenses per youth. Inspecting'
this data we find that there was .29 of an foense per youth
 during ﬁrogram'partiCipation. The’Bellevue Cenference
‘Committee hed the most favqrable rate, .03 offense per youth.
‘Low rates of offenses were also found for youth from Mercer
Island end Mt. Baker Youth Service Bureaus;,.OS and .05,
respectively. The rate per youth fof Olymﬁiaewas .19, while
it was only .13 of an offense for the Bellevue Y.E.S. youth.
The largest rates of during program,offenses were for the
Youthful Offender Program, .54 and for Bremerton, 1.06
offense pef youth.

The greatest amount of offending was in the Bremerton
and Youthful Offender Programs. However, it was also known
that youth participated in these programs fbr longer amounts
of time. Therefore, the youth in these programs had a greater
length of at risk time in which to acquire a greater number
of offenseS’cempared to the rest of the ¥SBs. To control
for this facter, each youth's during progrem offenses were
averaged by the amount of time the youth was involved in his
or her respective YSB. The final column in Table 16 presents
the results of these calculations in terms of the average
numberkof offenses‘per youth per menth for each site.

Table 17 presenﬁs’some of the most important information
,cdlledted in the study. This data begins to address the

evaluation question, how well did the YSB's perform in terms
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NUMBER OF 6 MONTH POST~PROGRAM OFFENSES

Table 17
Youth Number of Number of Total Total Number
Service Status ~ Delinguent - Number of Offenses
Bureau Site Offenses - Offenses of Offenses per Youth
Qlympia 9 6 15 .40
Bremerton 6 7 13 37
Bellevue ‘
Y.E.S. 1 - 2 3 .09
-Bgllevue
Conference - : :
Committee 0 s 16 ' B .46
Mercer : ; :
Island 2 5 7 .18
Mt. Baker 1 ‘ 9 10 | .24
Youthful
Of fender , : ,
Program 1 16 17 - .42
Total B 20 6l | 81 .30
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of reducing delinquency in the youth referred to their
programs. The number of six month post program offenses
for each ¥YSB are presented. There were 20 status offenses
and 61 delinquent offenses committedvoverallvby the 267

youths in the time period six months immediately following

_their program termination. The greatest number of recidi-

vism status offenses, 9, were committed by youths from the
Olympia'YSB; Six status offenses were committed by Brém—
erton youths in the follow-up period. To develop comparable
follow-up data for Bremerton the six month period immediately
following the first five months of program participation
was selected for each youth's post-program at risk period.
Thé Youthful Offender Program and the Bellevue Con--
ference Committee both ‘had the greatest number of delinquent
offenses, 16, committed during £he six month follow-up
period. Thelleast number of delinguent offenses, 2, were
committed by youths from the Bellevue Y.E.S.. The total
number of offenses are also presented for.éach site in Table
17. However, because the different YSBs had different num-
bers of youths in the study groups, the‘total offenses
are not in the best form for comparison purposes. By
calculating the total number of offenses éer'youth for each
site, as was done, a better basis of comparisqn is avail-
able. There was an average of .30 offense per youthkacross
all sites for ﬁhe six month follow-up périod.

The Bellevue Y.E.S. program had the lowest post~of-
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fense rate per youth with .09 of an offense. The next low-
est rate was .18 for the Mercer Island‘program. The Mt.
Baker program which worked with a large proportion of minority
youth was not fai behind with a rate of .24 of an offense
per youth. Bremerton youths had a rate of .37, while
Olympia youths had a per youth rate of .40. The rate for.
the Youthful Offender Program was the second highest, .42.
The program with the highest offense rate was not Bremerton
as might be expected, but the Bellevue Conference Committeé,
with .46 offense per youth. It should alsoc be poinﬁed out
that all of those post—bffenses committed by Conference
Committee youths were delinquent. Three brograms which

had low post-program offense rates were Bellevue Y.E.S.,
Mercer Island, and Mt. Baker.‘ Later, in this séction
program evaluation data will be presented to understaﬁd

why those programs did so well.

The previous tables have presented thé durirng and post-
program offense rates. Table 18 presents therrecidivism
rates for those same two time periods. Whereas the offense
rates were concerned with‘the numbeﬁ of offenses, recidivism.

rates in this study'dealt with the number of youthg who got

in further trouble. The overall during program recidivism

=y

rate across all sites was lﬁ;pgrcent) while the six month
follow—upfrate was 17 peréent across all sites. The program '
with the lowest during program{;ecidivism rate was the

Bellevue Conference Committee with 3 percent. Mt. Baker,"

&
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RECIDIVISM RATES

Table 18

Youth Durinngrogram Offenses - Six Month Post Offenses

Service

Bureau Num. of Recidi- Severity Num. of Recidi- Severity

Site Youth vism Youth vism

o Rate ‘Rate

Olympia 3 7% 3.6 13 30% 2.1
Bremerton ls 46% 3.0 7 20% 2.8
Bellevue ;
Y.E.S. 2 6% 3.7 2 ' 6% - 3.0
Bellevue
Conference
Committee 1 3% 2.0 5 14% 3.9
Mercer .

Island 3 8% 4.0 ' 6 15% 3.2
Mt. Baker 2 5% 3.5 8 - 20% 3.8
Youthful

Offender '

Program 12 - 29% 3.8 5 12% 4.1
AVERAGE '
TOTAL 39 15% 3.0 46 - 17% 3.0
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Mercer Island,‘Bellevue Y.E.S. and Olympia all had low
during recidivism rates between five percent and eight
percent.

The second greatest during program recidivism,rate was
29 percent for the Youthful Offender Program. The highest
during recidivism rate, 46 percent was obtained by Bre-
merton, which means that 46 percent of the youth committed,
at least, one offense during the first five months of program
participation. The average offense severity for each program's
during program offenses are also’presented.~ The offense
severity is based upon a 1-7 severity scale where seven’ie
the most severe. The scale which was used is an adaptation
of the Springer—King County scale found in the Final Report..
The averadge seriousness for all during offenses wes‘3.0.

The site with the lowest average during offenses
severity was the Bellevue Conference Committee, with an
average of 2.0. While Bremerton's youths committed a large
number of during program offenses, it‘can be seen that their
average severity was only 3.0. The next lowest average
offense severity was 3.5 for the Mt. Baker youths. Three
programs, Olympia, Belle&ue Y.E.S., and the Youthful Of-
fender Program had severity levels of 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8
respectively. The highest during program offense severity,
4.0, was for the Mercer«Islandfoffenses.‘ To helpﬁtﬁe reader . -
understand this scale, a 2.0 otfense‘for example is rﬁnaway}ekk
driving while intoxicated is a 3.0 offense and shoplifting“‘

. Vi :
is - a 4.0 offense.
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How did the seven YSBs do in terms of their six month
post program recidivism rates? The lowest recidivism
rate was found for the Bellevué Y.E.S. program»and was only
six percent. The next lowest recidivism rate came sur-
prisingly from the Youthful Offender Program and was 12
percent. Since the YOP program had the largest offense rate,
.42, per youth, it must be concluded that 12 percent of the
youths or only 5 youths committed 17 offenses -between them.
The Bellevue Conference Committee rate was 14 percent while
Mercer Iéland had a 15 percent six month recidivism rate.
Mt. Baker and Bremerton both had 20 percent. ' The low rate
of 20 perceﬁt for Bremerton is favorable because this was
with more serious offenders. |

The 20 percent recidivism rate for the Mt. Baker YSB
is also favorable becaﬁse this program dealt with a large
number of minority youths from lower socio-economic back-
grounds than the other programs. Olympia had the largest
recidivismlrate, which was 30 percent. However, it can be
observed that the Olympia youths also had the lowest severity,
2.1, for those post offenses. The higheSt pqst offense
severity was for the Youthful Offender Program ahd was 4.1.
The Believue Conference Cqmmittee had an avérage severiﬁy
score of 3.9, while Mt. Baker's score was 3.8. Surprisingly,
~ the second’lowest average severity score was for the
Bremerton ¥YSB, which is another indication thét ¥YSB's

serious offenders were positively affected.
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The overall interpretation of the offense and reci-

divism rate data is that three YSBs' youths consistently

performed favorably, Bellevue Y.E.S., Mercer fslandland
Mt. Baker. BaSed‘qun the six month offense daﬁa there

is strong evidence that those programs are having a favor-
able impact upon their youths' juvenile delinguency. The
Bellevue Conferencé Committee youths had low recidivism
rates which were positive indications of impact, but they
had a high average offense rate per youth.

Sremerton, which worked with the multiple offenders,
had a high during program recidivism rate, but was able to
obtain a relétively low six month follow-~up offense rate of
20 percent. To understand the impact of the Bremerton-
project it is important fio-understand the impact of the
number of prior offenseé“on~expected recidivism., For
example, utilizing these three studies of juvenile
recidivism: 1 | ; : f\ 

,‘/‘

Wolfgang, Figlio & Sellin, Delinquency in a Birth
Cohert, Appendix. 1-1.3, 1972 (Philadelphia)

Springerkand Mathews, Youthful Offender Criminal
History Survey, Final Report, P.4, 1976 (Seattle)

Carr, Molof & Weller, Characteristics and Recidivism
of Juvenile Arrestees in Denver, Section c, 1974.

the following rates of recidivism were found for the dif-

ferent number of increasing offenses:
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EXPECTED RECIDIVISM RATES

Chart 1.

Study Group

Number of Prior

DiscovéredyRate

Offenses
A. Philadelphia
" (Males Only) 1 Prior Offense 45% to 65% Recidivism
2 Prior Offenses .55% to 74% Recidivism
5 Prior Offenses 65% to 78% Recidivism
B. Seattls,
“(Maled and Females) 1 Prior Offense 34% Recidivism
2 Prior Offenses 55% Recidivism
5 Prior Offenses 76% Recidivism
C. Denver .
Delinguent 1 Prior Offense 50% Recidivism
Offenses Only :
(Males Only) 2 Prior Offenses 65% Recidivism
5 Prior Offenses 75% Recidivism

The Youthful Offender program had a high during program

recidivism rate, 29 percent, a high rate of post offenses

per youth, .42, but was able to obtain the second lowest

follow~-up recidivism rate, 12 percent. Olympia's youth

had a high post program recidivism rate, 30‘perceht, a

50
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recidivism for the during program offenses, 7 percent.
Three of the YSBs studied had consistently favorable results
in terms of this offense data, while the other four>YSBs
each had, at least, one area where they obtained favoragle
results. | |

Onebuniqueness which emerged in this evaluation
study was the ?resence of restitution programs in the major-
ity of the seven selected Youth Service Bureaus. A preceding
section has described the structure and uniquenesses ih the’
restitution programs. Four of the ¥YSBs utilized restitution
programs extensively while two programs, Olympia and the
Youthful Offender Program, had from one to five youths in4
restitution programs. Only the Bremerton program partici-
pants'didvnot have documentation of involvement in a fofmai
restitution program.

The follow~up results for those youth who participated.kk
in a restitution program cdméared with tbé“youths,who did o
not participate are presented in Table 19. Tpe average
number of six month post-program:offenses was calculatednk |  ; ;'N
and compared for restitution participahts and ndn—par—:
ticipants. The 112 restitution program participanﬁsﬂhad
a significantly lower total offense rate, .18 of an offensef
per youth, éompared to the 152 non—participants who had .38
of an offénse. The calculated statistical significance of'

the difference was .02 and was highly significant.' These

results indicate that for the entiré group of youths,

51



T-TEST RESULTS COMPARING 6 MONTH

POST-PROGRAM OFFENSE RATES OF RESTITUTION

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS WITH

NON~RESTITUTION PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

All Sites

Table 19

Mean Number
Number of 6 Month \
of Cases Post Offenses Probability

A. Status Offenses

1. Restitution
Participants

2. Non-participants
in Restitution
B. Delinquent Offenses

1. Restitution
Participants

2. Non-participants
in Restitution

g

C. Total Offenses

1. Restitution
Participants

2. Non~participants
in Restitution

112 .03
.01

152 .11

112 .15
ns

152 .27

112 . «18
.02

152 .38
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participanté in a restitution program have half the number
of follow-up offenses as non-participants.

The overall results regarding participation in a res-
titution' program were favorable in terms of lower pdst~
program offense rates. The next concern involved how well
those youths did who completed their restitution assignment’
versus those youths who did not satisfactorily:finish their ,
assignment. The results comparing the participants who
completed thier program versus the non:completing participants
is presented in Table 20. The youths~completingkthe programk
had a statistically significant lower rate of offending,

.11, than the non~completers, .53. The average offenée
rates for the four major groups are:
a. Re;titution participants who
completea their restitution—— .11
b. All restitution partiqggénts-é‘ .18
c. All restitution non—p%&ticipants-;Bs
d. Restitution participants who did
not comélete restitution-- .53
As can be seen thé lowest foense r%ﬁe was for the youths
who patticipated in a restitution proéram and completed

it.

On the other hand, the highest offense rate wanforfthose:m

youths who. participated but did not complete their res-~
titution program.: A conclusion is that partic%pating-inf

. (‘} .
a restitution ‘program and not being held accountable to
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T-TEST RESULTS COMPARING 6 MONTH

POST~PROGRAM OFFENSE RATES OF ﬁESTITUTION PROGRAM

PARTICIPANTS WHO COMPLETED THEIR RESTITUTION

VERSUS THOSE PARTICIPANTS NOT COMPLETING RESTITUTION

All Sites

Table 20

Numbexr Mean Number
of of 6 Month
Cases Post Offenses Probability

Status Offenses

1. Completed Restitution
Program Participants

2. Non-Completed Resti-
tution Participants
Delingquent Offenses

L. Completed Restitution
Program Participants

2. Non~-Completed Resti-
tution Participants
Total Offenses

1. Completed Réstitution
Program Participants

2. Non-Completed Resti-

tution Participants

95 .03

ns
17 .00
95 .08

.03
17 .53
95 .11

.04
17 53
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complete the assignment is worse than never participating

in such a program in the first place. This conclusion is

‘also logical when one considers the fact that one purpose

of the restitution program is to teach youths that they will

. be held accountable for their unlawful behavior. The fact

that some youths were not fully heidiaccountable by being
compelled to complete their restitution assiénment taughﬁ
those youths a negative lesson. The youths who partici-~
pated in and cdmpleted their restitution avefaged léss than
one offense pet nine youths after six months of post pro-
gram follow-up. ;

The results of this study regaréing theaeffectiveness
of restitution as a program component for juvenile delinquent
youths were favorable. The findings in terms of lower
follow~up offense rates were even more dramatic when the
youths were required to successfully complete their assigned,
restitution program. The last part of this section will
now report the effectiveness of the ofher most‘freqﬁently”
utiliéed service, counseling,

Earlier in this report it was documented how coun-
seling was the’most frequently provided’serviCe for the
youths from the seven selected Youth Service Bureaus.

In fact, 178 youth’s, or 67 percent of the total group
parﬁicipatéd in some type of a cOuﬁseling program. ’Wé havéf
jﬁst seen how thé resﬁitution prog#ams obtainéd,significanﬁ'

differences for participants~compaﬁed to'noniparticipants.
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Table 21, now presents the results of cqmpafing §grticipants
in the COunseling progtams with non—partiéipants. There was
not a statistically significant difference between the 178
counseling participants and the 89 non-participants. In
fact, the participants had‘a higher delinquency offense
rate, .25,'than the non-participants, .18. The total
- offense rate for participants was also greéper; .31, than
for the non—participants, .29,

The preceding presentation of evaluation results has

shown that while restitution had a favorable influence upon

reduced follow-up delinquency, counseling had no such

imgact. The participants in the counseling program, in fact,
had slightly higher offense rates than the non—participants.
We can’conclude that as far as a preferred course of treat-

ment in a Youth Service Bureau, restitution is the preferred

alternative.
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T~TEST RESULTS COMPARING 6 MONTH -
POST~PROGRAM OFFENSE RATES OF COUNSELING
PROGRAM DARTICIPANTS WITH

NON~COUNSELING PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

All ¥YS5B Sites

Table 21 -
Number Mean Number
of . of 6 Month

Cases ‘Post Offenses Probability

A. Status Offenses

1. Counseling

Participants - 178 .06
| 2. Non-Participants , | | ns
: in Counseling 89 v .11 ' '

B. Delinquent Offenses

1. Counseling

Participants 178 .25
2. Non~Participants ns

in Counseling 89 .18

e

C. Total Offenses

1. Counseling

Participants 178 .31
2. Non-Participants | : , ns
in Counseling - 89 o .29 :

¥

i
]
¥
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D. SUMMARY OF REPORT THREE:

POLICY ANALYSIS AND YSB PROGRAMS‘

1. BApplication of Policy Analysis

The final report presents an extensive discussion of
policy analysis including an annotated bibliography, ardes—
cription of its history, a presentation of terminology and
a description of its process. The annotated bibliography
presented on Policy Analysis is divided into three major
sections: Technical References,’Political References, and
Criminal Justice References. The history of policy analysis
begins with examples from as early as the eleventh century

in China and works up through the tWentieth.century where

* the use of policy analysis has proliferated. The dis-

tinctions between the terms policy analysis, operations
research, system analysis, cost effectiveness analysis and
cost benefit analysis are carefully presented. The five |
major factors in policy analysis, objectives, alternetives,
models, impacts and criteria, are diséussed;

The policy analysis process was‘then applied to the
Youth Service Bureau evaluation data. This eummary will
now focus on how poliey analysis was4used with the Wash-
ington State data and what the results of the analysis were.
One potential application of%the policy analeis approach
to a study of>Washington State Youth Service Bureaus might

have been to compare the major alternatives on whether or not
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to have Youth Service Bureaus at all. Such a study would
have tried to analyze the benefits of Youth Service Bureaus
compared to their costs. However, as this study was planned'
it became evident that governmental decision-makers had al-
ready decided that Youth Service Bureaus were keneficial.
Those leaders were already at various points in the imple-
mentation stage of policy analysis. Therefore, an appli-
cation of policy analysis to the decision ofmwhether to have
Youth Service Bureaus or not would be of little value.

A much more relevant concern emerged relative to what kind
of ¥SB programs should be recommended for Washingﬁon State
Youth Service Bureaus. The review of the literature reported
in Phase One of this study had examined the results of 21
research projects evéiuating the effectiveness of different
YSB programs. As over half of the programs obtained negative
results it was concluded that there was nothingrinherent

in a Youth Service Bureau that reduced juvenile delinquency.
In other wbrds it was not the ¥YSB as a community diversion
and correctlon effort itself whlch decreased offending
behavior, but the combined effects of the quality staff and
programs. Because of the above concerns, the decision was
made to apply the methods of polipyganalysisrto determine
which program approachkshould‘bexgtiliZed in;Washinqton State
Youth Service Bureaus.

Table 22 presents the initial policy analysis model for

~which data was collected and analyzed.v Three major types of
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POLICY ANALYSIS DATA SUMMARY

Table 22
Program Program Program Resources Total =~ Follow-up Communityk
- Bite - ‘Rating Cost Per  Paid Back Cost Per Offenses Interface
: Youth Per Youth Youth Per Youth Rating
A. Restitution Programs
4 ke Mt. Baker 5 . $165 $21 $144 .24 5
2. Mercer .
. Island 4 $ 49 $20 $ 29 .13 5
3. Bellevue : -
S YL,E.S. 3 S 44 $11 $ 33 .12 5
4., Bellevue ;
Conf. Comm. 3 $ 16 $19 (+$3) .18 3
5. Average
Regstitution 3.8 S 69 $18 $51 .18 4.5
B. Counseling Programs
l. Mercer
- Island 2.7 $ 44 0 $ 44 .33 5
2. Youthful
Offender 2.5 $ 79 0 $ 79 .42 2
3, Bellevue
Y.E.S. 2.3 - $ 47 0 s 47 .12 : 5
4. Olympia 2.1 $ 58 0 $ 58 .28 3
5. Bellevue | -
Conf, Comm. - $ 22 0 $ 22 , 1.00 3
6. Average ;
- e= -Counseling 2.4 $ 50 0 $ 50 .32 3.6
f C_;ngemertcn Program N , 7
| 4.0 $1612 0 $1612 .37 5
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program alternatives were considered, restitution progranms,
counseling programs and the Bremerton Community Resources
Congolidated Program. Each of these alternatives:has been -
approach there were four different types of programs, while
counseling involved five different altefnatives. Fér each
of the ten program alternatives, data was collected for six
important factoré relative to their programs. Each program
was rated on its overall quality relative to the other »
approaches. Within the restitution programs Mt. Baker re-—
ceived the highest rating, 5, for the degree to which its
restitution program was systematized.

The Mercer Island restitution program obtained the
second highest rating, four. Both the Bellevue Y.E.S. and
the Bellevue Conference Committee received restitution pro-
gram quality ratings.of three. For the four restitu£ion pro-
grams the average rating was 3.8. The counseling program
ratings are the average counselor empathy scores that were
obtained as part of the COunseling:prograﬁ evaluation
described in Report Two.  These average counselor ratings

were utilized as the best estimate of the overall quality

of the counseling program. The Mercer Island counselors

obtained the highest average rating, 2.7, while the Youthful
Offender Program counselors had the second highest rating,
2.5. The Bellevue Y.E.S. counselors had an average rating

of 2.3 and the Olympia workers had a 2.1 rating. Cf?5

6l
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ThefBeileVue Conference Committee volunteer workers
did not submit counseling ratings as their counseling was pro-
vided informally to the youth and parents'in the Committee-

hearing. The averade counseling score rating was 2.4.

The program rating, four, for Bremerton's Community Re-

gsources Consolidated program was based upon the overall

. program quality rating presented in Table 29 of Report Two.

It should be pointed out the three different types of
program ratings are not comparable across approaches be-
cause of’the different criteria utilized in the three sets
of ratings. | |

The next major factor upon which policy analysis data
was collected was the program coéts per youth. To insure
concurrent validity these program costs weré‘obtained for
each program for the time period in which the majority of
the 267 youths were participants. 1In the case of the
restitution programs and Bremerton the program costs were
directly calculated on per youth cost basis. For the
cbunseling programs, an average cost of counseling per
hour was calculated andrthat cost was multiplied times
the average number of counseling hours received by the
youths £from eéch program. The'least expensive, and there-
fore from a cost standpoint the most favorable, restitution
program was the Bellevue Conferénce Committee per youth

costs of $16 . Their costs were the lowest because of the

* . almost totalireliance upon volunteers to operate the

program.
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The second iéast expensive program waé‘Bellevue .

Y.E.S. with a cost of $44 per youth, closely followed
by ‘the Mercer Island restitution program cost of $49.
The most expensive program was the Mt. Baker YSB with
program cost$ of $165. The Mt. Baker program was more
expensive because of a greater amoun£ of professional
time allocated per youth. The greater use@Bf”professicnals
in the Mt. Baker restitution program may be necessary
because of the greater proportion Qf minority and low
income youths in that~$ervice delivery population. The
average per youth costs for all of the restitution programs
was $69, o

 The éost of the counseling precgrams per youth are
also presented in Table 22. The least experziVe program
was once again the Bellevue Conference Committee with a
cost of § 22 per counseling program participant. The
Mercer Island program was the next most favorable in terms
of cost with $44 average amount. Bellevue Y.E.S. costs
were once again close to the Mercer Island program amount;
$47 per youth. Olympia's counseling p:ogrém costé‘per
youth were $48. The Youthful Offender Programshad the
most expensive costs, $79, primarily begéuée the program
lasts longer for their youths. 'Thekavefage per youth

counséling;program costs were $ 50, The cost of the Bremer-

ton program which serves the much more serious juvenile

delinquent offenders was $1612 per yduth.
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The preceding data would fairly well summarize the
costs of the ¥YSB programs except for one major factor.
The youths in the restitution programs pay,back money,

time and services to society as part of their restitu-

" tion program assignments. It is, therefore, necessary to

‘calCulate the resoﬁrcgs paid back by these youths and
subtract it from their program's cost to society. Each

dollar paid back by the restitution program pafticipants

was added to the number of hours of COmmunity servicé

‘provided by the youths and their other restitution assign—

ments. Thig calculation assumed that each hour of community

service was equalvto one dollar. The amount of one dollar

an hour is more consistent for part-time community service

Work by a fourteen or fifteen year old youth than higher
amounts.

The greatest amount of average restitution péid
back pér pafticipant was $21 by the Mt. Baker YSB youths.

The Mercer-Isiand average figure of $20 pexr youth was close

~behind. The Bellevue Conference Committee was able to °
get their youths to pay back an average of $19 while

’Bellevue.Y E.S. had an average of $11 paid back per youth

For the restltutlon programs as a whole the average amount

relmbursed to soc1ety;Was $18 per part1c1pant. The counsel-

“éng‘prégrameand the Bremerton program did not have their

particiﬁéntéfsystematically pay back money or community

service for their offenses.
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The average amounts of restitution per youth were :
then subtracted from the average restitution program
costs. The resulting difference became the total costs
per youth. The average cost for the restitution proérams v
was $51 per youth while the comparable amountkfonxtheﬂk
counseling programs was $50 per youth. Therefore, the
total average costs of both programs are almost identical.
The least expensive restitution program was the Bellevue

Conference Committee with $3 surplus per youth. The

Mercer Island program became less expensive, $29 per yotith,

kthan'the Bellevue Y.E.S. program, $33 per youth. The

- program cost of the Mt. Baker program decreased to $144

per youth.
The next most important factor in the policy anaiysis

relates to the goal of the YSB program intervention which

is to decrease subsequent offenses by the youths. Follow= .

- up offense data was collected and analyzed for thevsix:

month period of time immediately following the youth's
program termination. The offense rete per youth was used
rather than the recidivism rate because recidivism rates
merely give a measure of the percentage of youth who
reoffend. Offense rates, on the other hand, measure the
amount of crime that is experlenced by the communlty

Wthh is more germane to pollcy analys1s. ' The number of
follow-up, post-program offenses per youth was calculated ~VY

for sach program. Overall,<the reetltutLOn.programs had




an average bffense rate per youth of .18 which was lower
than the average offense rate for the counseling programs,
+B2 oann offense. The reétitution program with the lowest
offense rate was Bellevue Y.E.S. with .12 offehse. How~
evér, the Mercer Island rate was also very-low, .13
This represents about one offense per eight youths for
the six month time period.
The offense rate for the Bellevue Conference Committee
restitution program was .18, while the rate for the Mﬁ.
Baker YSB was .24 offense per youth. As one considers the
higher rate for Mt. Baker, one should keep in mind the
more difficult type of offender with which they deal. Still
the Mt. Béker restitution program offense rate was lower
than all af the counseling programs except one. The best
rate for the counseling programs was obtained by the
o ¥ Bellevue Y.E.S. program and was .12‘of‘an offense. The
. . next best rate was Olympia's, .28, which was followed by
Mercé} Island{s youths who had an average rate of .33 per
?\f'~ . youth. It should be noted at this point that almost all
" | 6fvthé Mgrder Island youth had counseling, including the
resé}tﬁtion participants. This data is for those youth

~who only héd counseling. The Youthful Offender Program

offense rate was .42. The highest follow-up offense rate
was obtained by Bellevue Conference Committee and averaged
B SR o 1.0 offenSe pexr youth. The offense rate of the Bremerton

serious offender program was .37. Though hiéh, it was’
: ’ 66 '
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still lower than the rate of the two counseling programs
which worked with much less delinquent youth. Also, as
we saw earlier, having more prior offenses as the Bremerton
group had, should have resulted in even greater anounts |
of reoffending.

One of the major purposes of the Yoﬂth Servicé
Bureau approach to combating juvénile delinguency was to
have local communities involved in trying to solve their
youth problems. themselves. Even with a ¥YSB, the community
can be isolated if the ¥YSB program and staff de not make
and keep a place for the community in‘their program. 2%2?%
munity‘invdlvement in the ¥YSB program’is also an impoﬂgggt
ﬁactor from the standpéintvthat the citizens then aﬂé;}ware
6f what is available for their youths. All of the ¥YSB
programs in this policy anélysis phase of the study were
rated on a one to five scale of interface with their

[ .

- ‘ : oo
local communities. These ratings were discussed in more

h!detail in Report Two.

Three of the restitution programs all cbtained the

Al

s

‘wefe Mt. Baker, Mercer Island and Bellevue Y.E.S. The

Bellevue Conference Committee restitution program obtained,

a rating of 3. The Bellevue Y.E.S. and Mercer Island

‘counselingfprograms also had the highest ratings, 5, for " 

the counseling’programs. The -Olympia and Bellevue ConQ}

ference Committee counselingkprograms'both haa community

highest rating, 5, for community interface. These programs

L 6T L
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‘the highest rank, five.

R

interface ratings of 3. The Youthful Offender Program

had the‘lowest,rating on this fact with a two! The average

community interface rating for the restitution programs

was 4.5 while the average rating for the counseling pro-

NI

gramsg was 3.6. The Bremerton program obtaihed the high

rating of 5 for its involvement with the community .
This completes the discussion of the policy analysis

data summary. The neXt step in the analysis was Eb rank

~each of the programs on the three major factors of cost,

effectiveness, and community interface. Table 23 presents

the results of the first set of rankings of the counseling

-and restitution components in each of the ¥YSB's. These

rankings are based upon each of the three factors being
weighted equally in the policy analysis. 'The first column
ranks lhe four ;gstigution programs and the five counseling
pragrams in terms of4the degree to which each program had
the lowest total costs per youth. The highest rank, 4,

was given to the Bellevue Conference’Committée restitution

program for its lowest per youth costs. Mercer Island

received a three for the second lowest costs of those

programs, As can be seen, the higher rankings indicate
better performancé on that dimension.

-~ Bellevue Conference Committee had the lowest costs

for the counseling}programs‘and therefore received

The next highest rank went

+to Mercer Island for low total costs. The second factor

68
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on which the progtram approaches were ranked was lowest
follow-up offense rate. Bellevue Y.E.S. had the highest
ranking of both the restitution and counseling programs'v
- on this‘dimen;ion, because of its low offense rates in
both programs. The Mercer Island restitution pProgram
had the next,highestvrank and was followed in order by
Bellevue Conference Committee and Mt. Baker.

| After Bellevue Y.E.S., the next bést/counseling
program in terms of low offense rate was the Olympia
counseling program. Mercer Island was the third best and
was followed by the Youthful Offender Program and the
Bellevue Conference Committee. The rankings of tﬂs‘final
factor, deéree of community interface, had several tied.
ranks because of identical'rating scores. Three resti-
tution programs, Mt. Baker, Mercer Island, and Bellevue
Y.E;S. had high rankings on this factor. The Bellevue
Conference Committee had the lowest ranking of the resti-
tution programs on commﬁnity intérface.; The highest
ranking in the Counseling program for community involvement
was shared between Mercér Island and Bellevue Y.E.S.

~Table 23 then presents the average composite rankings

for the two sets of programs across the three factors.
Two;programs‘were‘tiedffor the highest composite ranks‘cf-‘
the restitution programs, Mercer Island and‘Béllevue Y.EQS.

. The Bellevue Conference Committee was next followed by Mt.

Baker. However, it shodldiagain be emphaSized‘tha§<thekMt.,~
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YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU POLICY ANALYSIS RANKING

All Factors Weighted Equally

L | Table 3

N , Total Follow=up Community A&erage
Cost Of fenses Interface. Composite
Rank Rank ° Rank Rank
A, Restitution
Programs
1., Mt. Baker 1 1 3 1.6
‘2. Mercer Island 3 3 | 3 3
3. Bellevue Y.E.S,. 2 4 .3 3
4. Bellevue
‘ Conference
Committee 4 2 1 2.3
B. Counseling
Programs
< L. Mercer Island P! 3 - 4.5 3.8
2. Youthful
. Offender .
Program 1 2 1 , 1.3
3. Bellevue Y.E.S. 3 5 4.5 4.2
_ 4. Olympia 2 4 2.5 2.8
<; 5. Bellevue
///bnference

Commi ttee 5 1 2.5 2.8

l = hlghest in cost; highest in rec1d1v1sm, and hlghest in lack of qua-
lltv _community. con%agts;,, PR , o - .




Eaker youtheywere different from the other progfams'
participants in terms of ethnic and socio-economic back-e
ground. The highest ranking of the counseling programs
'was obtained by Bellevue Y.E.S. followed qlosely by Mercer
| Island. Next in order were Olympia, Bellevﬁe Conference
Committee and the Youthful Offender Program.

The'preceding table reports the results of the com-~

posite rankings when cost factors were egually considered .. ..

e
e

along with follow-up offenses and community interface
factors. Policy analysis enables the decision-maker to
modify the policy analysis model in terms of giving higher
priority weights to one or more faétors relative to the
other factors. The model presented iﬁ,Table 24 assumes
that the decision-makers, members of a city council, place

the highest priority upon the cost of the program with

o :

the other factors remaining equal. Among both the resti-
tution and counseling programs it can be seen how the
Bellevue Cenference Committee now emerges as the preferred ©
program in each area ey receiving the highest rankings.
Mercer Island becpmes the second most preferred approach
under each area when cost is the primary determining e
factor. o | :

Assuming that costkis important, bu%fthat’the;highest
importance for another group of decisionemakers'is re-

duced juvenile crime, we observe the new rankings in

Table 25. For the restitution programs'and#the_gggggelﬁk
Ningséfogrems, Bellevue Y.E.S. clearly has the top°rankings;‘e
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YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU POLICY ANALYSIS RANKING

Low Total Costs Weighted Five

Table 24
. . N
4
- Total Cost Follow-up Community In- Average
e Rank Offense Rank terface Rank Composite
(Weight = 5) (Weight = 1) (Weight = 1) Rank
A. Restitution
- Programs
1. Mt., Baker 5 1 3 3
2. Mercer Island 15 3 3 7
3. Bellevue Y.E.S. 10 4 3 5.7
4. Bellevue
Conference
Committee 20 2 1 7.6
‘B. Counseling
Programs
L. Mercer Island 20 3 4.5 9.2
’ 2. Youthful
Offender
Program 5 2 1 2.7
3. Bellevue Y.E.S. 15 5 4.5 8.2
4, Olympia : 1o 4 2.5 5.5
‘S, Bellevue
- Conference :
: Committee 25 1 2.5 9.5
1= highest in cost; highest in recidivism; and highest in lack of qua-

lity community contacts.
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YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU POLICY ANALYSIS RANKING

Low Follow~up Offenses Weighted Five

Table 25
Total Cost Followéup Community Average
Rank Offense Rank  Interface  Composite
(Weight=5) (Weight=5) s#Rank Rank
- (Weight=1)
A. Restitution
Programs , o
1. Mt. Baker 1 5 3 3
2. Mercer . :
Island 3 15 3 7
3. Bellevue : . ,
Y.E.S. 2 20 ; 3 - 8.3
4. Bellevue
Conference : :
Committee 4 8 ; 1 4.3
B. Counseling o
‘ Programs u
1. Mercer
Island 4 15 4.5 7.8
2. Youthful ; ‘ ‘
‘Offender 1 » 10 - 1 4
3. Bellevue : : R
Y.E.S. , 3 ‘ 25 4.5 . - 10.8
4. oOlympia 2 20 . 2.5 8.2
5. Bellevue |
Conference ; ‘ . o
- Committee 5 .5 t 248 ’ 4.2

1 = highést in cost; highest 4in recidivism; and highest in laék of qua-
“lity community contacts, s ’ ' " '




Mercer Island is the second highest ranked restitution
program, while Olympia is the second ranked counseling
program. |

In terms of recommendations for this final report
of which program should be utilized, there can be no one
answer., The recommendations are cast in terms of the
difﬁereﬁt ways in which decision-makers can establish

. priorities among factors as we have seen above.
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2. Summary Recommendations

After examining the seven selected Youth Service
Bureaus from a number of different perspectiVes, it is
now possible to formulate recommendations based upon the
results obtained both in Report Two and Report Three.

The youths from five’of the seven programs, Olympia,
Bellevue Y.E.S., Bellevue Conference Committee, Mercer
Island and the Youthful Offender Program were similar

in age, race, sex and prior offenses. The youths were
white, with an average age of 15 years and had committed
only one or two prior offenses. For these youths it ap-
pears that a restitution program is effective in reducing
subsequent delinguency. The Counseling programs from

the selected programs were not able to effect such changes
in their participants.

In terms of a recommended restitution program, the
preceding pelicy analysis models indicate how recommenda~
tions have to take into consideration the priérities
of policy decision-makers. For example, if”the three
major values, cost, subsequent offensewrates; and com-
munity interface are weighed with the cost factor higher‘

than the other factors, then the recommended restitution .

program is the Bellevue Conference Committee. If decreased

subsequent offense rates is a value to be assigned a

higher priority,;then the Bellevue Y.E.S. réstitution

. model is the preferred choice. Finally, if all of the

s

f -



above three factors are weighted equally, the Bellevue

Y.E.85. and Mercer Island restitution prograns are
recommended. |

The specific components of each of the above recom-
mended. restitution programs are discussed in detail in
Repdrt Two, so that program directors can choose from
those aspects which can best integrate with their existing
program. However, just as it has been documented that
there is nothing inherent in a Youth Service Bureau which
reduces delinguency, a similar conclusion must be articu-

lated: There is nothing inherent in a restitution program

'which will effectively reduce delingquency in and of itself.

We saw in the preceding section how the different restitu-

tion programs varied in their effects upon juvenile crime.

Therefore, the prediction can be made that: A restitution

program will only be successful to the degree it svstema-

tically éddresses the important program components to, at

laasﬁ; the quality level to that of Bellevue Y.E.S. and

Mercer Island's programs. The evaluation also revealed

the:importance that the youth complete the restitution
assignment as well. These stipulations about the potential

effects of restitution are important as nationally resti-

tution programs become the new trend in juvenile corrections.

The above program recommendations are made primarily
for ¥SB*'s and other community based programs which deal
with middle or upper class first offenders. For youths
from minority racial backgrounds and lower socio-economic
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status the aboveyrestitution models would probably not
be és effective as the Mt. Baker approach. The Mt. Baker
restitution program obﬁéined favorable follow-up fesults
with minority youths, but was ranked low on cost because
of its greater use of professional staff. The activities
carried on by professional staff usually involved a more
assertive approach in dealing with the youths and their
families. For example, the professiocnal Restitution |
Outreach Worker went into the home to gather the intake
data and went to pick up the youth the first time to
deliver him or her £b the restitution work assignment.

It is thought that the more outgoing'éppioach of the
Mt. Bakér program and its assvciated higher costs are

probably necessary for minority youths. Therefore, for

either minority and/or lower inccome first time juvenile

offenders, the Mt. Baker restitution program is recommended.

Aspects of the Mt. Baker program such as finding out how
the youth spends his or her time in the intake inveStiQa-
tion are recommended for other non—minority‘youth pxograms.
The final recdmmendations to be discussed are con-
cerned with Bremerton's Community Resources Consolidated
program. For youths who are mulgﬁple offenders, but the
i

offenses are of a severity similar to shoplifting or less,

the Bremerton program is recommended . The Community Re~

sources Consolidated significantly reduced the quantity

and severity of the juveniles' offefnises after five months

o .
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improve the services which' their youths receive.

- of part1c1patlon. For the Bremerfon program two rucom—*

ndations ‘are made. Flrst, because of the apparent suc-
oess of the restitution programs for first offenders, it
might be advaﬁtageous‘to include some restituthn»compouent
Zfor their multiple offenders. The development of recom-

men&atibps for restitution could be incorporated into

the diagnostic process.

The second recommendation is concernea with improving
the guality of the serv1ces delivered to youths in the
CRC program. The CRC program has direct control of the
quallty of the 1nput diagnosis, goal settlng, and follow-

up phases of the youths‘sp*ogram The diagnosis and goals

coupld be of the highest level possible and if the imple-

mented programs are low in quality, the net effect would

be zero or less. There;orew,the BremertOu progrdm should

A Vi

The above recommendations have been made based upon

the collected data and analysis of findings. The greatest

7 value of this entire study is that it has extensively docu-

~
2

mented the goals, management, community interface, the

youths serveo, the delivery system, the programs, the

staff and the results of thlS social service called Youth

Serv1ce Bureau in at least one state. The results reported
o

throughout the three reports and the process used to

I

‘forganlze them are as important as the above reoommendations.
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