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Once upon a time, 1940 to be exact, a coclologist wrote

. of a strange community to which men were tompoirarily
bepicghed because they ware possessed by evil spirits..
Although high priests ware sent to visit the banished men,
thelr efforts to drive out the cvil spirits proved in
vain, The banlshed men reslicted the 2fforts of the high
priests and withdrew from them, speaking in a strange
language and livirg by rules foreign to the bhigh priests.
Under these conditions, tne evil spirits in many of the
men, instead of withering away, increased and multiplied.
Thugs, when the men were finally 2llowed to return to the
land from whkich thoy came, the pecpie found them possessed
by spirits more numerous and more evil thsn before, and
they cau¢ed the men to be banished again and again. (Slosar, 1972)

More than thirty years ago, Clemmer (1940) presented his prisomization hypothesic
about the effects on human beings from i1soiziton in clogced instit vtions. Although the
priscon .epitomizes the extieme in correcuﬁorc programs, it is probable that all correc-
tional programs are afxlicted with the "g::m reaxit"" of ireifectiveness in the rehabf
liration of offenders. Certainly juvenile corrections is no exception! Evaluation ci
program processes and outcomes has been less eztensive than in adult corrections, but
it is still appaient that juvenile intervention seldom succeeds to anyone's satisfact:
The juvenile iustice system 1s falling far short of its objeciives: serving the best
interests of individual youth and contributing to public ‘safety by controlling and
reducing youthful crime. Disappointﬁént'with juvenile juatice is-especialiy strong
because of the humarnitarisn hopes generated by the founding of the juvenile court at
the beginning of the century. One method for resolving at least part of the diffi-
culty is to {ocus greater reasdurces on ttovough evaluation of correctional programs s«
that decisions can be made on the basis of greater knowledge about the probability of
attaining a given outcome from a Speéified program of intervention. As in other huma:
service organizations todayv, evaluation is one of the "in" activities in juvenile
corrections. Legistlators and boards increasingly request that there be aystematic
evaluation of newly-funded programé. Unfoxtunately, very little of the activity that

18 subgumed under “evaluation" could be classified as research, but' there is a consis-

tent groping for more effective methods of intervention. Any review of the evaluative

Although the authors are responsible for the coantent of this paper, they are esy
- clally appreciative of the comments and criticisms of their colleasgues in the Nationa
Asgessment of Juveanile Cotrections, especlally to Y. Hasenfeld, A. McNeece, W. Gricht:
end R. D. Vinter.
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research literature in quanile corractions WOulq draw essentially the‘éame con lusior.
a8 thoge drawn by Rossi in his asSeésment of the evaluation of poverty, education, and
other social action programs (Rossi and Williams, 1972). Hebconcluded that there were
fow sufficlently powerful research designs among those stugies to pefmit unequivocal
gtatemencs that could be used for policy formulation.

This paper teviews some of the iggues, dilemmas, and constraints in the evaluatlo
oZ juvenile corrections. It examines the implications of organizational gcals for the

evaluation of processes and ontecomes, and following that, a series of contracting

studias of juvenile corrections are analyzed with reference_to their éoais,.character-
istics of subjects, treatment.technologies, organizationai eficrt and process, and
outcomes. Socictal values as a coastraint on criteria for assessment and cn means of
. \ . ’

interveation are considered alcng with particular problems of measurament in thﬁp ‘
category of himan service organirations. Lastly, elemerts of the plaan are py2poged
for the evaluation in which we are engaged at the present timg. When th;s plan is
fully operatioralized, ve hope that i: will enable us to assess signifigbnt agpects of

the effectivencss of variant types of juvenile coriectional programs in‘a'large numbe

of states.

"

ISSURS AND DILEMMAS IN EVALUATICEH

What should be evaiuated in the assessment of juvenilé corrections? At least
| .
three ovders of phenomena are of importance in any evaluation that has explanatory, as
well as policy, implications:

(1) the personél and sﬁcial characterisiics of the target pbpulation that the
orpanizaticn sceks to"change;

(2) the structures and practices withiﬁ the orgsnization that must be implemente
if an offender is to beuchénged from Condition A to Condition B;

(3) the inter-organizaﬂiéﬁal exchéngé ammong units within or linked to the juveni’
justice system that have cdhsequences-for the vatying careers of juvenile
offgnders. .

E ikj’ Most evaluative research to date has ;ddresséd the personal. and sociel characteri

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

tics of the individual offendef -- personality, behavior, values, attitudes and
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capabilities (Schrag, 1971; Suchman, 1967). Insufficlent attention has been diracted
to organizational poal implementaiiom, stability and adaptability, technolcgical fea-
pibility, referral rates, and orzganizstional structures required for quality berfor-
ma&ce (Mott, 1972). Pzograms typlecally are judged as effective, or ineffective by re-
fexvence only to individual level results (éalifornia Youth Authority, 1973). More-
over, even the latter type of evaluation often fails to comsider sufficiently the
selective input of offenders into differert types cf programs, When selective apsipn-
ment occuxs, as it does in meost correctional classification, methods must be devised
for éaking this facto:'into consideration before there can be comparative evaluation
acrcss programg or organizacions. 'Tracking” 13 en observable phenomenon inm juvenile
corrections as it is in public schools and other human service oxganizations (Cicourel
and Kitsusé, 1964{ Berghardt, et al, 1971; Sarri et al, 1570). Again, individuel
characteristice are used as the basis for assignment to a glven program which has a
greater or lesser probability for successful outébme,-independent of those individuvsl
characteristics. For example, a juvenile assigﬁed to probation has greater opportun-
ities for education and employment than most youth assigned to institutions. Yet the
criteria for aesignment may be race, sex, family composition and so forth, character-
istics unrelated to ability td take advantage of education or employment. Further-
more, ""time of the year'" is a factor that may affect the processing of .a juvenile.
The probsbility of commitment by a juvenile court to an institution is lower in the
spring quartile than in other months of the year chause the court is likely to have
expended its:resources toward the end of the fiscal year and cannot,afford~institq-
tionalization. 1In addition to the above factor, there are many other organizational
conditions which-shoqld-be considered in evaluation, but too often they are ignored
or an. assumption about randemized effeqts is proposed as a general explanation.
Standards of.performance at the organizational and inter-organizational levels
have been almost non-existent in corrections; where they were fonud, they were based
largely on the collective subjective opinions of administrators. Objective criteria
and on-goiﬁg propram evaluation are only now being developed, At least five categoriés

[ERJ!:‘ of criteria can be delineated for organizational evaluation to then be linked with
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outcome evaluation. Thesc include: (1) effort (e.g., cost, time, and types of

personnel expended to achieve goals); (2) lavel of gerfor@gpce (e.g., the number of

individuals who complete Program X from those who enroll); (3) adequacy of perfor-
mence (e.g., value of the piogram to offendecs); (4) efficiency (e.g., relative cost

of Program X); and (5) orpanizationnl proceéses {o.g., program attributes which relatc

to success or £z ilure, recipieuts who behe‘it, setvice delivery, and first order
cffects produced during the period of intervention).

Recidlislom: A COwitorion for ALl Scasour | ' !

A second and equally iuportant question is:. Should rec*d*vium be the n";ﬂary :
outcome cviteriz in the evaluation of JQVGHLL9 covrections, and if so, how 1is it to
be defined? Wa-n one thinks of effcetivaeneas and oatcomes in corrections, the con-
cent "recidivism" inevitably is concidered, Mcet often it is uaed to refer to some
atsoiii2 measurement of pos t-piogrum law-violative or morally disaoproved behﬂvio
‘This is particularly problemetic in the case of'juvenile offenders because data abou:
recidivism reinfcrees the "eriminal" label; yet, a large proportion of juvenile
ofienders in many prog;ams ere‘geilty oely of status offeneee --.truancy, running
away, promiscuity, incorrigibility, and so forth. None of t&eee beﬁaviorc are criﬁc;
for sdults, but juvenile '"reci vists" are labeled as law-violators along with adulto |
who counlt feldnias. Eveﬁ in states-or communities where status offemses are not
sufficient basis for 'state infervenrionﬁ thelr repested commisslon may be a basis
for the label "recidivis*" and for in careeration, offen in jails and for longer
peviods of time than for of’endcts who do violate the law.

Another problem associated with the uce of recidiviem in absclute rather tham
in relative terms ig that-positive'revulvs may be obscured Thus, a single arrest
or violation is cnough to classify »ne pe"son as a "recid 'ist" and an outcome
failure.  If reci divism is conceived in relative terms, theVe is an expectation that
the program will result'in fewer and less serious offenses by participants. %he
addition of ovher outcome measures reduces reliance on recidivism as an absolute e i-
Horia, Thuo, positive cbenges in education, employmcnt, family life, and so for*h ns

[JShgglinked to program experiences. The recently publiehed results of the Provo end
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Silverlake Experiments (Empey and Erickson, 1972; Empey and Lubeck, 1971) indicate very
cleerly a relative reduction in the seriousness and frequency-of law-violative behavior
when pre-program results are compared with post-program behavior, Furfhermore, they
ware aléo\able to identify impprtant'differences in behavior in relation tc¢ age.
Their findings are similar to those obtained by Miller (1962) in a study of a communit y
delinquency prevention program, Both observed that the program results varied accord-

. ing to the age of the youth at the time of éntrance and exit from the program, Thesge
patterns could be linked to general pattgtns of criminal behavior for all youth at
.Gifferent ages., Thus, youth wyho entered the pProgram at younger ages wou;d be expecied
o demonstrate a slower reduction of criminal behavior from those who entered and
ieft at older ages because criminal behavior peaks in the late teens and then. tapers
off sharply. It is also pépsible that other general developmental patterns of youth
will produce variable outcome patterns from similar program experiences. When known?
vhese can be considered in the program design'dnd in the development of 'base expec-
tanecy' criteria for the categorization of‘populations According to the probability
of succéss or failure in-the commuﬁity. Mﬁbergiand Ericson (1972) argue that if
vecidivism is to be used meaningfqlly as an outéqme criteria, it must be conceptualized,
a3 a continuum with variable brobabilities developed for programs and individuals.

They also assert that it is wholly unreclistic to expect "total cgnéersion" as we
apparently do at the present time in meésu:ing changé.from criminaivto non-criminal
behavior. For purposes of program planning, knowledge about the length of time and
phases of change are as important gs-ultimaté oﬁtcomeé.‘ o
Recidivism is also a problematic criterion for the measurement of effectiveness
because it obscures differentiation between short-run and long-run consequences for
the society. In the case of youth, that intervention which may protect society in
the short-run (e.g., incatcerétiou in a closed institution) may ﬁave long~run nega-
tive consequences and vice versa. The effectivéness of any interventicn is to be
agssessed on the bagis of its ability to rehabilitate and reintegrate juveniles into

meaningful social roles, not merely to reduce immediate law-violative behavior.

Q
E[{l()urthermore, over-reliance on absolute measures of recidivism obscures negative or

r
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no impact from correctional experiences. Far too few studies ever measure negative

impact other ﬁhan recidlviam desul e general awareness of the inevitability of this
cutcome in many plograms. Were these data to be made as routinely available as is re-
cidivisL dara, opportunities for change in custodial programs might ‘be vastly 1ncrekc
(Kassebaum, Ward and Wilner, 1970) Only recen*ly in the plethora of legal actions

.against correctional agencies has there been any substantial effort to measure nega-

14

tive imoact.

Wazd and Kassebaum ’]979) conrcnd that the lack of concern about the ovexwhelmin

.

evidence of negative revu ts from correctionel intervention occurs because departmehtc

of corrections are conce"ned moxre wutn nurveillance and control than *ohobilitation.

e

Thus it males tt e senge to measure thei“ prescnt outcomes in terms of rchabilitatc

inoivlduals becauac Lhut is not their primary goal Obviously, much evaluation has

1ailed to addrens this phenomenon.' o S g ) 1

1
’

The unrel aoility of crime st atiatics and the manipulation of dnta by administra-

‘.

tive boaids, po illce and othe: ageucies is auother reaaon for caut on in the use of

e .
>.

recidivist dat:a in the evaluation of correccional programs. Police: céhéﬁs, parolc\
boards, and o*her agencies may“seek to mpzove or depreciate tbe public status of a
particular program and in order to do so, tHe data about individual behavior may be
. . A
covertly manipurated The unreliability of crime statistice was recently documented
in an analysis by Seldman and Courens (1972) They analyzed police reporta in sev~ .
eral metropo itan commun*ties and obcerved repocts of reductions in eelected types
of crime wbicb correaponded with polit cal presaurea to reduce such crime. Thus,
they oonclude "crime statistica...are highly mislead ng indicators of what tbey are

used to mcasure, at leaat iu part, simply because tocy are used las measures" (p.29).

-It has also been recognized for a 1ong time that pcfsone in programs or reieasees

\ .;‘

nay be surveilled 4nd harrasscd by law enforcement officials fct more than the

Lt

rest of the population.

Experiment 1 Desipn Dilemmaa ’ S e A

o Thus far, we have been concerned with issues in evaluation that involve measuzre-

E!ih£;=nt of cutcome. Another set of issues which has been discussed extensively in
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Tecent yesrs in the evaluation literature concerns problems in the use of experi-
mental designs (Weiss, 1972; Rossi ard Walker; 1972; Caro, 1971). éeldom do re-
searchers in juvenile corrections havé the authority or resources to exert the nec-
gsséry controls required byvpo%erﬁul exper}mental designs, nor .are they able to mes
sure objectively ultiﬁaté_and prccess goals as these relﬁte,to behavioral outcome
criteria. ilany essume that corrcctionalldecigion-makers can select wvariable types
of programs for youthful offen&érs; t&us, there should be few limits on appilcation
of experimental designs in evaluztion. Seldom, Lowvever, do administrators have suc!
discration; in faet, in mary communities, judges wholly contrcl vhere Juvenilese
will Le placed, for how long, and wihen they may return to their home commuuities.,

Campheli's {1960} proposals fcr quasi-experirental desigrs offer some so}u-
tions for sound evaluative wegearch, as do those by Guttentag (1571) for decision-
theoretin models. Assumptions about interchangezbility of units and defirniticns
of variables must be made with greaq caution, Guttentag (1971) points to somc of
the problems which cccurred in the Westinghouse Study of Headstart programs wheve
the assumpt;on was made that these progrzms thronghout the countrj ecould be viewed
as unitaryv varisbles, Our field reseaxch in juvenile corrections in several statec
indicates clearly that regional, cultural, and s§c10~econcmic differences must be
examined and controlled if comparisons are to be mdde among, organizations and pex-
gous. Furthermore, statutory variations and Judicial deciéions may drametically
alter conditicns in the middle of an evaluation experiment. It is inevifable that
much rzsearch in corrections will contiaue to be!done on a non-experimental basis,
but knowledge ahout effectiveness' in corrections can evolve as a consequence of
mul€iple types of experimentation rather than from a few definitive classical ex-
periments.

Humaneness and Justice vs, Effectiveness

Recent statements by organizations such as the American Friends Service Com-
mittee (1971), the American Association of University Women (1970),. by social re-
searchers such as Lerman (1968), as well as judicial decisions have highlighted

consideration of the relationship between effectiveness and conditions of fairness,
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hemancuedn, aud justiéc in the operation of correctilonal programs. Tke Nétional Con-
ference on Criminal Juftice (1972) haa now articulated a set of atandardsrwhich pro-
vide behavioral guidelinek; fegarding humaneness and justice., Enforcecment of these
standards)through the couéts will un&oubfcdly héve an impact on program opesation andM
evaluation, fox nbt.only is fhe "right to tieatment" at issue, but éo ara the general
soecial and physical-conditio;s under which the luvenile offender must exist. lIt: is
possible for a program to be effective (Aﬁ least hypoﬁﬁétically) and yet not meet cri-
teria of humineness, fairnecs, and justice, The evidence, however, cpresws £o be over-
whelming that these threoe conditions are necessary to, but not suffimiént for, effec-
tiveness. |

Behavior modification technologies and the conditioﬁs gcvé:ning'their-ﬂse pose
ancther issue to he adiressed bf thoge interested in evaluatioﬁ of buch.progréms. More
and more Juvenile correctional péograms are.inétituting behavioral modification tech-
ncln%ies and recently, electronic devices for remote obaervatioﬁ and‘cohtrol cf behavic
have heen proposed for juveniles; as well as adultg, by Ingrgham and.Smith (i972), and
by Scawitzgebel (1967). There is considerable debaté sbout the use of these latter
technologies, but the position paper by the American Friends'Service Cqﬁmittee {(1971)
and the legal critiques by fhapiro (1972) snd his colleagues in Southé:n California
{1672) raise broad philosophical questiohs about freadom and psychle autonomy. Iugrahe
and Sﬁith (1872) argue that electronic and other behavioral control procedures are pre-~
ferable because the offender who accepts th:zse devices has far greater;freedom in other
sectors of his life than if he were incarcerated. In rebuttal, Shapir& {1972) asserts
that there ig considerable risk of abuge of tlese technoiogies and that if behavioral

~control through electronics is instituted, we will have effacted a fundameutal change

in values about parsonsl privacy and freedom. 3Yhus far, evaluators of uchavior modi-

H
\

fication tecﬁnologies in juvenile corrections have avoided dealing directly with these
issues in their assessment of programs, but they will need to be addrecsed in thé near
future. Obviously the use of any interpersonal change technology raises ethical dil-

emmas regarding freedom of choice. The external manipulaéion of behavior should not

4
{

‘o “e puxsued without reference to the social values at issue. More than a decada ago, |

ERIC
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Krasner (19 2) offered the following‘caution about the use of these technologies:

Behavior control represents a relatively new, important and

very useful development in psychological research, It also

may be horribly misused uniess the psychologist is constantly .

alert to what is taking place in scciety and unless he is

active in investigating and controlling the social uses of

behavioral control. , . {

Our delineatilon of issues and dilemmas in evaluation in juvenile correc:ions
would be incomplete if we did not refer to involvement of the offender population
directly in the assessment of the program. Much evaluation is completed in correc-
tions withoutfany direct participation of offenders, and where they do participate,
it is only to comment positively or neyatiively about the program as it is presented
to them, They are not pesmit ted to formulate cxpectations or suggest means for
achieving-objectives. This continues.despite the suggestive data in the literature
thot one's expectations and asszssments e criticaliy linked to ome's bzhavio:.
Certainly, this is the cace when negative.consequences occuxr, The youth who views
his experiznce negatively, who is pessimistic about the future and his behavior is
not likely to succead in post-progrzm situations. Youth are committed to correciionsal
programs for vastly different behaviors and attitudes -- yet much evaluation staris

from the assumption that there will be similar responses among offenders given a

standardized program - experience,

PROZRAM GOALS -~ CAN THEY BE MEASURED? |

Mott (1972) and others have propOsed that ef%ectiveness is to be defined with

reference to the extent to which organizational goals are attained. Difficurties

xarise because of the ambigui:y of the goals of corrections agencies, because some
goals may be covert and betause thexc may be actual or potential rontradictions
among multiple goals. For example, pxotection of society is a typical goal in a
correctional agency, but if it is carried to an extreme state, it would mean that an
agency would s°1dom re}ease an offender whn was a friskﬁ.. Not to do so, hovever,
would jeopardize the goal of rehabilitation. ‘ |

The researcher in his effort to .measure organizational goalg, must distinguish

[:R\f: between ultrmate and process or intermediate goals. These objectives must then be
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linked to cach other as we suggested éarlier and they must also be measured in
relation to the behavioral outcomes for juvenile offenders. Implicated in any
effort at delineation and measurement of organizational goals is the definition
of the problem that is or will be ﬁhe tarpes for change. The way in which the
problem is‘definéd influences the means of intexrvention for resolution of the
problem. Thus, if delinquemcy is defined primarily in terms of the ndividual
person rather than in relation to the peer group, neighborhood, or other social
situation, the goals, targsts, andbtechnologies should relate to individual ievel
phenomena. On the other hand, if the problem is viewed as situationai, the physical
social or economic envircnments would be the targets for change.

The use of goals in evaluation is aléo'complicated by lack of clarity in both
deiinition and in measurement techniques, Objective.procedures for measurement of
organizational goal attainment are presently not available for human service organi-

zations. The research, therefore, must examine official mandatea, objectives and

priorities of the executive cadre, and staff perceptions of what should be the desir:

.o

ends for the organization. The latter approach was utilized'by Ullman (1967) in his-
study of the relative effectiveness of mental hoopitals. He developed two normative
measures of outcome which were independent of organizationnl definitions'of.nne
phénomenn. The normative apprcach was the basis for recommendations of the fresi-
dent's Commission on Crime, and in the reoently 'u lished Cfiminal Justice Standards
of the National Advisory Commijssion on Correctional Goals and Standards (1973), The
general assumption underlying theoe normative approaches is thot the primary functio:
of juvenlle corrections is the rapid reintegration of the offender into his usual
social roles with as little severing aslis possible'of ties with the external envir-
onment Ehroughout the period of intervention and/or incarceration. Given thia
assumption, goals of cuétody and protection are of secondary importance and should
¢ be assessed in evaluation. 1In thg_oése of juvenile corrections, there is wide-
spread consensus that the primary mandate is fehabilita;ion, but when staff percep-

I tions are neasurcd custodial ends often are assexted to be of equal importance. Thu.

~valuative proccedures have to include multiple measures and variable weighting of

ez oal priorities if these are to be utilized appropriately. The analys;s of



i1
six programs in the following section highlights gom:: of the many prdblems involved
in defining and measuring goals and in tracing out the consequences of goals for

program performance,

A Critiaque of Siz Studies in Juvenile Cq;recticns
Six studies Wﬁiéh deal with evaluation ?ﬁ;juvenile_corrections were selected

to illustrate a variety of settings;_pxograms, and populations, end to highlight
variable questiéns and modus operandi for this kind of sc;entific endeavor. These
pselected ctudies are not representative of the entire range of research in this arca,
uor do they neceesérily represeut the most fruitful work. Rather, they are examples
vhose strengths and wezkaesses can serve as guidelines for further refinement and
elzboration of evaluative methodologies.

| These;six ctudles encompess a selecticn of recparch in juvenile corrections
over a flfteen~year period -~ research vhich lcoks at a variety of ways cf tryiang
to effect changg\ip youth in a variety of settings in various reglons of‘the United
States. The researchers were involved in differéﬁt ways with both the subjects and
‘the settings in which their research took place. To assess this research, a frame-
work was developed which emphasizes process components of.effectiveneés studies
mowe than outcome measures, becauce it is the former which have received less atten-
tion at the organizasticnal level and it is these vhich must be manipulated in pro-

gramming.

First, the subject population -- what personal aud'eocigl backgrougd charac-
teristics were measured, what attitudinal, behavioral and personality charcteristicsa
were asgeesed, and how wére suhjects_selected. 1f there was bo;h an experimental
and control proup, how were they compg¥gd and were they adequetely matched? To what
extent were these differences in the subject population reiated to later differences
in outcome?

Second, the setting in which the intervention took place ~- the milieu and

situational chsracteristics, the characteristics of staff both in terms of background

Q
[ERJﬂ:functions and the constraints upon it in general in terms of realizing program

r

and attitudes, the goals of the program, the inter-prgapizat_iowtwork in which

IToxt Provided by ERI
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goale. Fo what extent aie these proprams-differentiated slong organizational
dimensions, and if they are, how are these differences congidered in the overall
evaluation of the program?

Third, the treatment tecunclczy belng used on the gubject population. Arg the

intervention strategies or techunologiles being used clearly and precisely specified

and are there real differences for the control and experimenrtal populations? Can.
we separate the effects of various ssgments of the intcrvention process? Is the
technolegy congietent over different pcrxiods in the history of the project and, if
not, are these.differences taken into account?

The next step is to examine to what extent they scught to diszover the effrrt
expeaded to cifect charge. One cannot rezlly compare technologies or programs with
regard to thelx intrinsic value if they are not implemented with the same degree of
intensity and if they are differentially embraced or resisted by their subject
ropulation. To what cutent are the efforts of staff, the efforts of subjects, the
efforts of the organization, and the efforts of the community analjzed in relation
to a discussion of the technology and its effects? If there are differences between
the experimental and control programs, are differences in effort variables looked
at as poseible explanatory factors? - . - - . ,\

rocess variables are defined as the effects produced during the period of

intervention, These include the.effects on a short-run basis, i.e., prior to
termination or at the point of termination from the-program, Fozr reasoné asserted
earlier with regard to recidivism, process effectiveness measures are assumed. to be
of cruclal importance in .evaluation and should not be viewed as inherently '‘gsofter"
data than long-range effectiveness measures. Along with traditional types of process
measures such as offenders' zttitudes toward self, expectations for success on the
outside, and views toward peers and staff; other behaviors engaged in during treat-- .
ment are also considered 1nc1uding::-9bjecttve measures of achigvement‘yh11e in-the
program and at point of termination, and preparation for future roles given by the

program, The extent to which researchers examined humaneness, :fairness, .gand justice

_Rji:~for the subject populatiocn will also be considered, Also:examined. are length of .. .
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otzy, costs of program, and proporticns of subjects completing the program, failing,

or dropping out, as well as process effects on the staff and organization.

Finally, the outcome gg porformance raasures sre analyzed as is the extent to
which these are related back to the other aspects of the analysis. For excuple, to
:vhat extent are differences in recidiviem related to éifferences in subject charac-

1

teriatics and the effort expended Ly the subjects during treatment, &s well as to
differences in the treatment technology? In what different ways is reﬂ}diviém mea-
sured and how adequately? To what entent arve other measures utilized, thh a8 ésa-
biiity and suxvival of the program itself, morsle and quality of the staff, degree
of community ccoperation and .concern with the program, as well &5 behavioral measures

of the subject’'s long-rarnge adjustmant through vocstion and education. ‘ \

"Soeisl Structure, Identifleation, and Chanpe in a Trestment-Oriented Institution,"
Paymond J. Adamok and [dwawd Z. Daper. 15838.

Characteristics of gublects. The subject population consisted of the univewge

s—

of girls resident in the instituticn ard Jdata are given about the varisble percent-
ages of these girls with respect to several background measures. No compavative
information provided about the distribution of these background characteristics
for other inzt:itutionalized female delinquents. The institqcion.had a sélective

admligsion policy with respect to age, educational level, and severity of emot;onal

- \
\
disturbance. , \

Subjects were also characterized by thedr entering scores on the ICL; the MMPI,
and the IPAT Anxlety Scale, which were administered by the institutional staff at
intoke. These data were used without reference to the situational characteristics

- which might have affected responses,

Only.five\subject characteristics <~ intelligence quotient, social cléss,
religion, age at entfance, and. length of stay were analyzed for relationships with
degree of cﬁange. They found that length of stay and age at entrance were signifi-
cantly felated to change and degree of identification .with staff, so these variables

Q = were control}ed in the analysis.




14

Intervention setting., The intervention setting was described in terms of ita

location, auspices, authority structure, and staffing, and structure and mechanisms
of gpocial control as they sffect milieu., These data were apparently gathered
through observation, analysis of institutional documents, and questionnaires to
residents. Goals of the institution were not clearly identified nor waé there sny
indication as to how they were operationalized; thus effectiveness cannot be.meaeured
With respect to the environmental context, only sket:chy infofmatioﬁ was provided
and there were no data about the opportuuity for or frequency of contact witn local
community people. Informsticn is needed about the extent end degree of available
outsice contact and the depree of ccugruence between the inteiven:ion setting and
the usual socizl roles to which residenis wili return, for these are important in
accounting for the success ox failure of efforts to integrate offemnlers into
conventional socletal roles.

Treatment/technolosy. The most distiﬁc&ive-aspect of the treatment technology

was that it was highly-structgred, irzmbiguous, and conaistent in the patterns of
reward ond punishment. It was dcseribed in terms of its mechanisms of social
coritrol, but no infeormation was given about sanctions or rules. Also not
presented was information gbout the relative emphisis of the individual or group
in treatment, the problem focus cf staff, the kinds of diagnostic categories ox
classification schemes used, and the variety of techniques employed.

Effcrt. Informetion about contast with group mothers was provided, but there
was no dota on frequency of contéct with social workers, psybhologists or psyéhla-
trists, number of hours spent in schocl, emplasis pldced on group or irndividual
punishments z£nd rewards, or even the kinds of contact and the qualit& of cbﬁtacf.
of staff with girls. Two effort measures of studeants -- service aé a group leader
and conformity to imstitutiocnal norms -- were related to the degree’éf indertifica-
ticn with the institution and staff --'a process variable, It would have been
helpful had the authors also- smalyzed the relationship between tﬁése effort neasures

and outcome variables but this was not done.
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Process. Prozess measures of interest to the authors were: identification
.of students with the staff and inctitut;on, and depree of change in self-esteem,
~f2ith in people, psychological-behavioral adjustment, and anxiety. They were
not interested in any bchavioral measures.

In accounting for the development of identification with the institution and
the staff, the researchers alluded to a nurber of other effects of treatmeaé, or
proc-es effects, which were not measured but were deseribed such as: reduction cf
peer interaction, little or no peer supnort for "fighting the system," isclation
from the outeide, tco much punishment for minor rule infractions; no legitimation
of many of the rules by the girls, and éo forth, Several of these pofentially
negative process.effcets‘required aysteuatic study.

The'mca;ures of change were calculated for girls at vsrlous etages in the
treotment process, f.e., they ware not measuzed at poirt of termination, but rather
all were obtained at the same time regardless of the phase of treatment., As indi-
cated earlier there was almost total ralisnne on: psychological assc3suent as a
measuze of change. Although the av.rage length of stay was 18 to 24 months, infor-
mﬁtion was not given ghout what types of data were considered in release decisioms.
llo information was provided sbout changes in school performance, in peer relation-
ships, in migbehavior, and so forth, Also unknown 1s the prorortion of girls in
this program who completed it, dropped out or were transferred.: No information

was glven about prograsm costs.

Qui:come or Performance. This study did not report any outcome or performance

measures either at point of termination or after termination. All change consideras
was. change within the institution during the process of trestment. But, there vas
no certainty that any of these indicators. of process change were linked to any long-
term changes for the subjects, either positive or negative..

A Follow-up Study of Bovs Pertieipating in the Positive Feer Culture Propram at the

Minnesota Stete Training School fcr Bays: -An Analysis of 242 Boys Released During
196¢, Minnesota Danartment of Corxections, June, 1972. S '

Q )
IERJ!:‘ Characteriotics of Subjects. The subject population comsisted of the boys

IToxt Provided by ERI
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.r2leaged In 1969 from the Minnesota State Training School for Boys. All tha boys

ware characterized on numerous dimcnsions of hackground, but for only three of these
charscteristics -- area of residence at admlssion (urban/rural), racial/ethnic back-
ground, and intelligence eqtimate'were any comparisons made between this Training
School population and the ﬁale.population 1a that state between the ages of_lO and
15, - And yet, comparigon after comparison was made in these figures between boys who
had their paroles revoked from those who did not. It secems likely that thay collected
information on every background characteristic that appecared in the file without any
theoreticzal reason cr conecentual framework for licking them to the depcn;ent variable
or measure of effect., This regulted in a number cf comparicons between the background
characteristics of beys vhose paroles were revoked with those whose paroles were
not revoked being made without asny realiy sound reagon, Therfore, it was ;ot suzrpris-
ing that some significant relationships were obsér?eﬁ. A numger of the background
characteristics which were.analyged were never operationalized clearly, e.g. "living

: , ;
situation" and "drug/alcohol and physical abuse'.

. Several intra-institutional program‘chqracteristics were also studied in relatio:
to the subjects -~ that is, characteristics of the subquts that weré related to
their instituﬁional experienée, Thege included: the number of successful and
ungucceseful truancies of boys from the institgtio#, the differences in lengths of
stay, the age at release from the institution, the schoqugrade placement af release,
the cottage lived in, and the living situtation after release as related again to
revocation o:.non-revocacion,of_paxgle. A3 menticned éarlie:, the readér was not
informed as to how the data were éollected,_nor how va;iables were defiﬁed and
operationalized. . |

This study relied almost completely onﬁthg}characte:istics of subjects for the
explanation of effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the programltechnology. These
characteristics of the subjects were related not only to the incidence of parole
revocation or non-revoéation, but also to comparisoné between parélees and transfers

from the'institufion.

Intervention setting. There was virtually no description or analysis of the
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intervention setting, It would have been heipful if the cottages. which were analyzed
in terms of the differences of the characteristics of the residents, had been describe
in termg of any organizational or structural characteristics. It is critical to an
adequate understanding of the prccecs of treatment to determine the significant
characteristics of the settings in which it occurs.

reatment/technolopy. - According to the report, the technology emnloyed in

treating these boys was Positive Peer Culture (PPC) -- a type of group therapy, based
on brinciples of guided group interaction, which utilizes peer pressure and staff
guidancé to treat delinguent youth. The description of PPC states that it was the
basic treatment tool of the imstitution., Croup meetings five nights a week were the
focal point of the boys' daily activities. The group was also the focus for many
other activities experienced by the youth in the institution.

This is fine ineofar as it goes, but it leaves & great many quzstions unanswered,
What kinds of bechaviors or attitudee did this technology really try to alter and what
kinds of behaviors aud attitudes did'iflaccept or tolerate? To what extent were. -
group meetings supplemented by other kinds of counseling eusk as individual counselisn,
To what extent did the group reward and/or punish its members at times other than in
group mectings? To what extent did all staff really implement the PPC program --
was it thwarted at all by custodial staff or other treatment programs? Whai parti-
cular parts of the PPC technology were crucial for effective treatment and what
parts of it were adjuncts whose modification would leave the program relatively
unchanged? Were all boys in the institution really subject to the same technology
ot were there differences in its application, intensity, or staffing patterns that
might, in fact, have been rzlated to the success or lack of success on parole?

There was a difference in the parcle success rate of different cottages in the

institution -- it is prébable that some 52 this might have been explzined by differ-
ences in the application of the technology in these different units. No effort was
made to look at the actual implementation of the technology in the institution as a

Q le, in different sub-units of it, for different kinds of loffenders, and by

i Pierent kinds of staff. %his is a cruciel deficiency in a study which seeks to
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assess the effect of one kind of technology in a single institution. At the very
least, it i? necessary to examine the cperation of that technology in depth in order
to ascertain why it was or was nct effective.

Effort. Ideally, the efforf‘expendad by staff and boys in implementing PPC
should be considerable -- after all, "they have the 7e5ponsibility to help and care
for each other 24 hours a day'". They met 838 groups éive nights a week for 90 minutes.
but no information was provided on thé'totél hours of contact with staff or with each
other in discussing and working on individual or gfoup probleme; how much in-service
trainiag was given to institutional pexrsonnel in PFC, or how much of a commitment the
ingtitution itself gave to thé program, ‘

No data was provided gbout the relative priority of the PPC.technology ia the
regular operation of the institution, nor about supports provided by the inatitution
for re-entry under a PPC technology, and also noue about the effort and commitrent
by boys to the PFC program. Such differences in such commitment and effort might
well be related to differences in the succéss of parole outcome and probably were
relsted to the selection of bﬁys for transfer as'ﬁpposed to those who completed the
program,

Process., The process measures included the numﬂer of truancies from the fnsti-
tution, the success cr failure of these truancies, academic schogiagfacement at re-
lease, and the placement or liviag situvation at release. These measures were not only
insufficiently defined but were alsd nét eapily comparable with other kinds of pro-
grams, Further, they were always anaiyzed for their relacﬁ&hshiﬁ to the outcome char-
acteristics of the subjects -- whether or not they had successful parole outcomes --
but they were not analyzed for possible relationship with perscnal and social charac-
teristics of the subjects or to differences in treatment.

Although inférmation éould have.been obtained about attitudes and behaviors
asgsumed to be influencéd by the PPC teéhnoiogy, none of these were, in fact, obtained.
For example, théy c6u1d have had pre én& ﬁbst-program evaluatiqn'of school attendance
and peffofmance; empioyment expectatiﬁﬁé:and behavior, attitudés'tdward delinquency,

ER\l,(:peer and self, or relationships with parents and relevant others. The only

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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intra-organizational variable which was evaluated was transfer status. Transfers
vere compared with non-transfers with aevefal important differencds noted, Twenty-
tiiree boys were transferré&tto other juvenile correctional facilities beéause of
repeated truancj and behavicr walch required closer supervision and control. But,
these transfers had fewer incidents of all types cof truancy prior to admission than
did the parolees. Why then did these bcyé rﬁn more than other boys at Red Wing?
What possible interactions might there have been betwecen the program and the charac-
teristics of the boys that produce? a propensity to run? These questicné remained
unanawered, | | | |

Transfers were, on the average, younger and h#d a higher estimated inﬁelligénce
level #han pavolees, A highor pezcentage of the tyonsfers wére féom the Mefropolitan
arza gnd were ﬁinority group members. Moreover, there were fewer known cases of

aleohol, drug, and physical abuse among the transfews than among the parolees. Why

these particular boys were not atle to complete the program was nct answered despite

the differential effeet of this program on boys. Rather than simply stating, as the
rescarchers did, that '"certain strengths and characteristics may be necessary for a
boy's gainful participation in confrontive peer group treatment programs,''"it would
certainly seem necessary to try and relate process measure§ to characteristics of
the ozganization and treatment program, as well as to individual characteristics of
participants. |

Outcome or performance., The outcome measures used in this study were all v%:i-

ations on the general theme of recidivism. Of the 2i9 parolees, 517 had their parole
revoked while 497% did not, and the comparisons between these fwo groups and the
transfers were made in terma of the previously-mentioned background characteristics
and intra~institutional characteristics. Revocations of)parole were more frequent
for members of raciel minority groups, especially American Indians and SpanishlAmeri~
cans; for boys with more disruptive living situations; for younger boys; and for boy:
with more frequent truancies. 1In addition there were more revocations of parole of
boys released from certain cottages énd for boys with shortest leﬁgths of stay in

the institution. Along with this analysis, they collected data on the averége numbe:
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] | |
of months on parole before violation (6.8 months), the offenses resulting in
revocation of parcle, aud the institution to which the revocations were returned,

No other measures of outcome were attempted.

Girls at Voecational Hiph: 4An Experimant in Sociel Work Intervention, Henry J.
Meyer, Edpax F. Borgotta, azd Wyatt C. Jones. 19€5. .

Characteristies of Subjects, Thé.sﬁbject population consisted of 400 girls

who entered Vocational Eigh between 1955 and 1958, and who had been identified as
petential problem cases by the research staff in their examination of the scheol
records. From thia pool of four entering groups of students in fqur ¢ifferent years,
a random procedure was used to ceiect the giris for the expcrimental and control
groups. -Comparicons were made not only between the experiFehtal gnd contrcl groups
on a variety of background and sccial characteristics, but &lso between the whole
group of identified potential problems arnd the rematnder of the high school populatic
of the school. |

Differences were observed among these gitls identified és potential problem
students and others on a nurber of dimensions, most of which were in the expected
direétion; The data indicate that the random procedure for selecting experimental
and control cases among the potential privlem population resulted in generally simils
groups, at least on those variables for which comparisons were made.

Despite elabozrate procedures devised for tapping background and social charac-
teristics, these cheracteristics were, for the most part, not used in the later
analysis of effectiveness and content of service. The réason for this we do not
know, becsuse many of these characteristics might well be related to outcome and
would present a more detailed and informetive picture of the actual process of inter-
vention and ite effects. For example, individual therapy might be more effective
for certain types of girls and group therapy more effective for other types, perhaps
depending on racial background, éibling structure, or perscnality type.

Interveution setting, A1l subjects attended a vocational high school in New

York City which had an enrollment of about 1,800 studentp admitted from all over the

)
EI{I(j:ity' Subjects who had been randomly assigned to the experimental group were

IText Provided by ERIC
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referred to fouth Consuitation Ser§ice, a private non-sectarian csocial zgency for
individual casework and group thefapy.

During the evalustion, a dec;sion waé made to Qﬁitch from individuzl to group
treatment because of evidgnce that it would préve to_fe more satisfactocy. The
approacnes differed in their settings -- carework in the traditional agency settin
and groupwork in a more ielaxed commuaity setting . Although this was nct ever expli-
citiy stated, the differences in the setting alone could have been important in
accounting for the differential impact of the two treatment mndalities.

The poals specified focr intesxvention were vigue and not well-defined. They
esgentially revolved around trying to intexrupt potential deviont carecrs gud gssumed
that the egency vwas successful L2 diagnosing potential problems. Trestment objective:
sppeared to be multiple and individualized, so there vere very real problcms in defin?
effectiveness c;iteria. There was no iqu:mation as to héw Qaﬁy reguler staff members
were involved in this.experimental pregram, the actual ratio of spaff to girls in
various phases cf the prcject, thg béékgrou:d characteristics of the staff that might
be related to theivr differential effectiveness in working ;dth tnese girls, or the

relative priority of this project in the oa-going functioning of the agency.

Treatment/technology. Originally, the project souﬁht‘to‘uﬁe caseworlk services
on an individualized treatmeﬁt bacis as the primacy technology, but in the secénd
year, they shifted to a prscess.of group referfal and treatmenﬁi These two techinolo~
gles were coupared and evaluated élong with the compaxison between the coutrol and
experimantal groups, Uﬁfortunaéeiy;vthere vas a Qholly inadequate presentation of
the differenccs in the two technplogieg and how they wefe actually imple&énted.
There was a much_betfer descrip:ioniéf_the w;fs ig Vhich'tbe-groﬁp treatment processes
operate& than oflthe ways in which:fhe indeiduai éreatment processes worled, probably
because group treatment.was seen as more novel‘and;interestiﬁg in this setting.
Effort. Fafrly complete information was proﬁided about the efforts made by the
school, the agency, and the girls to implement and maintain this program. Effort
@ rariables on the part of the school aud agency included: provision of physical facil-

ERIC

ammmmm| ties; scheduling changes; orientation of staff and shifting of resouxces, staffing
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.school favor the experimental.cases.
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patirrns, and treatment strategies. For staff, there vere measures of contact with
parents, number of interviews and content and depth of group sessions. In addivion,
the data irdlcated that, for the vhole experi iwental group, 95% received gome treatment
cervices and half of these had 17 or move treatment contacts with sosial workere.
Therefore, the expcriemental group wag clearly well-exposed to the therapeutic program
In addition, girls in the experimental group reported more help from social wcrkers
end vesenrchers than did those in the control group. The rescarchers weve scasitive
Qheir impact “on the situaticn. Other effort measures collectcd for the experimenta
girls included judgements by the caseworkers arnd group therzpicts about thelr cllents.
The caseworkera felt that not uany of thair clients beeame scriously involved in a
treatment relatiorship on an individual tasis, bui this was not the case for girls
involved in group treatment. Unfortuwnately, the girls_themselves were not asked to
rata their owmn efforﬁ, and we have 1o information on the nurber of missed appointments
or imetances cf late appolntments.
Zvoresa, Becauge of the lack of precision in defining goals and technologles of
this program, the researchers were confronted with a real problem in assessing_effec-
tiveress. They tried to regolve this dilemma by presenting an array of variables de-
signed to measure the ippact of service, all of which were veriants of process measuwc
These process measures included:

1. Judgment by the caseworker-as to the progress made by the girl in using the
agency's servicas construetively. Background varisbles of the girls (race, religion,
intelligence, and cli: ical diagnosis) were oxnamined to determine whethier they. related.
to the degree to which the girls were involved in using such gervice. Unfortunately,
there was nc examination of the background characteristics of etcaff, as related to
thelr ability to motivate or help their cli=nts. :

2. Juigment mede by the caseworker as to the efféccs of treatment, The Hunt-
FKogan Movement Scale showed move positive results for group trectmeui. For the exper-
imental sample, culy one-fifth of all the givls were judged to have changed or moved
positively duiing treatment,

2. School status at the end of the project. Twenty-nine pércept of both the
experimental and control cases had graduoted high school at the tecrxmination of the
project. Equal proportions had dropped out. There was na disceirnible impact of the

intervention on this measure.

4. Highest school grade'ééhpleﬁed.' Extremely small ‘differences in staying in

-t
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5. Academic performance. There was a positive selective effect of the treatmei:
program in reducing failing grades in academic subjects. {
i

6. School-reclated behavior. There were no significant differences in attendanc
rccords., There vas slightiy less truancy among experimental than among control sub-
jects. There w28 no difference in conduct marks between the experimental and control
subjects., There were no real differences in teacher ratings on character and work
traits. There were no real differences in ratings by guidance and counseling staff
between the experimental and control subjects.

7. Out of school behavior, There were no real differences in ciitries on health
records, or in instances of out-of-wedlock pregranecy,

8. Client self-reports of cffects. There are very scant diffcrencss, if aay ot

&ll, on measures of wall-being, perception of quality of juteraction wiih oiliers,

ps*~ho-ogira] insight and rcactions to help, or assessment by seniors of thair preses
and future situations.

9. Pergcuality tests. There were no real significant differences in responses
on the Junior Pergonality Quiz or the Mske a Scutence Test.

10. Sociometric measures. There is no evidence of effect.
Although there is an impressive array of these process measures which are analyzed,
many were not systematically collected and were not really meaningful for phrposes
of analysis. Rather, they were interesting ohservations about adolescent girls and
agency staff. Unforturately, there were no process measgures designed to look at the
effect of this experimental program on the agency staff or the school. Such would
seem to be almost as important as discerning the impact on the client if the program
wexre to be generalized to other settings.

Suiceme or performance., There were no long-range outcome or performance measur:

used in this study, It was apparently sufficient to show that even process or inter:
mediate objectives were not fulfilled by the intervention strategy. But a study whi
sought to evaluate a delinquency prevention program would seem bound to at least try

to assess a few long-term effects.

The Silverlake Experiment, LoMar 2, Empey ond Steven G. Lubeck. 1971.

Characteristics of subjezts. The subject population consisted of 261 boys who

were assigned ty the courts from a common population of delinquent offerders in Los
Angeles County.
Once boys were selected for the project, they were randomly assigned to either

the experimental or control program and the background characteristics of the gubjiec



24
in thege two progroms vere éomparedvon a host of background variables, Few differenc:
were observed, but the experimental program may have inadvertenﬁly been assigned moxe
serious or more éXéeriencea offenders,

Many of these measures of background characteristics were combined into scales
and were subsecquently used ia analveis of predictor variables for both process and
outcome differences, Thus, the scales of peer influénce, background, offense, and
personslity were consistently used throughout the repox: in explaining 1nnﬁnnces'of
critical incidentes, runaways, program failures, z2nd program successes,

Intervention sctting. There were very clear distinctions in the settiag for

intervention for the contzol and experimental pcpulation and these differences were
considered among the most crucial elements of the intervention strategy. The
control program was housed in a large physical plant of the traditional institutional
varlety while the ipewimental program was lozated in a ranch style house in a resldew-
tial neighborhood. The two programs aliso differed in size; no more than 20 boys at
a time in the expeximental program but up to 125 boys in the control program. Boys
in the experimental program returned to theil. own homes on weekends and attended high
schonls in the community while bbys in the control program lived there all the time an
attended high school on the grounds,

Actual dificrences in the oteff-inmate ratio in the two pregrams ﬁere not given,
but the quality and quantity of the interaction between staff and offenders differed
A between the two programs. A special questionnalze was congtructad and administered
to both the staff and boys in bofh the experimental and contxol programs. The instru-
ment dealt with the perceptions of the setting, among othexr thingse, and it verified
fhaﬁ there ware indeed differences in the expectad direction between the experimental
and cortrol proérams. | | L

The two programs diifered considerably, not only in the fldw and.content of com-
muniéation between gtaff and offenders, but also in the degree of communitj liﬁkage
with other agencies concerned with youtii, The rule otructure and sanctioning mechan-
isms also varied in ucco:& with traditional differcnces between cﬁstodial and

trestment-oriented programs,
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Tizatment/techaology. * The authors reported:that the control was highly structur
and gnzditdonal with mueh ssuphasis placed on trsining and ivdividual- counseling.
Custodial factors were of moderate importatce. Far more detailed information is
provided about the experimental program, sbout. theories of'causatibn, treatwent moda-
lities, and“so forth, The basic technology was a variant of "Guided Group Interactio:
The peer group was utilized as beth. the target and the medium of change. The second
important compoment of the technology was community linkage, providing a way in vhich
cifanlers could he reintegrated into normal community roles. The experimcutél uni.i
was located within the community; youth ettended neighborhood-schocle, and had weekend
home visits,

During this.research, both programs underwent a gories of major organizational
changes which were reflected in changes in treatment methods. The experiment=zl ﬁro-
gram imposed a strong negative sanction.againgt runaways cixtecn months after it bega:
The control program shifted from a congentration on one-to-one. tresteieat to more "grou;
oriented modes and to more particlpatory forms of decision-making-by both staff and
boys. Both sets of changes were analyzed:in terms of their‘relatioﬁ to changes in
proéess and ouatcome efforts,

Effor:. The amount of effort put forth by the ctaff in implemernting the program
cannot be determined-accurately, because sufficient information was not given, but on:
got the impression of fairly high levels oé effort in both the experimental and con-
trol programs. More attention was paid to the efforts of boys to embrace or resist
the different programs by -asking them through intervieus, questiomnaires, and informal

conversations about their own and others’' iavolvement in the treatment process.
Information was not provided, however, on the amount of effort put forth by boys in
the school (there was no comparison of éttendance records) at at werk (there ware no
records of work attendance or performsnce).

Procesg. Some interecting ‘behavioral measures of the effects of treatment on .
participants were utilized, includirg runaway rétes, patticipetion in critical inci-
dents, and program failures. The terminal runaway rates for 'both programs, covering

O a two and one-half year period, were relatively;high'and:very similar -- 37% at the

E119
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experimental program and 40% at the control program, but these rates were associated
with different predictof'vafiables in the two kinds of program.

Critica). incidents were studiéd'oﬁly in the exbefimental program, so cféés¥
program comparisons of phfficipatibn were impossible. This type of analysis is impor-
tant in cérreétional progrém evaluétious because it 1s an enlightening process mea-
sure; not. only in deligeating the types of concerns that ﬁre defiped as crisis-
provoking for the progrhd;.but also in terms of organiiational handling of crisis and
\

The program failure rates (those transferred or drop-outs) of both programs were

the participants' responses to it.

much lower than the rdnaway rates. In both programs, failuves were boys with the
most persistent and serious offense backgrounds and personality problems.

The summary méaéufé of the process effect of treatment in the'two'progfams was
that no more than 467, of the experimental subjects, as cbntrasted to 50% of the con-
troi subjects; successfully completed the program. The femainder were runaways or
in-program terminees, Surprisingly, there was no information collected from the
participants in either progrém at the point of terminétion or before Qith regard to
their own evaluation of tﬁe experience or their assessment of the impact of it on
their futures.

This study dealt rather thorowughly with some of the negative effects of treat-
ment on participants. Two particular aspects stand out: (1) There was evidence
that the experimental program may have been overly concerned-with custody and control
(2) both programs were far more inclined tc punish boys for undesirable behavior

than to reward thém for desirable behavior, \

. \
This study was one of the few which compared the costs of the two programs and

the average lengths of stay. The average monthly cost for the experimental program
was $302;86.per'boy,'whi1e it was $362.18 per boy for the control program. But the
average length of stay for experimentals was 5.73 months as'compéred to 12.65 months
for controls; thus, the difference in cost waé considerable. The human costs. for
the boys were ﬁlso iess, for they had much more contact with home and their usual

Elii(jironmenf'witﬁ shorter periods of confinement in the experimental program. Costs

IText Provided by ERIC
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vere not exawined with respect to relative differences in humanencas, fairness, or

\
Justi 2 between the two programs, but this might have been part of this type of pro-

cess evaluaticn \

OQutcome. Outcom: was aznalyzed only in terms of recidiviém in this stﬁdy, but
the ways in which it was mezsurcd far surpassed\the upual recidivism rcports. Aii
expariuental and.control suﬁjects -~ Tunaways and'failures,‘as well as sucdessful
graduates -- were followed for at least a year after their termination from eithcr
program. Reclidivism was analyzed in three different ways: (1) in tamas of ﬁumber of
ofienses committed by individuals; (2) in collectiﬁe terms bty compsring the total
volume of delinquency committed by sublects a ycar before entering the program with
their total volune committed a year cfter terminc cion from the program; (3 in terms
of the scriousness of the recidivistic cifeases. This relstive es*ima e of recidi-
vism eertainly has adJantages over the more traditional abso]u*e approa ch

Moat subjects im both pregrams snemed to have been relatively f*tc of pcst-
prcgram delinquency and there was relative nimilarity in the amount of individual.
recidivigm from beth experiﬁental and control programs; Subjetts wﬁo ¢id not complet-
either program were much more likely to reciéivate than those vwho did. There was a
737 reduction in the volume of delinquency commlt ed by the experimental subjects
and 717% for control subjects during the twelve-month period after releaae, ag compale:
to the twelve-mcnth period before ass ignment to the program, but these finuings are
poseibliy due to regression effects. Eoth pro rans brougﬁt about a significant raduc-
tion in the volume of serious ofFenses, suggesting that they were important sources
of delinquency control, Although there was no assessment of long-term outcomeé,
these data do sxggest that the eypevimcvtal piogram, uﬁlch was much shorter and

thereoy41ess costly, was at least as effective as the conrrol program.

The Youth Center Besearch Project, Cz2xl F. Jesness, William J. D2Risi, Paul 1.
Me? urmick and Roaert . Wedge. 1972 -

Characteristics of Subjects. The subjnct population consisted of 904 wards of

the Califernia Youth Authowlty, who were randomly aseigned to the two programs --

0.H. Close School which used tramsactional analysis or Karl Holton School which usad
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bchavior modification. These boys were compared on several dimensions oﬁ individu-
al and backgrolind differences, but few differeénces were observed between’the study
populctions at the two schoois.” Despite the impressive sarray of data that were
ccllected, none of these mcasures were later analyzed for their relationship to
m2asures of process or outcome effeciiveness, with tthe exception of the personalicy
classification measures.

Intervention setting, A primary objective of this research was to examine the

diiferenticl lupacst of two tecnnolcogins in two institutions, apparently alike in
their organizational structure, staffing patterns, and physlcal lavout. Throughou
the pzriod of the study, the organizational structure and the number and the types
of percommel were almest identfical, The existing trcatment programs at the two
schools were glso almost identical, at baseline. The intexrnal climate of the two
schools was deacrited in detail, but little irformation was provided 2bout the en-
viroumental setting in vhich they existed. They were situated adjaceat to each
other in Stockton, Califoxnia, but there was no specification .of how isolated they
werc from the rest of the city, how much communication existed between the two

" schoole, how much interaction there was between staff and boys from the two schools
or the network of community resﬁurces tbat was 13~ked to the schools.

Treatment/technoleey. lic huart of this research was its differentiaticn and

comparison of two treatment technologies -~ Transsztional Analysis and Bchavior
Modification. Th2 two technologies were presented as Somewhct idealized concop-
tions of what should actually occur ia their implementation, but differences were
apparent in the gcals for the two technologies, the coateat 6f in-service training
sessiong for the two sets of staff, the composition of trcatment groups, the wayo
in which participants were rewarded and punished, the expected acticns and routines
of staff and boys under the two systems, and the.expected changés in behavior and/
or attitudes. The two strategies were supposed to be particularxly effective for a
broad range of'béhavior and perébﬁélity. \

Althodgh:thé written conception of the operation of the two technologies varic

FRIC there was no indication that these differences pervaded all areas of imsiitutlonal
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life. The boys in both programs went to school with their own hall group, and were
taught in an individualized, non-competitive manner. Both technologies involved heav:
-use of group methods, contracts between staff and boys, emphasis on ;mproved social
adjustment, and a decrease in the probabilit& of delinquency. Readers wculd be aided
'by having descriptions of instances of differences in handiing of the same behaviors,
or differences in the kinds of rewards given for the same behaviors. More clear-cut
differentiations in the aptual operation of the program components were necessary to
reaily underztand that the differences in the two technologics were more than a mat-
ter of differences in jargon.

Effort. The cxtent to which eithar or both of the treatmcnt technologies were
actually cffectively implemented is debatable. There were apparently quite sexrious
problems in convaying to line staff that.these technologies were more_impo?tan;~than
the issues of security, paperwork, or housckeeping. The priority for the treatment
program within_each institution might have been different for there was data to suggec
that Transactionél Analysis wasg actually implemented more succeésfully than Behavior
Modification., Therz wos no continuiung in-service training for the staff in Behavior
Modification, but there was continuing training for Transactional Analys;s.

The resecarchers also toock considerable pains in meacuring the e¢ffort of the sub-
jects to embrace or resist the treatmcnt technologies. These neasures of eiffort of
participants were then related to their maturity and cgo levels. For all these mea-
sures of effort, it wes determined that staff and boys of both schools approximatod
the original expectations of the project, but fell short of the ideal.

Procesg. One of the principal process effects examined was change in ménagement
pr&blems within the institutions. Both programs, had an evertual drop in the number
of incidents of misconduct reported, although initially the number rose. They also
discovered that there was a continuing reduction in the number of residents sent to
detention for misconduct, and when it was used, it was used for briefer periods and
"for promoting change in behavior rather than for retribution." However, since these

data were based on special incident reports written by staff in both institutions the;
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may not be comparzble. This indicator was more useful for examining trends within a
single unit than in comparing two units.

Algo examined were several psychological indices of process effects. Recults

rom ;he Jesness inventory and the Post Opinion Poll showed_pqsitive psychological
change in both units, b;t again Transactioral Analysis subjects evalua;ed the program
more positively. Observer ratings of behgvior indicated greater behavioral change in
the other unit as might be anticipated.
:

There were meny hypotheses which sought to relate the characteristics of subjectc
to ths process effects of the different kinds of treatment and thcy wera as follows:

1. Transactional Anslysis will be more effective with Ligher maturity subjects,
and this will be evident in thoir vertal behavior and in their observable
behavior.

2. Transactional Analysis will be most effective with higher maturity sub-
Jects who enter treatment cxbectin; to change, and who receive high in-
tensity and high quality treatment.

3. Behavior Mpdification will be more effective in changing the behavior
of lower maturity subjects.

None of these hyfothcses were clearly substantisted. Indeed, they found that the
more mature subjects did better in bqth.treatment programs,

Unfortunately, negative process effects were not examined for either progrem.
There was a consistently longer average stay for subjects in the Behavior Modification
program than for those in Transactional Analysis. No information was provided about
ccst differencgs of thé two programs, altﬁough one would assume that Behavior Modi-

fication was more expensive gince it had a louger average length of stay.

Outcome or perzformance. Parole revocation was the only long-run outcome measure

used, as was true in many of tbe eariier studies. ”They compared the subjects' rates
of parole revpcat;on for a 12-month period foliowingvrelease with those of inmates
from the same ;ﬁstitu;ions who had Eégn released prior to the 1n£;oduction of the
treatment technologies and with 1§mates from gwo other institutions, It is important

to note here that they only looked at the rates for successful graduates, not for
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- ~d
runsways or in-program failures, and they did not comrare these rates with the pricr

delinquency of the subjects as was done in the Silverlake Evperimcnt.

In a 12-month parole exposure period, only 312 of the Transactionel Analysis
subjects and 3:% of the Behavior Modification subjects of the samé age had been ve-
moved from parole, and these figures.were significantly lower than those of the con-
trol groups. WNo other outcome méasures ware used so recidivism again reigned as the
supreme criteria of effectiveﬁess. |

A_Comparative Assessment of Drobation Practices and Persnectives, S:epheE_Burghardt,

Dosemary C. Sarri and Carl CoHlta. 1971.

Characteristiss of Subjects. The subject nopulation conuisted of offenders

vho were assigned to probation in a large mid-western city; offenders in a new insti-
tution utiiizing a differential treatment model and offenders in a traditicnal
training school progran,

All of these populations were compared in terms of the background end social
characteristics. The probation population selected was slightly older, more ur-
banized, had more yeara of education, and had a higher proportion of Blacks than the
institutional population. The probation population was differentially classified
on the basis of personal characteristics for service.

Few significant differences were observed in the commitment offense character-
istics of the institutional and probation semples, but the institutional ponulation
had a lerger proportion of offenders with more offenses. This same distinction be-
tween the number of offenses committcd also holds for three types of probatian
groups -- there was a direct relationship between the number of past incidents and
the type of caseload - (i.e. minimal, normal, intensive) to uhich an offender was
essigned. The. fewer the number of incidents, the greater the chance of being placed
on a caseload with minimal service interaction. However, for the most part, the
data in the background and offense characteristics of the several populations were
striking because of the similarities they revealed between the probation and insti-

tutional populations, not the differences. These data refuted the often-stated
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sssertion that probationers are less serious offenders.

The background characteristics of offenders were not controlled in the analysis
of process outcomes, though this was partiaily fulfilled because of the interaction
tetween disposition (i.e. type of probation czseload or institution to which the cf-
fender was assigned) and his background characteristics. One of the striking but ten-
tative conclusions they drew from the analysis of the relationship of race to dispo-
sitional outccme was that Blacks from the same sacial class and of equal educational
achievemrent as (e whites on "intensive" caseloads were not assigned to nrcbetion at
all but probably were ''tracked" into institutions, Data were insufficient, however, t«
test this hypothesis, .

Intervention Setting. There were marked differences in intervention settings

for the thrce programs. Probationers all lived in a large, mid-western city on their
ovn while the institutional populations were housed in large complexes in rursl areas.
The programs were characterized by placement on a continuum of restrictive to non-re-~
strictive milieu, and this facet of the intervention setting cleariy was the crucial

distinction between probation and the institutions.

Treatment/technology. the Probation Office utilized the "San Francisco Plan"
for classificetion of offenders and caseload assigrment. Using the criteria of age,
probation offense, psychiatric test scores, and prior offense record, probationers
were placed in minimal, normal, and intensive caseloads so that needs were matched
with services. The actual strategies of intervention with probatiouners were not, how-

ever, systemmatically éxplicated. Service and £he weys in which it was to be given,
the content of discussions and the tecﬁniques of treatment were not reported suffic-
iently. |

Both institutions functioned under similar general guidelines on tr;ining and
custody, but there were significant differences in their technologies. The signi-
ficant differences in the aégdal and desired goals for the institutions pexrceived by
the staff were reflected in.clgar differences in the follow;ng dimensions of treatment

technology: emphasis on process goals of custody and control, and treatment/community
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inveoivement as opposed to product goals of education and_rehabilitatiop; the degrec
of complexity and sophistication of the tzchnology and the degree to which the tech-
rology ecphasized interpersonal relationships between staff and clients or social dis-
tance between staff and cliepts.
 Effort. ’Measures of the effort of staff included:

(&) relative amount of time spent in various aspects of service;

(b) offender and staff_perception; of the efforts of staff to care for and
and help offendnrs;

(c) reports from both the staff and offenders of the freguency of discussion
of personal problcms;

(@) reports of probaticn officers and probationers with regard to effort at
referral to schools, emplcyment agencies, hospitale, vocational rehabili-
tation, anc¢ other agencies but no comparable information for fnstitutional
staff.

The oniy measures of offender effort included in this report were:

(a) Offenders reports about problam-sharing with probation officer, minister,
family; friends, and so forth;

(b) Effortc of probationers to contact referrels,

Process. This study was primarily concerned with tha effects of service on
clients during aad at the point of termination from the pregram. A lerge array of
process measures were collected, including the following: attitudes of staff with
regard to their interest and invclvement in cezvice technologles, their type of inter-
action with young offeﬁders, and their attitudés'toward offender change efforts;
offenders? parceptions of their interaction with staff,_their optimism about the
future, feelings of self-esteem, and faith in people. |

I'robation staff had more nositive attitudes toward offenders and their chanzes
for improvement than {nstitutional sééff, and were mdré interested iﬁ factors related
to changed goals for clients. The typical probationer-probation officer relationship
compared favorably with the perception of interaction between staff and offenders in

the institutions but significantly fewer probationers felt that they had been helped
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in eithar job :rainiﬁg or wtih matters relating to prob;ems outside probation itoelsf
than was true in the institutionsl popuiation. |

The resedvrchers also considered tha question of the relative cost of the program
The estimates of the per ciicnt cost per day in the various programs is as follows:
$15.90 for an inma;e in ;he traditional unit; $30.00 per day in the rew program; and,
$1.09 for a probaticrer/parolee., Thus, there was iittle convincing evidence from the
coaparison of ptoiess megsures for widescread inotitutionalﬁzation of young oifernders,
Dzta vere insuffiicilent for comparison aboui the relatlve lengihs of stay in each of
theose programs.,

Quteome or pericymence. The resz2archers did mot utllizas any leong-term indica-
tors, They relied exnclusively cn intermcdiate measuves of effectiveness, referred to
in the carlicr sectiong, although allusions were made to the relationship of effective

Frocess outcores ﬁnd long-run impact.

A _STMMARY CRITIQUE
The adequacy with which the resrarchers in these six studics evalustod prozrams
will be summarized in a series of smell charts for each dimension followed by a brief
discussion of the overall strengths end weckaesgses of the analysis of these dimensions.
The reader is cautioned, hcowevor, that these judgments ere crudc and somewhat s+bjec-

tive, and do not veflect the differences in objectives, units of analysis, probliemes,

and cesources ava.lodle,

Subject Charactoristics

Excellent Good Tatr L . Poor
Empey and Lubeck Adeamek and Dager = ~-. Minnesota Dept.
- - of Ccrrectlons

Meyer, Borgatta, and Jones
‘Jesness, DeRisi, McCormick,
and Wedge

Burghardt, Sarri, and Gohlke o
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For the most part, rescarchers handled the explication and measuremant of eub-
jeet vafiables adequately, tﬁough there was a‘tendency to measure a large numbocr of
them without any apparent theoraticeal veason for so doing. in most cases they were
used primarily to show the comvarebility of the experimental and cortrol paopulations
but were not systemmatically analyzed for their ralationship to the effects of treat-
mout. For exsmple, every one of the studics looked at race in comparing the experi-
mental and control groups but race was never further enalyzed in terms of the extent
to which there were differential rates of effectivencce jn preecss aad outcore basged
on race of the subjects, This would seem to be a rather important omission in the
study of programs which handle disproportionate numbers of minovity group merchars.
Firaliyl because thare werea't meny efforts to compare the porulaticn characteristics
of the subjects with those of othar corirectional populations, these studies are sub-
ject to the criticlism of the insbility to generalize from them to the correctional

population in general.

Intervention Setting

Excellent Good _ Fair Good
[
Erpey & Lubeck . Adamek & Dager Minnesota
‘ : Dept. of
Jegsness, DeRiei, : Meyer, Rorgatta, Corzections
McCormick & Wedge and Jones
¢

Burghardt; Sarri,
and Gohlke

Most of thzse studies suffered from lack of attontion to the effects of the
intervention setting on evaluation process and outcome, particularly in the areas of
goal description and analysis and the environmental context of the progfam. In only
two of the studies (Jesness et al, 1972 and Meyer et al, 1965) was any mention made
of any changes in aspects of the interveation setting during the course of the researcl
but we suspect that such change i3 fairly commion in most settings and must bé dealt

with in designing such evaluative research designs.
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Tfeatméntfrechnology

Excellent Good Fair Poor
Jesness, DeRisi,  Adamek & Dager Minnesota
McCormick & Wedge Dept. of

Empey & Lubeck  Correcticns
Burghardt, Sarri : :
& Gohlke Meyer, Borgatta
& Jones

Tre deiineation and description of the ﬁethods of treatment was clearly a pro-
blemmatic area although ell authors described some abstract conceptions of technology.
In wany of thaz, there wasn't even any comparable information given for the expari-
mental and control groups with regard to the relative gmounts of individual or group
treatment; the premises uundexlying ﬁhe.choice of the technology with regard to pro-
blem causation, types of subjects most amenable to treatment, and driorities for pro-
blem focus; cr clearly steted treatment objectives, loreover, none of them adequatéiy
handled the actual impiementation of the teshnology with regard to differences in
mcthods of social control, rewgrds, restrictions, content of treatment sessiomns,
locus of authority and decision-making end backgrounds of treatment personnel. In
two of these studies, there were very clearly reported shifts in the technology
during the course of the reséarch (Meyer et al, 1965 and Empoy et al, 1971) end in
both of these the results were clearly related to differences in process cffects, This
is an ilmpertant step end future research designs should be flexible enough to incor-

porate such changes into the totel assessment of (impact.

Effort
Excellent Good . .+ Talr Poor
Jesness, DeRisil, Mayer, Borgatta Adamek & Dager Mirnesota
McCormick & Wedge & Jones Dept. of

) Corrections
Empey & Lubeck

Burghardt, Sarri
& Gohlke
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Most of these.studies related few measures of .the effort of staff to the goals
and techrologies of the program. Usually effort meant the frequency of contact with
subjects and/or the number of interviews, group meetings, or counselling sessions
held. With few exceptions, there was no effort to relate these measures of effort to
the eventual process or outcome effects. The attempt to measure the effort of tha sub
jecés was even more truncated, though oite would assume that such effort should affect

]
the kinds of individual effects that ozcurred.

Process
Exc2llent Good Fair . Frox
Zupey & Lubeck Adsmek & Dager Minnesota
' . Dept. of
Burgha=dt, Sarri Mayer, Borgatta Corrections
& Gohlke & Jones :

Jeeness, DeRisi;
McCormick & Wadge

There «re huge gars 1in the conceptualiaétion and measurement of process effects
in most of these studies, althcugh a few of the studies used a multitude of thom.
Some of the studies used a variety of behavioral measures of process effects to the
exclusion of the subject's own attitudes and evaluation while others proceeded in the
opposite way. Tew of thece studies used any measures of the effects of the program oi
the staff or the agency with regard to staff morale, turnover, agency innecvaetion,
agency intzraction witﬁ each other, organizational and community networks, and so fort
More than half of them did not include any statement of the costs of the program
though most of them did evaluate the length of stay involved. Although the positive
cffects of these programs were always emphasized, little att;ﬁtion was given to the

negative effects.
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Cutcome
Excellent Good _ Fair Poor
Empéy & Lubeck o Minnesota Adamek & Dager
’ ' o T : [ Dé?t. of
Corrections Meyer, Borgatta
) ' & Jones
Jesness, DeRisi
McCormick & Burghardt, Sarci
Wedge & Goalke

Tn half of these studics, there were no measures of long-run impact of the
program on the offenders or program at- all end in the other half, the only measures
ucad were related to recldivism or parole revocation. The measures of recidivism
which were used, with one exccption, were rbsolute and did not take into account the
past history of offenses committed by thézsugjects. In an earlier section of the
paper We discussed the imp&rtghce of relative measurcs 1if recidivism is used as an
outcome criterion,

Because recidivism wés used so exteusively,.there was virtually no attention
paid to other possible negative lorzg-run effects of these programs such asﬂstigmati-
zatian, decreased educafional and occupational achievement, and feelings of injustice
and anger. Furthermore, there werzc no efforts to look at any long-run pecsitive
effects of these progrsms - such ad, educatioral :ashievement, vocational training,
increased positive interaction with family and friends. 1In many of the prcgrams, be-
i

cause there were no discernible positive festures of process, outcome measures were

not attempted.

A PLAN FOR COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT

Our present research-involves aseessment of a limited number of varying types\
of juvenile correctional programs in a number of states in all régipns of the country
(Sarri and Vinter, 1972). This is policy-related research which seeks to identify
the range and variety of present policies in juvenile correctional programs through-

tout the country, their relative effectiveness and ineffectiveness; what new alterna-
, tives might or are being developed; apd how épecific change can be broﬁght about.

.Eg j(j

mem Effort is being made to meassure eritical experiences and outcomes for ofie ‘ers in
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each of these programs. Organizations, however, rather thanvindividuals_are,the pri-
mary object of analysis so rations, rates and probabilities will be calculated for
groups of individugls. Furthermore, the assessment focuses more on the events within
the temporal and social boundaries of the organization providing service, although
some attention is given to crdss-boundary relations, offenders careers’within organ-
ization-sets, and post-program behavior.

In developing a plan for identifying operational criteria, we considered the

three targets identified earlier: program outcomes for indivtels and organizations;

organizational processes and effort, and inter-organizational proucesses and effort.

Correctional units were classified according to a typology of the major functions

performed by different agencies within juvenile justice systems: preventioq and

gsocial control (e.g. youth service bureaus and community diversion units); identi-

fying and nominating youth as offenders (e.g., pclice and school referral units);

processing and referring offenders (e.g., court intake, diagnostic services); adjudi-

cating offenders (e.g., juvenile'courts);_containing and controlling offenders (e.g.,
detention facilities, jails, custodial institutions, some probation and parole ser-

vices); treating offenders (e.g., some probation services, community-based programs,

some rehabilitative institutions); and, re-entry for offenders (e.g., some parole.

services, work releaée,'job placement, some ex-offender organizations). This typolog}
facilitates differentiation between units having the same general labels, but which
may employ ¢ontrasting technologies or whose intended purposes are clearly different,

Our more elaborate classification of the function#l categories of juvenile cor-
rections was collapsed ipto four major groups for purposes of assessment: detention
programs, processing, change and control, and exit management or re-integration pro-
grams. This classification recognizes that some corrections sarvica units employ a
combination of programs for part or all of their offender populations. It combines
organizgtions that may pursue contrasting goals because. their functions, programs,
aud results must u1£imate1y be compared.

Questions had to be resolved about the relationship of fairness, humaneness,

and justice to effectiveness before operational criteria could be formulated, as we
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mention2d earlier. The assumption was made.that humaneness, fairnesé; and justice

" were essential preconditions for any effective program. Thus, the decision was made
to measure ther: indeépendently of otlher measuvres of effectiveness. A set of standards
of the National Advisory Commission of Standards and Goals (1973) is being adapted
for this measurcment. Illustratingof the criteria. for humaneress and justice in
handling offenders are thevfollowipg:

1. Adequacy of sustenance conditions.. :

2. Tatwre and scope of interaction with-pee:s\and family mcubers.

3. Access to and use of community resources. :

4. Due procéss and other protections of imndividual rights.

5. Degrze of restrictionc impoced on offenders.

6. Extent of segregation of facilities.

7. Extent of discriminatory handling due to offenders' ascribed characteristic:

8. Provisions for insuring the right to treatment.

The criteria for evaluation whicufgpe presented in the following section in-
volve both program outcomes and orgavizational processes. They are drawn from our
review of the evaluation litersture on correctional programs and from studies of
other human service organizations. The availability of sevaral comparative studies
of juvenile correctiont was a great asset in-selecting criteria. Among these studies
are thz Pappenfort and Kiipatrick (1970) .census of children's institutions; the
Street, Vinter, and Perrow {1%66) study ofAinStiCutions:for'male delinquents; the .
Lerman (1968). and Baile§~(1966) reviews of ‘cérrectional ouicomes; and several_exten;
sive reports about evaluation design; methodology, process, and outcome,.including
the wsrk of Rossi and Williams (1972), Weiss (1972), and Caro (1971). Criteria used
for selection included the following: (1) iinkagé to major poliéy quéstioﬁé mandated
for the research; (2) relative ease of measurement; (3) potential for achieving oper=-
ational comparability across units, communities, and states; (4) theoretical rele-

. vance and potency; and (5) observed empirical potency.

Program Outcomes. These refer to'the degree to which organizations achieve

their intended results at both the individual offender (target population) and organ-
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izational levels. Since both manifest and latent (positive as well as negative)
results are being observed, the ration between them provides one summary measure of
relative effectiveness. Illustrative variables about which data are being collected
for each major program category are presente& below;“ These criteria are mot meant
to be comprehensive; in general, the research strategy calls for a parsimonious

range and choilce of data collection measuras. In the case of each type of program

- the criteria asre being operationally defined. This process will be illustrated here

only for one type of progrem, 'deteation," but the process is similar for the other
types. Detention as a type of program is contrasted from the others because eifect-
iveness is measured with respect to rastrictiveness of the custody, the length of
stay, the nurber of youth detained, and the prescense of screening procedures, rore
than with respect to the quality of tlie daterntion care per se.. This is not to indi-
cate that quality of service delivered is unimportant, but to specify other important

criteria for a unit that is only to hold youth for prodessing prier to adjudication

or disposition.

Detention Programs.
1. Type of detention and average length of stay.

The less restrictive the detention and the shorter
the length of stay, the more effective the unit.

2. Proportion.of pﬁrsons detain d who. have hearings within 24 hours.
The higher the proportion of hearings ueld within 24 hours,
the more effective the unit. .

3. Percentage of juveniles detained for felonies.
The higher the proportion of ti:e detained who are oharged
with serious felcnies, the more effecctive the unit.

4. Percentage of juveniles who are subsequently institutionalized.
The higher the provortion of those detained wh are
subsequently institutionaiized, the more-efiective the unit,

5. Offenders' perception of living conditions, the more effective the unit.
The more positive are’offenders' perceptions, the more
effective the unit. S

6. Staff effort to curtail the domain of detention., ,
The greater the staff effort to iimit the use of physically
restiicting «ustody and to develop otaner alternatives for

assuring court appearance, the mire effective the program,
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7. Independent observers' assessment of detention programming.
The more positive the ratings of education, diagnosis,
medical care, and so forth, the more effective the program.

Processing,Prog:ams. For units primarily concerned with screening, adjudica-
tion, and referral, the extent to vhich dispositions vary and correlate with dif-
ferences in offenders' social characteristics (including offenses) constitutes a gen=
eral measure of outcome. Organizational effort and process variables have particular
importanze for these organizations because of their crucial role in decision-making
rogarding the statuc of youth,

1. Extensiveness of offender screcning and diagnosis.

2. Congruencies between disgnoses and disposition outcomes.

3. Percentage of juveniles referrad to non-icolating and nen-stigmatizing
service programs.

4. Nezture and amount of service delivered pér'bffénder.

3. Prcportions and characteristics of juveniles whose case-processing
sncws adherence to due process proceduras.

6. Offenders' gencraliced evaluations of the processing and quality
of services received.

Change and Control Proprams. Although these'programs are differentiated ac-

cording to community location, goals, dagree of imstitutionalization, etc., key
variables are isolated for the assessment of each type of urit. Three facets for
measuring outcomes are comsidered: (a) offcnders! generalized appraisals of the
program and organization; (b) nature and extent of preparation for offenders' re-
integration into the conventioncl world; (c) relation'beqweén service received and
subsequent recidivist behavior of offenders.

(a) Generalized offender evaluation of the program, its goals, policies, and
technologies; functions, patterns, and structure of friendships and other
informal systems; o;;ender growtlh in self-esteem and self-lmowledge;
ability to handle stress and frustration; independenc , and individuality;

and relative optimism regarding future,

(b) Degree end type of preparation of offenders for reintegratiow into the
conventional world.

1. Levels of educational preparation and achievement.:

2, Extent and content of vocational training and levels of achievement.
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3. Extent and scope of occupational experiences provided by the
programs, and levels of participation.

4. Nature of preparatiom fcr return to family, peers, and community
situations. ’

5. BRehavior of youth in relating to conventional social roles
(work release, passes, etc.).

(¢) Recidivist behavior of offenders in relation to service received.

1. Extent and type of post-ﬁnit”offenses by self-report with controls
for age and pre-program offense history.

2. Daration of avoldancz of new offenses.
3. Extent of integration into non-criminal social roles.

Exf{t Manspemnt and Reintegretion Programs. Concrete examples of such programs

are parole, afiercara, pre-ralessa canters, etc. We expect to find fewer units pro-
viding such services and proportionestely far fewer than for adult corrections systems.
1. Percentage of offenders recommitted to correctional programs.

2. Offenders' perceptions of and judgments about re-entry services
raceived,

3. Offenders'_self-reports of legally proscribed behevior.
4. Percentage of offenders in vocational or academic training programs.
5. Percentage of offenders employed.

6., Extent and frequency of staff intervention in thz community on
behalf of offenders.

7. Average amounts of gervice received by types of offenders.
8. Extent of offender-staff planning of the reintegration process.

Organizational Provesses and Effort. Measures of phenomena or results at one

level of assessment may be analyzed as measures of effort or process at another level.
In studying organizational prccesses and efforts, we will attempt to identify effic-
iently those elements that contribute most to units' intended results or purposes.

Again, it 1is assumed that organizaticual processes may have either positive or nega-

Y
'

tive consequences, or both, for these ends.
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Organizaticnal Goals

Content and specificity of éoals.

Priorities among multiple gozls (e.g., treatment, rehebilitation,
staff morale, custcdy, etc.).

Staff commitments to gbal prioritiecs.

Offenders' commitwents. to the organization's goals and their
priorities,

Executive 1leadership.

1,

2,

Executives'® goal priorities and commitments.

Nature of executives' relations with external units within the
juvenile justice system, and with otber agencies providing services
to juveniles, etc.

Commituents t2 change and innovation.

i

Staff identification with marbers of .executive cadre.

Degree of centralization of policy-making and decentralization

of operetional decision-making.

Relative power of rchabilitation-treatment cadre in organizational
decisign-wmaking.

Organizational structure and progrza technology.

1.

2.

Specificity of objectives for components within units'
technological systems.

Staff division of labor hased on differential task and skill
requirements.

Levels of staff skills and amount of training required for

‘technological tasks.

Articulation between tachnical system components, and between
these and staff structures and roles.

Amount of rcsources allocated tc rehabilitation-treatment technologies.,

Ratio of staff performing rehabilitation-treatment roles to those
performing maintenance and custodial roles.

Patterns of interaction and communicatlon among suu-units within
the organization -- formal and informal.

Dagree of adaptability of the technical systems to chariges in
both offender populations and envirommental conditions.

Offender truancy or "AWOL" rates.
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Staff-Offender relations.
1. Ratio of staff to offenders -- both total and for staff sub-groups.
2. Degree of support by staff for development of informal offender systems.

- 3. Extent of positive primary group relations between staff and offenders
and staff-offender social distance.

4. Degree of staffs' non-stigmatizing perceptions of offenders.
5. Offenders' perceptions of staff as helping persons.

6. Types of rewards and punishments employed by staff and organiza-
tional coatrols over their use.
I

7. Ratio of gretification to deprivation for offenders.

8. Degree of cffenders' participation in decision-making about major
areas of organizational activity.

9. Extent to which due process procedures are adhered to in managing
daily living and control!of offenders.

Inter-organizational Processes and Efforts. Our concern at this level will be

directed toward the effectiveness of service units in relation to their environments.
It 18 recognized that the nature of units' environments, including those under pri-
vate auspices, may be variously manifested or defined within and between the states.
Effectiveness at this level is to be assessed in terms of organizational adaptebil-
ity; organizational legitimecy; relations with regulatory groups; mobilization of

resources; control over input and output (including offenders); relations with com-
plamentary oxganizations; and total level of.exchanges with other units and orgsan-
izations in the external environment.

1. Degree of resource control by the service unit.

2. Degree of autonomy in determining service unit policies and program content.

3. Routinization of'linking mechanisms for intefeorganizational exchange,

4, Degree of monitoring of exchanges. |

5. Provision for feedback and adaptation.

6. Degree of congruency in expectations between unit and external agencies
relevant to the unit. -

7. Stability and rate of increment in resources for prioritcy goals.
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Many of the above criteria require greater specification before they can be
measured reliably and validly. It is also expected that the total number of criteri.
can be reddced és'more information is obtainhed about each type of program so as to

be able to aétefmine relative criticality for comparative assessment of effectivenes:

Conclusion

We have attempted to delineate some of the major issues and dilemmas in the
evaluation of effectiveness in juvenile corrections. The analysis of several pro-
grams reported in the literature highiigh;ed'the sérious préblems in evaluation
methodology, as well as the grim ﬁic;uré withlreapeét to knowledge about technol-
ogles that will produce greater butcome succesé. To ﬁﬁhieve this”énd, evaluation
of process is ‘as important as is measurement .of outcome ‘per se.. Only when we can
establish linkages between events within the”progran and éubseqﬁent outcomes can
we have the knowledge that is needed for policy.recoqﬁenéationé. .Yet, méét eval-
uative research continuves to éxpgnd more reséurces on unrelated measuremeﬁt of in-
puts rather than process and outputs. |

- Correctional organizations employ higﬁly varied people-processing and peoéle-
changing technologies to achieve both mgn;fegt.and latent ends. Yet, criteria for
choice among technologies remain unclear énd often are ﬁon-existent. Instead,
choices are based on fads and hunches without reference to input characfekistics or
output objectives, .

Thus far evaluation in human service_organizaﬁions has focussed priﬁafily on
prog;am implementation phases rather than on assessment of program desigﬁ, planning
and formulation, Weiss (1922) argues that greater priority(should.be givén to the
latter so that knowledge wili be obtained about how to avoid or cbée with.organ—
izational and environmentsl problems which often occuf. The evaluation literature
19_f111e§(w1th'reports on major organizational changesAwhich ﬁavé occurred in the
middle of the evaluation effort. 1In mosf cases these were unaﬁtiéiﬁated énd re-

searchers decried the problems créated in adaptation, measurement, and so forth.



47
Such change needs to be anticipated as a likely rather than an unusual event. Eval-
uative research will also be different and probably more difficult than other types
of social science research because it deals directly with reality in settings where
research is not the primary activity.

The politics of evaluation were dealt with only peripherally in this paper,
but they are of critical importance to the researcher today whether he or she likes
it or not (Rossi and Williams, 1972; Weiss, 1972). The scientist must anticipate
how his findings will ﬁe read, misunderstood, ignored and distorted. He must be
prepared to explain at other than a superficial level why the results were ob-
tained and what alternative meanings they may have. Over and over the findings fron
evaluative research report that the null hypothesis of no change was supported.

The question then arises: does that mean that the organization had no impact or
that the proper dimensions of organizational behavior were not measured? Only
infrequently are such questions considered.

Evaluation inevitably has political implications, for it is the means by which
the character of a program or organization is described and analyzed. Social values
are always involved and must be addressed as such. Many recent observers have
referred to the increasing politicization of juvenile justice systems in several
countries. This phenomenon will further add to problems in evaluation for in-
creasing pressures will be exerted on researchers. For example, we are in a periocd
of rapidly escalating costs in all correctional programs, so legislators and others
are looking for information which will be of use in resource allocation decisioms.
When the cost of institutionalization for a juvenile offender now exceeds $20,000
per year (as it does in several places), decision-makers will exert great pressure
to obtain evaluative data about both process and outcome. Of even greater impor-
tance than costs are the social consequences of correctional experience for ind” -
vidual youth and for the society as a whole. Social scientists must be willing to
decl with these and other value and policy ‘questions. Such situations provide op-
portunities to enhance the development of better evaluation methodologies and the

Q
EIKL(: utilization of research findings. (

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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