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Agencies South West Accommodation, Bunbury Cathedral Grammar School, Bunbury Catholic Youth Services, Bunbury City Council, Bunbury District Safer WA Committee, Bunbury Primary Health Services, Bunbury Crime Prevention, Catholic Education Office,  Centre for Regional Development and Research—Edith Cowan University, Centrelink, Chamber of Commerce, Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services, Department of Community Development—Family and Children’s Services, Department of Education, Department of Indigenous Affairs, Department of Justice, Department of Sport and Recreation, Disability Services Commission, Greater Bunbury Division of General Practice, Homeswest, Job Futures, Jobs South West JPET, NEEDAC, Non Government School Psychology Service, Shire of Capel, Shire of Dardanup, Shire of Harvey, South West Aboriginal Medical Service, South West Area Consultative Committee, South West Community Drug Team,  South West Development Commission, 2029 Committee, South West Population Health Unit, South West Regional College, 
South West Times, Youth Outreach
INVESTING IN OUR YOUTH

The Youth Survey

This paper provides an overview of some of the events and issues surrounding the implementation of the Communities That Care Youth Survey.

CTC in the usa

Communities That Care (CTC) is an operating system that provides research-based tools to help communities promote the positive development of children and youth and prevent adolescent substance abuse, delinquency, teen pregnancy, school drop out and violence. (1998 Developmental Research Programs, Inc. p.1).

The Youth Survey in CTC USA

The CTC approach is marketed and sold to communities in the States through the company Developmental Research Programs (DRP) see www.drp.org
DRP engage communities in applying the “operating system” by working through the five phases of the CTC process

· readiness

· community involvement

· develop a data-based profile

· develop a plan

· implement the plan

(1998 Developmental Research Programs, Inc. p.6-7).

The Youth Survey is one of the key support tools that DRP offers communities when working on the third phase of the process. Other tools offered to communities along the way are

· ongoing technical assistance

· ongoing strategic consultation

· CTC training sessions

· CTC Planning Kit

(1998 Developmental Research Programs, Inc. p.6-7).

The survey has been developed to measure the incidence of problem behaviours and place this in the context of the risk and protective factors for young people in a specific community. 

In the United States the Youth Survey is marketed through DRP as follows…

5 reasons to administer the Communities That Care Youth Survey:

1. Easy to implement. The survey can be completed in one 50 minute class period- all you need to do once students fill them out is pack them up and return them. We’ll score the surveys, tabulate the results and send you comprehensive reports that help support your prevention efforts.

2. Scientifically sound. A research-based survey ensures that your prevention efforts are as effective as possible and that you’re not missing any problems in your community.

3. Build consensus. People can put aside personal and professional differences to address an objectively identified community challenge.

4. Credibility. Funders are more likely to look positively on needs assessments generated by valid instruments rather than by “home grown” solutions.
5. Grant-funder friendly! Grant funders require a thorough assessment of objective data. By administering this survey once a year, you’ll have a wealth of accurate information about your community to support all your grant applications.
(WWW:drp.org/survey/survey.html) 

The CTC approach has been developed across diverse locations (over 500 communities) throughout the United States since 1990 (1998 Developmental Research Programs, Inc.).

In the US technical support is available to communities from DRP. Many communities and school communities have been involved in this approach to research and prevention planning over the long term.

CTC in Australia

The Centre for Adolescent Health, an organisational unit within the Women’s and Children’s Health Care Network and the University of Melbourne, initiated efforts to establish CTC in Australia (Toumbourou 1999). 

Beginning in 2000, the CTC program is to be trialed in Victoria by a consortium including the Women’s and Children’s Health Care Network and the Rotary Club of Melbourne (Toumbourou 1999 p.2). 

The intention was to trial and evaluate community-based implementations of the CTC process across several sites in Victoria and at the same time develop the capacity of CTC Ltd., (Australian Company) to provide the technical support and tools to communities typically offered in the States by DRP Inc. However the change of government in Victoria in 1999 caused a delay in the implementation of the planned trail and evaluation of the CTC program. The Australian based capacity to support communities in the implementation of CTC has not developed as expected. While the Centre for Adolescent Health has considerable experience and expertise in survey implementation without staff focused on providing support specifically to communities running the CTC survey this experience was not readily available or easily accessible. This was particularly so for Investing In Our Youth based in Western Australia and established with the support of CTC Ltd., but running peripheral to the Victorian project. The appointment of Lead Trainer Margaret McDonald in August 2001 marks the beginning of the development of this capacity. 

The Youth Survey in Australia

The survey was named the Adolescent Health and Well-Being Survey and was conducted in Victoria in 1999 by the Centre for Adolescent Health.

www.dhs.vic.gov.au/commcare

Adaptations were made to ensure questions and wording of the USA survey were culturally appropriate for Australian adolescents. To broaden the scope of behaviours assessed, measures of depressive symptoms, deliberate self-harm, sexual activity, victimisation and physical activity were included (Bond et al. 2000 page1).

The Centre for Adolescent Health ran the survey across Victoria in 1999. The Community Care Division of the Department of Health Services funded the study (Bond et al. 2000 p.iii). A research team implemented the survey. 

Overall, 309 schools were approached. A final sample of 194 participated in the survey, providing a population of 12,816 year 7, 9 and 11 students. ….

Eighty-four percent of students returned consent forms and 16% did not return consent forms. In total, 73% of parents consented and 11% refused consent for their adolescent to participate in the survey. A final response rate of student participation of 70.1% was achieved (Bond, L., Thomas, L., Toumbourou, J., Patton, G.C., & Catalano, R., 2000, p. 19).
The response rate of 70% was gained within a sample of schools willing to participate in the survey. 

While the survey was ready to use the development of the technical support and tools to support communities in the implementation of the Youth Survey and the CTC approach in Australia has experienced significant delays.

CTC in Bunbury

Investing In Our Youth

Support for a CTC project developed in the Shires of Harvey, Dardanup and Capel and the City of Bunbury throughout 1999 and 2000. Interest was established and generated in the community over time by a Steering Committee and the project was developed through a series of public meetings and seminars with visits/communication from John Toumbourou, Centre for Adolescent Health and Richard Catalano, CTC USA (Carlon 2001). Documentation from this time asserts a clear commitment in the local community to advancing the process of community wide collaborative planning and an acknowledgment that existing data held by agencies did not provide a clear picture of the risk and protective factors existing in the local community (Plumb 2000). By July 2000 the Steering Committee has secured adequate funding for the appointment of an Executive Officer and with the CTC Key Leader and Community Board Orientation Sessions run by staff from DRP Inc., and CTC Ltd., in September 2000 the project was expanded.

The Youth Survey in bunbury

The Investing In Our Youth Steering Committee made a commitment to undertake the Youth Survey in June 1999. Records show that at this point the Steering Committee were in debate about whether to move forward with the full CTC approach or to go with their own process. By the time State Crime Prevention granted funds to implement the survey, August 30 1999, the Steering Committee had agreed to move forward within the broader framework of the CTC approach and applied to Safer WA to fund the project (Plumb, 2000). 

A commitment to proceed with CTC was reaffirmed on the basis that it provides a community development process which is clear and well structured, network support through CTC worldwide and in Australia, access to the leading research-based program in the area of community intervention to bring about community change and interest within WA Government department circles in the program. (Plumb, 1999, p. 5).

The Youth Survey was implemented in the Investing In Our Youth area in collaboration with the community through the support of local high schools, TAFE and youth agencies. The procedure for implementation was established over a series of developmental phases. This process ran parallel to the development of the Investing in Our Youth Community Board and Key Leaders Group. 

The Steering Committee saw the Youth Survey as the central priority of the project. A commitment was made to implementing the Youth Survey in the Investing In Our Youth area prior to taking up any other aspects of the CTC approach.

Implementation -Steering Committee

The early decision making process around the implementation procedure of the Youth Survey was placed with a sub-committee of the Steering Committee comprising the Executive Officer the Head of the Centre for Regional Development and Research and the Bunbury District Safer WA Committee (EDWA Student Services Manager) representative. The decision making process around the implementation was heavily influenced by the understanding these three members had of the CTC approach informed by CTC written materials and training sessions. The types of issues that influenced the process were considerations around implementation costs, timeframe, organisation within schools and year levels to be surveyed. (Sub- committee CTC survey minutes 3/10/01).

After the CTC Community Board and Key Leaders Orientation sessions ran in Bunbury in September 2000 Steering Committee members were keen to push into the research phase of the project by implementing the Youth Survey by October 2000. Over several meetings and after consultation with School Psychologists (government and non-government) in the area the subcommittee recommended a delay in the implementation of the survey. 

Recommendations from the sub committee’s last meeting in October 9, 2000 were

· The survey is to be conducted in the first term of 2001. 

· The Community Board to make a decision around the target group for the survey.

(Minutes Steering Committee Sub-committee CTC Survey, 9/10/00).

Implementation - Community Board

It was at this point that decision making in relation to the survey was handed over to the Community Board. There was agreement in principle from all government high school Principals that the survey would be implemented through the schools in March 2001 (Minutes Meeting EDWA Principals 3/10/00). Support from non-government high school principals was secured over time with the support of the Non-government School Psychology Services team, the Catholic Education Office and the Bunbury Cathedral Grammar School Counsellor.

The Steering Committee had been very focused on the survey and as the role of the Steering Committee diminished and the Community Board gained momentum there was a shift in emphasis. Other aspects of the project became prominent in Community Board discussions. The survey was seen as a given and the support of school principals and students services staff across school sectors was seen as positive for the implementation of the Youth Survey. The first meeting of the Data Management Group discussed moving forward with focus groups and archival data research to stand alongside the survey (Community Board minutes 10/10/00).

A vibrant process of community participation and meaning making around the tenets of the CTC approach developed. Through this process of active engagement of the community with the model, the Youth Survey became part of an overall approach in facilitating collaboration around prevention and early intervention planning for local youth issues.

The implementation of the survey rode along on a number of assumptions:

· the long lead up time in the development of the project had already considered all facets of the survey implementation

· the CTC written and verbal communication claimed the survey to be user friendly in a school environment 

· the model of a 70% response rate, set by the Centre for Adolescent Health, would repeat in the local context

· the survey had been piloted and run in Victoria and would be culturally appropriate for Western Australian schools

· with the backing of principals and student services staff the survey would run successfully in local schools

· the formation of a local community board would support the survey implementation process

In this context the development of the Community Board was a significant turning point for the Investing In Our Youth project. It was at this point that the survey while integral was no longer central to the project. The Community Board Data Management Group decided to broaden the base for research in the project to go beyond the survey data and to give equal standing to focus group research and archival data (Data Management Group Minutes 24/10/01). This decision was made in line with information presented at the CTC Orientation sessions. These ambitions were not out of step with implementation issues developing in the broader context of the Australian adaptation of the CTC process.

The Australian adaptation of Communities That Care will emphasise a community consultation phase in the development of local prevention plans. The new public health recognises the importance of adopting a range of research methodologies to understand complex community conditions. Qualitative research methods will generally be the ideal methodology for investigating the interpretation and meaning of problems and solutions within the local context which must be understood in order to accommodate the range of different cultural perspectives and forms of knowledge into local prevention planning (Toumbourou 2000, p.5).

The Community Board was keen to develop strong links with the broader community and to use the CTC model in a way that was conducive to ongoing community input and involvement. The broader aims of the project in community mobilisation had significant impact on driving these decisions and how the survey was implemented. 

As the Investing In Our Youth project expanded aspects of the community mobilisation goals of the project raised in prominence.

Support from the Centre for adolescent health

The Centre for Adolescent Health supported the process by forwarding sample process manuals, fliers, parent and student information letters, consent forms and thank you letters used in the Victorian implementation of the survey. Making changes to the survey was advised against- email correspondence 29/9/01.

Making changes to the questionnaire- The major reasons why I would advise against this are (not in order of importance):

a. Question comparability with other data (eg. Victoria etc)

b. If questions which form part of the risk & protective factor scales are removed or significantly changed this will make it very difficult/impossible to form these scales

c. If changes are made, there will be costs in printing, data entry, and data analysis which will not be covered by our agreement.  For example, we already have the files that can produce the risk and protective factors from the questions as the form exists.  If your team were to rearrange these questions (let alone omit some and add others) we would have to re-write these files which is a major undertaking in order to produce these factors.

Our agreement with you has been on the assumption that you would use our pre-existing forms.  If your group does decide to make changes we would have to review what you would require us to do and what your collaborators would be doing.  For instance, you might decide to undertake the data entry and analysis in WA and we may play a consulting role providing information

about how the scales are constructed. We will be happy to work with you (and rework the budget) if this is an option for you.

Support from Local High Schools

All local high schools agreed to implement the Youth Survey across the Investing In Our Youth area in March 2001. 7 out of 7 local high schools approached to run the youth survey across grades 8,9 and 11 agreed to go ahead.  In addition McKillop Catholic College and Busselton Senior High assisted in running the survey for students from Capel.

Support from Other Agencies

Many of the stakeholders of Investing In Our Youth were concerned that the survey was aimed at the school population and thereby missed a significant group of “at risk” young people – those not currently attending school. In an effort to gain some information from this group the following organisations were approached to run the survey South West Regional College, BUNYAP, JPET, Centrelink and SWAMS. A small number of young people did complete the survey through South West Regional College, BUNYAP and JPET. There has also been considerable focus group research carried out with these young people.

Reaction to the Survey in the Community

some Responses to the Survey

A central issue to emerge time and again throughout the process of implementation of the survey was reaction to the strong focus on risk in the survey questions. This issue came up in discussions at Investing In Our Youth meetings, at the Bunbury District Safer WA Committee meetings and out in the schools and broader community in the process of community consultation carried out to raise awareness of the project and in preparation for the implementation of the survey.

The survey was seen by many to be too focused on the negative aspects of youth culture. Many teachers, parents and community members expressed concern that the underlying assumption of the survey was that all young people are actively involved in risk behaviours. 

This raised concerns around the possible negative affects on young people participating in the survey and the possibility of a parent backlash to the survey. It also raised concerns about data sets from local schools being used to label schools as forums for particular problem behaviours. There was much concern about possible negative outcomes and exploration of ways to minimise any negative fallout from the survey. 

Following are some specific examples of this reaction:

· The Board of Management of one local high school agreed to run the survey but questioned the negative focus of the survey. 

· Some young people expressed a suspicion around how the information would be used and there was a perception that much of this information was deeply personal and would not be given over easily.

· Survey questions about weapons and handguns led people to believe that the survey had not been adapted to an Australian environment. These questions in particular were considered inappropriate.

· Teachers at another local high school felt that Question 10.8 in the survey led young people to respond in the negative by having a higher number of negative responses and by using higher order language in the positive alternatives. 

· See further examples under The Role of Teachers

Such negative reactions to the nature of the survey impacted on all facets of the implementation process to varying degrees.

Active or Passive Consent?

Active consent is when parents are required to give written consent for young people to participate in the survey. If parents do not respond the young person does not participate. Passive consent requires a parent to give written notification for young people not to participate. If a parent does not respond it is assumed young people can participate. The survey pilot run by the Centre for Adolescent Health in Victoria used a process of active consent. 

There was considerable debate by the Community Board around the issue of active and/passive consent. The advocates of passive consent were concerned that the active consent process would hinder the likelihood of gaining a 70% participation rate on the survey. The perception being that a 70% participation rate, as achieved in Victoria, was scientifically valid and would provide baseline data for reliable planning. 

The advocates of active consent were concerned that the passive consent process would ignite a backlash to the survey and consequently the project as a whole. The perception being that a 70% participation rate, as achieved in Victoria, was attainable and desirable but not at the expense of active community involvement. Active consent was considered crucial to the community consultative aspect of the project and would guard against significant community backlash around the intrusive nature of the survey.

The Investing In Our Youth Community Board in keeping with the community mobilisation goals of the project were trying to respond to a diverse range of community concerns however were largely unable to make any changes to the survey itself or to the process of implementation once it gained momentum.

The Role of schools

Schools were asked to implement the survey with minimal resources. Each school was encouraged to develop a process for implementation suitable to the local school environment. Investing In Our Youth provided a procedural framework and time line along with offers of support to promote survey to students, teachers and parents. 

All schools, with one exception, mailed out the parent information and consent forms. The one school that did send information home to parents by the school bag achieved the highest response rate. This school reported such a response rate as the norm.

Most schools assigned the implementation to a particular faculty with some using Principals and Deputies as key people in the implementation process. One school implemented the survey across the school population through homeroom sessions thus involving a large number of teachers in the process.

One school asked Investing In Our Youth Executive Officer/Researcher to talk to a group of students, one to a faculty of teachers and one to a parents and friends meeting. Only one school sought to recover the costs of implementation, postage etc. Investing In Our Youth packaged survey materials in sizes most appropriate to the schools organisation around the survey and dropped off and picked up materials as requested by each school.

The content of parent/student information letters and consent forms was based on samples supplied by the Centre for Adolescent Health and was negotiated through Community Board meetings, School Principals and the EDWA Student Services District Management Group. A copy of the survey was provided for each school for perusal before the survey implementation.

The level of support provided and responsibility delegated to individual teachers and in the implementation varied across sites.

The Role of Teachers

Teacher implementation of the survey proved to be a contentious issue at some school sites and raised industrial and ethical issues around the role of teachers as researchers. In some school cultures this was not a key issue and the survey went ahead with the support of school staff. 

The relationship between researcher and the research respondent in survey methodology is usually distant. The researcher is not usually someone known to the respondent. 

Some teachers felt that being involved in the implementation of the survey may compromise the integrity of the teacher student relationship. They felt that the survey may provoke disclosure from students and that it was inappropriate for teachers to be in this position and that this compromised both themselves, the students and the duty of care relationship.

One faculty of teachers was vehemently opposed to the survey as a research tool and to their involvement in its implementation. Key points were:

· the survey assumed negative behaviour from young people

· the survey was not something they would permit their own children to do

· concerns about the question on self-harm initiating such action 

· the capacity of the survey research to illicit valid and useful information

· the possibility of the survey result reflecting negatively on the school

One teacher from this group found the survey “appalling” and she said it made her “feel sick to the stomach just to look at it”. Such a reaction is extreme however it is a response from within the community and certainly in the context of this particular school can be said to have impacted heavily upon the survey implementation. 

When these issues began to emerge within the government school context discussions were held between Investing In Our Youth and the Bunbury District Education Office around resources for implementing the survey. It was at this point that the EDWA student services team made clear their inability to be active in supporting the implementation of the survey in schools.

It also became clear that once the process of implementation was handed over to the schools there was little impact Investing In Our Youth could have on the implementation process beyond offering support, which was largely not taken up.

The Executive Officer met with EDWA Principals 28/2/01 to discuss the progress of the survey and to try and negotiate strategies to boost the response rates for the survey.

The Principals expressed a strong commitment to the implementation of the youth survey. Principals asserted the limitations of how much more schools would be able to do and raised the following as issues they faced in the implementation of the survey in their schools.

· the expected response rate of 70% was unrealistic

· survey has already been an imposition on class time – no further class time could be devoted to the survey

· sending out more information was equivalent to harassment of the parent and student body of the school

· delaying the survey would not drastically change the response rate

For all of these reasons Principals are not willing to delay the survey as generally it was felt that the survey had been given a priority place in the operation of the school and sufficient time energy and effort had already gone into the survey.

(Meeting EDWA Principals Minutes March 2001).

The issue of commitment to the Investing In Our Youth project was raised in meetings throughout this time. As in any collaborative effort perspectives on level of participation and commitment vary between stakeholders. Discussions in the Community Board meeting indicate one perspective on this issue…

… EDWA was clearly committed to the project both financially and as a member of the collaborative network. The school principals staying with the process and the response rate of 30% evidenced the high level of the EDWA commitment to the project. (Community Board minutes 14 March 2001).

Some Responses To The Survey As Research Tool

The survey was viewed as a great research tool by sectors of the community. It was seen as a way to reach all young people in the local area and to get a picture of how their lives are working. 

There were consistent concerns raised about the length of the survey, the level of literacy, conceptual development and concentration span required from young people to complete the survey. The impact these issues had on the overall implementation varied according to location. It was generally felt that physical appearance of the survey was not user friendly for young people and that the time needed to complete the survey adequately is 70 minutes.

Stakeholders of Investing In Our Youth were unanimous in wanting to identify the ethnic identity of young people participating in the survey to ensure the data have adequate meaning on a local level. At the Nglang Moort, the local Indigenous Network, meeting 21 November 2000 it was recommended that…
The question regarding cultural identification should be at the back of the survey. Do you identify as Aboriginal / Non Aboriginal / Other Groups? Add to this, questions in relation to racism. The meeting emphasised the difference between racism and bullying and the need for different interventions. (IIOY records Nov 2000).

These questions were added to the coversheet produced by Investing In Our Youth. While this went some way to addressing this issue the cover sheet did not fit in with the overall flow of the survey and this affected how young people did or didn’t respond to these questions.

The survey was structured to identify participant’s geographic locations by postcodes. A large proportion of the population in the Investing In Our Youth area come under the Bunbury (6230) postcode again a cover sheet was used to try to refine the focus of geographic location to suit the local environment. A map showing the four council wards of the City of Bunbury was added to the coversheet produced by Investing In Our Youth. Survey participants were asked to identify the ward in which they lived.

The Sociological Analysis Report by Viti Simmons raises other issues in relation to the survey content. 

Some Conclusions

The translation of the CTC approach to the Australian context remains largely untested beyond Investing In Our Youth. As such Investing In Our Youth leads the way and also experiences some of the inevitable fallout of the translation process. Unexpected outcomes around the survey are a result of the early stage of development of the process in Australia.

The process of collaboration research and planning is a complex one with the different levels of collaboration needing more acknowledgement and the organisational cultures of collaborating partners needing attention. Investing In Our Youth need to work on developing common understandings of collaboration and prevention across the network and within the participating organisations.

Further development of the community mobilisation aspect of the project will support Investing In Our Youth in future attempts to be active in the community. 

Two local high schools have run the survey for a second time with a small sample of year 8 and year 9 students. It is hoped that this sample will provide Investing In Our Youth with a picture of the group of students that did not respond to the survey in March 2001.

And finally

At a recent teleconference between Investing In Our Youth, CTC Ltd., in Melbourne and CTC Trainer from the US Rick Cady….
The survey response rate was then discussed. The response rate was not considered terribly problematic by Rick as he said it was in line with the US experience ….. (Investing In Our Youth CTC Teleconference 3 August 2001).
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