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ABSTRACT

' Ten delinquency prevention studies are reviewed that
incorporated rigorous evaluative prccedures (specifically tte classic
experimental d8sign) for assessing frogrammatic dutccmes. .Following

an intrcdiction, the evaluation mechdnisms built intc each frcject
are described,-since they were used fcr determinaticn cf the

- effectiveness of the preventive sersices. The format used fcr the

Q

‘project reviews is ‘then oqutlined: background (how amd wky the

experiment was undertaken), theotetical orientations cf service
given, research design, treatment froviders, treataent fopulation,
dimencsions of treatment (amount of contact time, treatrent flan,
involvement of experimental subjects), findings, and recosmendations.

" The ten studies reviewed are Cambridge-Somerville Ycuth Study,

Massachusetts: New York City Youth Eoard, Validation Study’'cf the
Glueck Prediction Tab¥é: Minimum Benefits Project, Hashington, D.Cy:
pidcity Project: Eoston, Massachusetts: Youth Consultation service
Project, New York, New York: Chicago Youth Development Eréject,
T1linois;: Seattle Atlantift Street Center Sxperiment, Washington:
fouth Develcpment Program, GColumbus, Chio; Opportunities for Youti
Project, Seattle, Washington:; ®incrcft Youth Project, Manchester,
England. A general discussion uses the same outlinesfcrrat torics to

.consider the experiments as a wholé. The generalized finding is made

that no study produyced positive effects, that is, .the delingucncy
prevention services were 20 more effective than an atsgence of
services. (YLE) . ’
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2 ’ ° A )
'Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Programs:
A Review and Analysis: Executive Summary

r

A review of the ten de11nquency prevention studies wh1ch

utilized the. c1a551c exp 1menta1 de51gn'(marked experlmental

v

and control groups) reveals no study produced p051t1ve results;,
[ ]

the listed de11nquenc .prevention services were no more effective h
than an ébsence of, sefvices 1While‘this generalized tinddng is
well-known, a concise yet comprehensive ana1y51s of eash delin-
quency preventlon experiment has not been heretofore ava11ab1e
so that ‘the similarities and differences of the e§per1ments were

. . / [ 4

not understood. R . >

A common outiine is used in presenting each experiment: 1)
background (how and why the experiment was undertaken), 2) theoretlcal
or1entat10ns of the service given; 3) the research de51gn, 4) who -
the treatment, providers were; 5) characterlstlcs of the treatment ¢
population; 6) specific dimensions of the service given, namely'.a)
amount of contact‘time, b) the treatment plan, c) the involvement of

the experimental subjects} 7) the findings; and 8) the recommendations

"(wh made) of che study staff. : .
en :

P A f1na1 sectlon, following the outline used to illuminate each

1 ’

(experiment, draws all experiments together in order to discuss the

4 M e ) . : 3 3
differences, s.imilarities, shortcomings, strengths, and persisting

Y

legal and procedural dilemmas which characterize the experiments .

L3 - - N

taken together. This discussion provides some interesting findings,-
such as that contact w1th experlmental subJects by treatment provlders

M
is in most experlments extremely modest (less than three contacts per ‘

. 1

month); and that a.prepond¥rance of all experimental subjects has

been non-white. . } c. .

\'E t) . - .




-
[

A

This review is meant for practitioners and.planners who

[

L J

* (W i ! i
* wish a quiok but not superficial understanding of the treatment 4
. o . .
and evaluative procg?ures used in past delinquency prevention ’ '1
experiments, ’ -
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I. INTRODUCT ION

L)
\

A prudent assessment of what is known about the effective—'
ness of efforts aimed.atcaverting delinquent or antisocial
behavior ‘might well begin with a review of those delinquency
prevention programs that incorporated rigorous evaluative
procedures for assessiné programmatic outcomes. The‘aim here

-

is to provide such a review and to set forth major questions

1Y

raised by it. < s .

o
" Because most programs claiming to prevent delnquency or

antisocial behavior are not subject to evaluative researck,

- b

the number of projects reviewed is {elatively small. Ten
projects have Been identified (see Table 1). These projects,
it should be understooh do not constitute any flnal or even
comprehen51ve statement about what mly conceivably be done
to prevent delinquency. As will be seem, these prevention ‘
experiments tend to focus upoq.youthful subjects identifieﬁ
as needing preventive treatment regimen; the aim usnally was
to change the antisécial behavior of the individual. This
kind of ciréumscri?éd effort lends itself to evaluative
research. The pfograms reviewed, then, do not reflect the s
raqgijgg,speculative richness the term "delinquencY’ﬁfeven- | ;W[
tion"‘mourisﬁes nor the many program; which have been launched -
.1n the name of dellnquency prevention.

For our purposes, the de11nquency preventlon programs to

be considered will 1) have provided a service for Chlldren

S

(%4 ‘)
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CTitle '
1. Cambridge-Somerville
- ) Youth Study

2. New York City Youth
Board Validation of
Prediction Scale

3. Maximum Benefits
. Preject

4, Midci;y Project

5. Youth Consolation
~ . Service

. Chicago Youth
Development Project

. Scattle Atlantic
Street Center
! Experiment

8. Youth Development :
Program

9. Opportunities for
Youth Project

10. Wincroft Youth
Project

-

TABLE 1

- .
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION EXPERIMENTS, 1937-1968 i
. Subjects ‘Overall Evaluation
Place Years Experimental <ontrol of Service
Camhridge-Somerville 1937-45 325 325 Ineffective
Massachusetté R
New York, N.Y. 1952-57 29, 29 Ineffective
1‘ X

Washington, D.C. 1954-57 111 68 Ineffective
Boston, Masschusetts 1954-57 205 Ca. 112 Ineffective

. ) (Estimate)
New York, N.Y. 1955-60 ~ 189 192 Ineffective
Chicago, I11. 1961-66 Unknown ineffective
Seattlé, Wash. 1962-68 52 50 Ineffective «
Columbus\ Ohio 1963-66 632 462 Ineffective
Seattle, Wash. 1964-65 200 (total) Ineffective
. (EStimate) ~

A,

Manchester, England 1966-68 54 74 Effective

t

-
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- who have been determined to have serious antisocial propen-
sises but who partake of the'service.free from official
coercion, and 2) have adhered to a research protocol for -

o ’ evalhating service effectiveness. This restricts the inquiry
to an assessment pf those Servic;s given chkildren rggiding'in
the open community who voluntarily accept.some of the services
proffered. Services given children institutionalizedafo;
dglinquent behavior or probation and parole services can be
and haye been'targets for evaluation. But these services are
not "preventive'" in a primary sense and are se€t apaft ffoq
servicés voluntarily-given and accepted by-the factg} of man- "~
datory complianée and possiblé legal sanction against thoge
refusing to'comply:"$ab1e 1 summarizes the major findings on
evaluated délinquency prevention programs.

Except for the Wincroft Youth Study, the delinquency pre-
vention experiments were deemed ineffective; treatment pro-
ducéd no better results than 4n absence of treatment. This
accumulation of negative findings lends powerful support to
the conténtion that little is known about how to prevent

. ¥
delinquency. . Wincroft, the one exception to the general, rule,

\

' -
is, so far as can(pe determined,n;B; only delinquency preven-
. tion experiment that has been co ducted in western Eurcpe.

Cultural and societal differences complicate any assessment
-

. of this sstudy's appIQCabiLity to the United States where all
other experiments took place: )
_Regarding evaluative procedures, a prefactory discussion

of how this has been done will help to put each project into

.

b&
g




*

cogfextv From this, some seﬂse of héw valid the assessments
of progaammatic impact are may be gained. Dilegpas.in how to
evaluate services, it will be seen, can be as vexing as the

P
dilemmas inherent in providing services themselves. Despite
problems with €valuation, the assessment procedures employed
in these prbjects, nonetheless, have about them a quality of

astuteness w&ich lends cons¥derable credibility to the evalu-

ation of outcome.

I11. EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES )

In Tab}e 1, the determinations of the efféctiveness or
ineffectiveness of the preventive services were taken from
the final repart of the various projects. These are not
after-the-fact asgessmenfs or assessments appended by persons
unaffiliated with the projects, but rather the results of
evaluation mechanisms each project built into its study at
the outset and employed to the studyts conclusion. What were

\

these mechanisms and why are they superior to other methods

of evaluations? ~ : A
Doubtless., all efforts'claiming to prevent aelinqdéncy
get evaluated in some fashion. Commonly, for example,.the
accumula;éd impression of those who'give the preventive ser-
vices and often the testimonies of thong;onsuming these
services  are offered as evaluaéive evidence. Unfortunately,
while these impressions and testimoniesyare altogether neces-

sary to underpin speculative inquiry, ey are not by them-

-l
selves ablz to avoid cervain pitfalls. For one thing,

poa
.
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firsthand experience frequently results in biesed e&idenee; a
des%fe to see eertaiﬂ results because of dedicated effort %s’
understandable, yet may indeed cloud,what actuwally transpired. .
But even if seen clear-eyed, the impressions and testimoénies

of the primary actors suffer from incompleteress. A critical
question goes unanswered: Wduld fhose'who reoeived the pre- ¢
ventive service have fared any differently if they had never
received the preventive service? Stronger evaluative pro-
cedures are called for if this question is te,be answered,'and

the projects reviewed attempted to address that question.

With/ some variations, the ten projects relied upon the ? 4

c1ass1c e perlmenmal design in order to.assess programmat1c s
outcomes. Put 51mp1y, this evaluatlve procedure d1v1des into
" thiree. tasks. First, children or youths considered pre-

delinquent ‘are Identified and then randomly d1v1ded into a

[

treated or experimental group (those who are to .receive the
setrvice aimed at delinquency prevention) and dn unFreated or
cont}ol gfoup (those who will pot be exposed to the syrvice);
Randomization means only that the assignment of a ehild to
either the, treated or unéreated grdﬁp i§ due to.chance-alone;
A
this is to guard against a possible biasing effect that could
occur if the assigﬁmedt to treated and untreated groups were
done consciously. The second task is go.exbose these randomly e
.selected for treatmentato the experimentdl service while
e deliberatgly withholding that service from those children
comprising the control group. Finally, the .secial careers of

the treated group are compared with those, of the un;;eated

group; police g court and‘ school records are typically used
. 5 .

L ]
[
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for making comparisons. The assumption is that significant

differences, if any, between the treated and untreated groups
are attributable to the services given the ireated group
,be&ause in all other relevant-respects the two groups are,

essentially similar. The question of whether treatment was

better than no treatment 4s answered by reference to ‘

»

- the untreated’grqup/ the ongoing behavior of this gfoup ‘<,
) . / C .
establishes the behavioral baseline considered normative in °

. N
. the absence of service.
b ¥
A

The classic experimental design is not the -only way to
. evaluate treatment effectiveness in a rigorous fashion. “In’

recent years, it has fallen into disuse; the last delinquency

R { . '
prevention experiment discussed here was completed in 1969,

\
. More iyrrent research has been stronzly influenced by social
learning theorynand the ﬁpplication of behavioral modification
?ﬁechniquesl While no attempt is made here tg review delin- '
. . quency-prevention studies which relied upon this theory and
employed behavioral tegﬁniﬁues, a brief teview of their dis-
tinctivé’%valuation procedures is useful in understanding
discreﬁant ;pproaéheé to assessing treatment outcomes and
t#qir shortcomings. Typically, the application of behavioral
f »
‘ téchniques calls initially for a close monitoring of a selected.
,
individual's behavior %n order to establi%h the frequency of
that .individual's antisocial behavior within a given tiPe
frame. This before-treatment freque;éy count serves as| the ¢
individual's antisocial bghavioral gaseLine against wh}ch
~subsequent behavioral counts are measured. Should the/fre-

quency of antisocial behavior lessen significantly during 3
6 s
. "

|
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/
and/or at the close of treatment when compared with the before-

trfeatment frequency count, then it 1is assumed that the treat- .

ment is effective. In essence, then, these projects relied .

upon a single-subject, before-after evaluation model. A fali o/

in the subject's antisocial rates during and shortly after
treatment is taken as an indicator of treatment effectiveness.

[

Each subject serves as his own control, and the question of
/
whether treatmentwas better than no treatment is answered

by reference to the before-after measures.

Both evaluative procedur%s as describgd are clear-cat,
but insactual practice any numbef:of modifications and compro-
mises in either proceqdre‘is possible. The imposition, for
example, of the classic.experimental design--a design borrowed
from the s;iéntist]s orderly laboratory--upon the Bpen com- ’
munity with its clufter and disarray is no easy task; conse-
quentl&, a relaxing or modification of strict prpcedure is .
sometimes found. Also, in several of the projects using this
design, service s"rategies ran somewhat counter to the demands
of sound evaluative pYocedures. In two projects, for example,

‘
the decision was made to flood a particular geographic area s
with preventive services and so ruled out the selectjon of
control groups from thé areas being served. Comparable youths'
residing in separate neighborhoods were used as controls.
Clearly .his cbmpromises the canon which says that the indi-
yiduals in the target population should be alike in all rele-

vant respects and that his/her position either as a treated or

untreated subject oceurs by a procedure guided by chance.
% ’

¢
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How adequate were the untreated groups in serving as bench-

marks against which the untreated groups were assessed? The
. . B / ’

answer to such a question depends in part upon the subjective

-

assessment of the reviewer and reminds us just how qualified
our knowledge is in the. area. ¢
Similarly,“single-subject, before-after designs are not
free from flaws In this design there'is an immediacy of
"feedback" relgtlng to the subject's behavior which is
unden1ab1y useful in ‘modifying the treatment technlques but'
serious doupts can be engendered by beforp;after comparisons.
The assumption that a before-treatment measure of antisocial
behavior remains constant dfer cime and therefore can legiti-
;ately serve as a point of comparison is questionable. Par-
ticularly of younger people can it be asked if behavior at
‘ Time B (affer treatment) should be measured against Time A
(before treatment), for the maturation process produces
notdrieusly uneven behavioral manifestations. Some children
simply do get "better" and some "worse" for reasons not
altogether apparent. Also, larger social events can imﬁ?nge
upon behavior. The declaration of .war, the sudden death of
T a respected civil rights 1eader, spreading unemployment--these
and cther events can produce behav1ora1 changes that before-
V after measures cannot adequately‘detect and factor out. The
behavioral ups and downs of ‘those in a matched concrol group
better reflect' the impact ef such random factors. “Because of'
this, advocates for the classic experimental design claim )
that it permits a more valid answer to what the careers of

e [

treated may have been had the individuals comprising it

~

never been treated. 8 ¢ -
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The retort has been that earller behavior cannot be
tota{}y divor;ed from later beh§V1on. There must be con51der-
able assurance that antisocial behavior will persist over time
or else it would be impossible to designate any group of
children as being "pre—&elgnqdéntg" This assuﬁption regard-
ing the continuity of behavior must be made even in those
studies empiﬁyiﬁg the experimental desién; the spontaneous
remission of a control group has yet to be reported. Further-
more, not every experimental procédure has to be subjected to
the rigors of the classic experimentalﬂdesign in order to
.demonstrate that the procedure altered Behaviprl One does -
not need a control group in order to show that holding a 1lit
match to a bare foot can be & painful experlence and that the
1lit match is the independent varlable upon whlch—the sensatlon
of pain s dependent. ‘ t

Still, it can be countered, delinqhen} behavior is more
.ubtle and complex than the match-to-foot analogy, and no

‘

interventive variable claiming to avert subsequent delinquent
behavior has yet been found to equal the self-evident power of
the 1it match to encourage one to.move the foot away from the
flamé. And however true that those in control groups have
demonstrated a persistence to commit deviant acts, the ongoing

&

rate and severity of these acts can be lesser or gfeater, and

these degrees of differeﬁce in the aggregate can s?gnificantly

qualify claims made in behalf of an inierventive procedure.
One final observation on a major difference between the

two evaluation procedures. By and large, the experiment

-

.
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utilizing the classic experimental design set out to prevent
delinquency as delinqueﬁcy is conventionally defined. That is,

they aimed.at reducing the rates of.juvenile arrest and insti-

. . ’ . .
.tutionalization; they often attempted to reduce misbehavior

in school as well. Poiice, juvenile court, and school disci-

. plinary data were collected on'the subjects comprising the

treated and untreated groups so that these two-groups could |,
be combéred over time. The official recording of antisocial
behavior typically occgrﬁ'at some interval after the delin-
quent evenf itself, while the Ji§crepancies inherent in
official reportin usually necesgitate a further weighing of

official data for fkhe project's evaluative purposes. As a
. . f
consequence, the rate at which these data are collected and

wéighed lags considerably behind the rate 'at whieh the%intér-

" ventive services are given. Not surprising, then, is the

~

fact fhat the‘termination of an interventive service can be
followed by weeks, months, or more than a year before the
final-evaluation of service effectiveness is announced. The
classica? experimental désign'pérmits this aiSjuncture, and
if the divorce of evaluation procedufés from interventive .
procedures has the advantage cf placing evaluation upon so
broad a data baée, it has the disadvantage of not readily
informing those providing the service just how they are doing.
3y contrast, evaluation and interventi@e procedures are
interdependent in the utilization of behavioral modification
techniques.~ As outlined in the %oregding, a before-treatment
baseline is established by an actual count of misbehaviors

in a specific, limited time frame. Intervention calls for
’ 10 ’
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ongoing: frequency counts .which are compared with the baseline.
These frequency counts usually take place ‘in school and in the
home. What is important to understand is that those yrelying

@

»

ﬁpon Sehavioral technique’s are usually careful to claim that
what tﬁey wish to alter is the frequency of behanoral prob-
lems noted at the time the baséline was established. What
yé?zobserveq when frequency counts were taken may or may not
bértially coincide with the more‘convengizzél and wider-
.ranging defin@tion'of delinquency as that emerges from police,

. . v
courtg’and school,céntacts. In this context, such studies can’
be v ewea aé more modest, some would say more realistic, in

their intent. Whether or not delinquency is ultimately per-

ceived is largely unknown. Improved behavior in classroom

and ho;:\ﬁhxg to be viewed as '"good" in their own 'right even .-

Tt delinquent proﬁensities, as measured by police and court

. N
records, remain unaltered. : - -

-
N 4

One final note on estimating the success or failure of a
study. Without introduéing a discussion of the various sta-
tistical techniques used to assess gfograms' effectivepéss,
it is enough. to know that effectiveness is gauged by the
probability with.which a particuiar program outcome could
be due to_chahpe alone. Most generally, a ffeatment program
is -considered "effective" if in only five cyses out of 100

}could such an "effgctive" result be due to pure chance. A%&ﬁ? .
five percent level of significance is admittedly arbitrary--
why not ten percent or one pergent?--but it is a generally

?
agreed upon measure which reduces a chance result to a’

s

11.




minimum. When in the reviews a treatment program is said to

*
&

be '"not statistically significgnt;” it is generally this five

percent level of significance which is being used. ~

-
-

I11. THE REVIEW PROCEDURE

The review of each project will follow a con51stent format

which includes the following: .

) » . . v .
. . 1) A background statement which puts ‘the project in

some overall context: - Where it took place, how it

. 7
evolved, who funded it, etc.
f

2)  The theoretical orientations which helped guide the

S kinds of services that were given., .

\}
» 3) The research design eﬁggoyed by the project, and

. the problems the de51gn may hrave posed.

-

4) A statement regarding-the treatment providers, who

they were and how many were utilized.

5 A sratement regarding the treatment pppulatlon who
//——/—z;;irlsed it and how- persons in thlf populatlon N

were 1dentified. R

-

"6) Dimensions of treatmeﬁt such as the amount OGO v,

tact treatment prov1ders had wlth the treatment
population, the treatment plan, and the extent to
which the 'treatment population was involved in
treatment. ¢ & '\
. ] 7)  The findings of the project. : “ .
8) And, in those cases where the reporters maae sueh

- k]

comment, the recommendations for future undertakings.

12 , - .
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" In the discussion section following the presentation of? ,
each experiment, the review format will continue to be‘folj 'k
lowed. Here, however, the experiments-wil1 be brought
together so that comparisons, contrasts, dilemmas,aﬂd problems

can be exposed to view.

-

This\uniform format assures not only a medsure of compar-~

tability in the discussion of each project that is comprehen-

~—

sive enough so that the reader .may gain a genuine sense of
1]

eéch‘project's dimensions. While most of these projects have =<
been critically discussed here and there ™m-the literature,
nowhere have they been brought together a;ZIZ:ZE{;E;Q‘Euf-\“>
ficiently for an understandable compoéite'to emerge. It is

hoped, thergfore, that this presentation can serve as a unique

) v
and convenient resource for program planners and evaluators.

The projects are presented in chronological order. \,

“ *




IV. STUDIES

-

‘ ’
T The Cambridge-Somerville Youth Study, Cambridge and

Somerville, MassachuSetts (Powers and'Witmer, 1951; subse-

quent parenthetical references in'this section, unless

otherwise noted, are to this work). R

A. Background . L ) .
The prototyplc de11nquency preventlon experlment the
. Cambrldge Somerv111e Youth Study, 'was conce1ved and funded by
« ' +a wealthy phy51c1an and educator, Dr. R1chard Clark Cabot of
Harvard. -He had been impressed by the work of Shelton and?
. \ Eleanor T. Glueck,'whose book, 500 Crzmznql Careers, helped
convince'him that lives of crime began early in disruptive
home life. Cabot came td‘believe that the intarvention of a
‘friendly, socialized adult %ith a vulnerable child when the

. child was st{ll quitefyoung (six or seven years ef‘age) might

lead tne child to a normal, non-delinquent life. In July,

. ) 1935, with hés own funds, he-established a non-profit founda-
tiom in the name;of his late wife, the Ella Lyman Cabot
Foundation; thie,charitable corporation sustained Fhe delin- ~
quencyzprevention study and project from its inception in
. 1935 to its clode in 1945. |
| . The project was unaffiliated w1th any youth-serving
agency; it was brought into existence for the purposes of
research and ceased to exist once the research was done. ‘!

The study feld into two parts, a stdrt-up phase running roughly

from 1935 to 193& when it was conceptualized, staff was employed
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and boys identified; and the service pﬁase running from 1938
through 1945 when the treatment “was given. Research was a
pért of the entire study and carried on for several years once

the service ended in order to determine how the boys had done -’

—

socially. ) *
B. Theoretical Orientation

8
Dy. Cabot evolved no elaborate theoretical concept of

delinquent behavior or o% howi§uch behavior could be'prevented,
He belie&ed that 'mor?l iuasipn' as exemplif.ed by a friendly,
concerned adult“&%,gpod'pharacter would prove degisive in the
development‘of a boy Qﬂé otherwise was delinquency prone. In
orienting the treatment staff to his view of treatment, he
st%essed,'hThe first fagt aﬁout our growth is gur dependence

on Go&"-(p. 94). “§piritua1 growfh should be- an essenéial part.
of treatmert. -In %élécting treatment staff, Dr. Cabot did

not recruit ohly those coming from a particular profession,

such as social work or clinical psychology, nor did he insist

—

that the staff members subscpibe to even a gene}a11v agreed

upon theoretical framework of treatment. The bﬁlk of the

work, Dr. Cabot said, would be accomplished through the
.

. 'personal intimacy' of workers with boys and taeir families

{(p. 95). A warm, friendly adult serving as a role model and

- sticking with a boy for a prolonged period of time in order

to share the good and the bad summarizes Cabot's view ?f how

delinquency was to be prevented.

’
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C. Research Design

From the outset, it was understood the treatment program
would be assessed for effectiveness through utilization of
the classic experimental design. However, without preceding

<

experiments to guide them, the project’staff.had to modify

" proqe&ures as they went along. The design'called for the

&

,identification of 'bad' boys fgirls were Jdeljberately excluded
from consideration) approximatek;'s through 9 years,of age.
Teachers of kindergarten through third grade in the Cambridge-
Somerville public schools, along with the sehool principals,
were used as primary sources of referral. The project sup-

plied the teachers with a list of antisocial behavior (per-

siStent truancy: stealing, cheating, etc.) (p. 30) which was

. . .o '
to help teachers in making nominations. When teachers proved -

<

reluctant to de51gnate 'bad' boys, the research desygn Qas.
altered so that 'average' boys whom teachers considered in

need of social services eould also be referred; as a result,

referrals of both klnds came in at a much faster rate. To a
lesser extent, referrals were accepted from 1937 through the
Spring of 1938, by which time 1,953 names had been collected.
An e1abo}a;e procedure for generating ;nformation on each

>

referred boy was instituted. Home visits were made with
, interviewers using a uniform schedule to rate the hgTe con-
dition on such items as standaad of living, discipline by
pareﬁfs, mother's peréonality, etc. (p. 41) Teachers vere

again asked to rate boys on such behaviors/aigzzxnublemaking,

16
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aggresiveness, undesirable habits, etc." (p. 44), IQ fests
wére administered; ph}sical ex;minatibqs‘given; teachers were
inferiiewéd individually. Neighborhééds in which the boys_
.lived were given delinquency ratings. ‘Information on each
dimension was not genérated for each of:the boys, but each.
g?oy.yas studied Fufficientlx,that a "prqfile"'emerged which
gave a glimpse of the boy's family, the boy and the ‘boy's
neighborh%pd envifonmént. . - . \\
The decision was mgde to restrict thelstﬁdy to 650 boys,
with 325 §erfing as §x£erfmentals, 325 .as controls. A three-
person select(on committee--a psychiatrist; the director of

casework at The Massachusétts Reformatory; the head social

worker for the Division of €lassification, State Department

of Correction--rated each boy separately, with the ratings

then comBined to determine the agreement among the raters.

In 782 casés, there was high.agreeﬁent'amoné tbe r%ters
regérding the classification of these boys. An elaborate pro-
cedure’wis then empléyed t;‘"pair" boys. Rating each boy on
19 variables (such as health, IQ, home, neighborhood, etc.),
it was bossible-th_identify those two boys who most clgsely s
resembled one another; a coin toss @etermined which one of Fhe
\p;ir would serve as the experimental, and which the control.
In this manner the 325 pairs were ultimately madé and assiéned
to groups. For "public relations" reasons, 42% of all boys
selected were 'averége' boys (that is, were not considered to

:y%'highly delinquent) whereas the remainder were 'bad' boys.

A\

17

%
Na




D. Treatment Providers

Dr. Cabot took an active interest in overseeing the pro-
ject during its formative years. Upon Dr. Cabot's death in
'1939, the projecf's co-director, Dr. P.S. deQ. Cabo;:_é .f

psycholoéisi, assumed the directorship until T941, when he
relinquiéheh'that post ic Edwin Powers who had been. one of the-
first counselors hired. Powers' academic discipline is not
.ﬁ?ated. Over the life of the project, nineteen different
tounselors were employed; with no more than ten working at
any one time. Fifteen.were men, four women; eight were pro-
fess@onal social workers; six had completed part of the
écadem?c requ}rements for a degree in social wqu; two were
experienced boys' workers; one was a trained nurse; and two
were psychologists. While social workers predominated, pro-
feséipna1°identification was not central to being a project
coqyselor: "A social worker, no matter how weil trained was
not to Be preferred to a warm, outgoing person who hah that
"

vital spark so essential in human relationships.

(pp. 92-93).

E. Treatment Population

The experimental boys at the outset cf the treatment

program ranged in age from five years three months to twelve

’

years eight months, with average bg;ng approximately eleven

years.' 1Q testing placed the aver%ge intelligence quotient

for the experimental boys between 92 and 96. Twenty-seven

(27) experimentals were black; in only about one-third of

18
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the cases (117) were the parents born in the United States.
Onlys seven boys had prior récords with the juvenile court.

. Forty-five (45) boys came from homes with one or Both parents
‘missing. Most of the experimental boys (220) came from the
‘industrial sections of Cambridge;JSomerville, contiguoug
with Cambridge, was somewhat bétfer off economically than

Cambridge and appeared td have less of a crime probiem.

s

F.- Dimensions of Treatment :

. o
A .

(ﬂ - (1) Contact -Time

}he study did not.routinely keep track of contacts
»ad®with or on behalf ‘of an experimental boy; such infor-

* mation w;;!part of the discursive prose record kept on

each boy, but in that form, was not readily available.

) A sample of 60 representative cases revealed ‘that during ,
the fdirst year of treatment, all visits with or on behalf
of a boy ;veraged 33.7, with the boy seen alone compris-
ing 4.1 of those visits and with family conferences com-
prising 11.6, Ehe greatestbhumber in éhy one categor; of
visfiting. During 1940, counselors kept a tabulation of
all visits for that year. Contacts with or on behalf of
the 322 boys then in the study numbered 8,804, or an
average of 27.3 per boy (pp. 124-126). Overall, it

appears that on the average all contacts with and for a
; -

particular boy numbered fewer than three a month.

/

‘ L
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(2) Treatment Plan ~)

The first experimental boy was contacted in December,

1937; in 1938, 71- boys were engaged; 91 mdre were added
in the first four months of 1939; the last 158 boys were
reached in M;y, 1939, By the latter date, the treatment
staff reached ten counselors, so that each counselor was
responsible for approxiﬁ§te1y 32 boys. The original .
tréatment pldh, as conceived by Dr. Cabot, was to have

s .

service continued for approximately ten years, or

roughly the time at which a boy wauld enter public school

aat 5 or 6 and continuing on through the boy's mid-

—

adolescence. The delay in finding and selecting the
study population on the one hand and the onset of World
war II on tﬁe other tended to compress the actual time
treatment was given largely within a four-to-five-year
period (1939-42), with all service terminated to the
last 75 boys in December 1945 (pp. 152-153).

| From 1939 to 1941, the program was administered
from a small house in Cambridge; counselors worked
essentially in the field, making home visits, seeing
teachers, taking b;ys on trips, arranging for referrals
;o other agencies and services, etc. The treated boys
were never‘explicitly told why they were the objects of
interest. Few boys and their families made probing
inquiries concerning the counselors' intent; the endorse-
ment of the ‘program by the public and parochial schools

seemed to make it acceptable to boys and parents (pp.

152-153). In only one case was there an outright’ refusal

20 5
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to participate; suspiciomand indifference characterized

. about 41% of the selected ckses but did not seriously

. <%
deter entry into service.

Once in service, the boys and their ﬁarents were
individualized, so th;t no treated boy was likely to
know many other boys in the program. The coungelors

were diverse in their views and treatmeﬁt beliefs; some
favored "psychological techniques$," others '"physical
~development,'" some gave considerable attention to '"family
problems," some to "school adjustment"_or "religious
training," and some '"were not conscious of any particu-
lar emphasis" (p. 115). "Friendliness" appeared to be
the one attribute which most closely linked all coun-
selors in their treatment approaches.

In 1941, the program was reorganized; the program
moved to a large:} refurbished house which ¢ould accom-
modate a private interviewigg room, a woodworking shop
in the basement,‘%nd some recreational activities-on the
lawn. To some extent, the program became more building-
focused. Some counselg}s qutea the program to became
recreationally oriented and some small groups of experi-
mental boys were started. Nonetheless, the.staff decided
not to alter draétically the original treatment emphasis:
"casework with the individual boy" (p. 130). Overall,
the counselors appeared to strive for particular objec-

tives, most notably the boys' school adjustment and the




provision of tutorial services; the boys' physical well-
being, particularly at the outset of service when boys
were frequently taken for medical, dental and psychiatric
services; the provision of a summer camping experience;
the remediation- of such family problems as unemployment
or illness of the parent (and in rare cases, supplying
financial aid); and in 24 cases, finding foster homes

for boys whose own homes were inadequate" (pp. 116-118,
131-134). Beginning in 1941, a psychiatrist was employed
one afternoon a week to consult with counselors about
particular cases.

(3) Involvement

The largest number of 'average' boys were in time
perceived Py the_counsglors as neediﬂg liftle service,
and in fact, took time away from the\more difficulf cases.
Starting in'1941,.a process of '"retiring" cases was ini-
tiated, so that by summer 1942, the number of treated
subjec%s dropped to 257 with the less difficult boys
being termiﬁated. By 1943, the war was making the ‘
treatment of older boys difficult, so that boys reaching
17 were automatically terminated. The ?ﬁperimentals -
decreased from 274 in 1941 to 75 in 1945 when the pro-

ject closed.

In 1940, when an effort was made to assess the boys' ’

receptivity to the treatment program, it was «determined”

that in only 22 out of 322 active cases (7%) was there

22




unwillingness or a lack of cooperation in client partici-
» ~

.pation. Another 50 cases (15%) were inactive Jbecause

counselors did not consider these boys in need of service.

-]
G. Findings

N
Al

An elaborate evaluative scheme was dsed to assess many
facets of the experimentaf boys' béhavior and beliefs, such
é§4_gmqtiona1 maturity, sense of altfuism, home adjustment,
and the like. Not all of thqse dimensions will be reported
he;e; the more cen£ra1 concerns relating to delinduency, such -
'as‘police afrests: court appearances and commitments to
institutions for delinéuents, will be elaborated.

The names of experimenfal and control boys were checked
dgainst Cambridgé police fi;eé from 1938 through 1946 (oné
year after service ended). During this time, 114 experimental
and 101 control boys became known to the police; 49 boys in
each group had one ceontact with the police, while 65 experi-.
mentals and 52 controls had two or more contacts. ''Throughout
the treatment period the counselors were evidently not success-
ful in’prevénting boys-from committing offenses that brought
them to the attention 9f the police in Cambridge. . ." (p. 325).
Regarding court aﬁpearances, all boys were cleared through
state-kept probation files as of July 1948; these were Eentral
files noting state and county court appearances. The names of
96 experimental boys charged with committing 246 offénses
appeared, whereas 92 control béys with 2i8 offenses appeared.

. . . . . A
Commitments to state juvenile correctional institutions as of

23
30




November 1948 revealed 23 experimentals and 22 controis had

been cpmmitted. One encouraging note on commitments to 'ﬁ\\N»

institutions was that more control boys (15) than experimentals
(8) were committed to institutions for older oifenders. From
these findings, the research staff drew the following con-

clusions: '"The.special work of the counselors was no more

effective than the usual forces in a community in preventing

boys from committing delinquent acts,” and '". . .though the R

first stages of delinquency are not wholly avertedihhen
starting treatment at the eight-to-ten-year level, the latgr

&
and more serious stages may to some degree be curtailed"

(p. 337)...

H. Recommendations

This study was evaluated by a professional psychiatric
social worker who was critical of the study's treatment .
philosophy (p. 341-583). In essence, this evaluation, fol-
lowing upon the evaluation of outcome by the research staff,
concludes that the study embraced a good number of boys w;;
eithér did not need help or were so "seriously neurotic" that
‘the services given were inappropriate. fFor the kind of service
given, delinquency as a target for change should not be the
goal; identifiable problems, such as health, home and school
problems having definable dimensions, can be successfully
attacked by boys and parents Qho are willing to solwe problems

but lack the resources and skills whi¢h a good counselor might

provide.
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New York City Youth Board, Validation Study of the Glueck
Prediction Table (Glueck and Glueck, 1950; subsequent
parenthetical references inithis sect@on, unless otherwise

noted, are to this work.)

A. Background
" In the late 1940's, the lifetime study of delinquent and

criminal careers by two Harvard criminologists, Sheldon and

Eleanor Glueck, culminated in their construction of a widely

heralded delinquency prediction device, the Glueck Social
Prediction Table (Craig anh Furst, 1965:165-171). To test
the validity of this p-ediction table, it was adopted in

the garly 1950's by the"New York City Youth Board (NYCYB),
yith financial\assistance frcm the Ford Foundation,‘as the .
bésis for an experimental study. The NYCYB first used

the table in 1952 By applying it to all Soys,'overwhelmingly
comprised of @inorities, then entering the first grade in two
elementary schools situated in high delinquégcy areas of New
York City.. In addition to obtaihing prediction scores on
better than 200 boyg, the research design called for pro-
viding interventive treatment of a sample of those boys
whose delinquency poteﬂtial was found to be in the moderate
to high range. Treatment was to Be given to 29 experimental
suqucts through a child guidance clinic in one of the two

schools; 29 nontreated control subjects attended the second

elementary school.

«
¢ - v
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Theoretical Orientation

The Glueck Table reflected the view that disorganized

family life alone was the géﬁesis of delinquent behavior.

father; J(2) supervision of boy by mother; (3) affe;tion of
father for goy; (4) affection of mothe; for boy; and (5).
cohesifenass of family. 1In practice, the delinquency pre-
venti' table f;equently had to be ‘collapsed because of the.
abSence of a father in the home; "mother'gfdiscipline" then
substituted for the two-father factors. A family evaluation
by a peérson trained to use the table generated scores on the
varidus factors, '‘with the higher cumula%ive score being geen
as ai indicafor of higher delinquent potential.

Treatment hppears.to have been guided by theoretical
tenets of ego-psychology. While the particulars of treat-
meﬁt were not given nor a theoreticaloorientation explicitly
stated; treatment appears to have ‘been iﬁdividually or family’
oriented and to have been guided by the tenets of ego- |
psychology. The treatmgnt'was”described as '"'psychiatric and
reach}ng-out social work" and as 'child guidance therapy."

The importanceggf familial relationships, the affective\attri-&
butes of subjects and the use of terms such as "est;blished

psychiatric practice' strongly suggests a reliance upon ego-

psychological theory.

C. Research Design

Boys to be treated were drawn from one of the two schools,

while boys in the second school served as untreated controls,
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In the first school, twenty-two boys.were identified as
generating moderate (13 boys)y to high‘(Q boys)'prediction a
scores on the Glueck table. An additional seven,boys,,wh6

had not obtaiped high prediction scores, were put in the
experimental group through teacher homination. No explanation
is given why these seven boys were added. From the second
school came the untreéted control boys who were matched with
their experimental counterparts on the basis of neighborhood,

v * o
prediction score, ethnic group, age, and I.Q. score. As a

result, twenty-nine experimentals were matched with twenty-

. nine controls.

D. Treatment Providers

The child guidance staff providing the interventive
treq‘ment are identified as '"psychologists, psychiatrists, and
psychiatric social workers" (p.16§ ). All had a minimum of
three years professional %ork experience. Neither the number

of treatment providers nor the size of the providers' work-

loads is given.

'

E. Treatment Population

wﬁile the target population from which experimentals and
controls were drawn’was comprised predominantly of minorities
(131 blacksz 40 Puerto Ricans, 53 whites), the racial compo-
sition o{}fﬁé 58 experimental and control group is not given.
The boys»éelécted were approximately six years of age at the
v

time treatmént was initiated; it is assumed that blacks and

Puerto Ricans were heavily represented.
Mgt

Ao




Dimensions of Treatment

j (1) Control Time '

7 . ,From_start.fo finish, the t;eétment span covered

. .Q’ five years (1952-i9§7), with the hedian length of staff
wjf‘ contact with experimental boys being f?fty months (24

K boys). The range of contact time was from 16-19 months ~

to 60 months and over. .The precise number of contacts

: " the experimental boys and their families had with the

treatment providers is not given.

(2) Treatment Plan

No clear picture of ;he child guidance treatment
regimen is provided. It does appear that most of the
treatment was given in the school-based clinic, but
that this was supplemented with visits to the homes of
the experimenfal boys. A distinction is made between
""therapy" and "copcrete services.'" For example, many
mothers were said to accept ''concrete services"--that
o | *is, camp placements and keep in crisis situations--

o

but few wanted '"clinical help" for their children.

(3) Involvement

The mothers of the nine boys with highest prob-
ability scores were never engaged in the treatment pro-
cess. Of the mothers of the thirteen boys havi..g more
moderate scores, none was considered truly réceptive to
the cli:.ic's help, but "eight tolergsed it and were
willing to involve themselves to a limited degree in

the treatment process" (p. 168).23 The seven teacher



nohinges, diagnosed as having at least average intelli-
X

gence and exhibiting "behgvior disorders'" and "neﬁrotic»
traits," (p. 168) had mothers who were cooperative and
"Mde good use of (the clinic's) services" w . 169).
Just how engaged the young experimental boys were it

the treatment process is not stated.

G. . Evaluation of Effectiveness
"After approximately five years of psychiatric and

rZaching-out social work (and several years gfter termination
of such therapy)....the same nuﬁber of serious delinquents
appeared in each group" (p. 170). Ten boys in each group
. acquired delinquent status for a range of ‘offenses from shop-
1ifting to larceny of motor vehicles. Treated boys, however,
aﬁpeared to commit delinquent acts at a gomewhat later age
than did the controls. The groups were alike as well on
behavior judged "troublesome' but not delipquent. The project
reporters conclude: "This study offeré no encouragement for
the hope that child guidance therapy offers a means of mater-
ially reduciﬁg the incidence of serious delinqu:ncy in a popu-
lation of boys selecied by the Glueck SociaI.Prediction Table
as probably delinquents.”

' <

. R Y
H. Recommendations .

The. project's repo%ters suggesfed that perhaps prekinder-
garten classes in high delinquency areas may be helpful. On
the other hand, they also suggested that the early adolescent

yearS»may be more- promising for therapy on the supposition that

children then may be ready to assume more responsible social roles.
29 ~
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Maximum Benefits Project, Washington, D.C. (Tait and Hodges,

1962; subsequent parenthetical references in this secsion,
unless otheqyise'noted, are “to this work.)

A. Background -

The‘Maximum Benefits Project was an outgrowth of Wash-
ington, D.C.'s %outh Council. Established in 1953, the Coun-
cil was charged with the responsibility of dealiny with the
pverall problem of delinquéncy within the District. The
Council's goverding board embraced a wide range of civic and
political leaders--the Superintendent of Schools, the Chief

A\ B
of Police, the Judge of .the Juvenile Court, etc.--who wished

'to develop a delinquency prevention program centered in the

public schools. The Project began in 1954 oeing:funded initi-
ally by Ednfributions from goverﬁmental departments and com-
munity agencies, and starting in 1955, was funded by the
Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer Foundation. Two elementary schools

in the most-deprived section of the city were selected as the.
- e
sites for the experiment. {
{
1
B. Theoretical Orientation '

This project, like the.Néw York City Youth Board's Study
!pp.ZS-Q), saw the family as‘the focus of delinquency. While
no elaborate theoretical position is explicitly stated, the
project diregtors utilized the Glueck Prediction Table with
its exclusive focus upon parent-child interrelationships as
thé crucial variable. Additionally, they relied upon the
earlier psychiatric orientation devised by Healy and Bronner,

who also held that ''the most immediate, most influential,

30 "
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‘ v
and most conditioning environment of young human beings’ is

- -

that of family life and its relationéhips" (Healy and Bronner,
1936:141). The project's service was loosely 'said to be
nconcentrated on the case work approach™ with a psychodynamic

N Y
emphasis (p. 27, 62-63). Psychiatric classification terms
/ A
were frequently used to describe the study population--
"transient situational disorders," '"personality disorders,"

"psychoheuroses and psychophysiologic disorders," etc;

C. Research«Design P : v

The project ran for three ygg%s (1954-57). The experi-

. ment called for school personnel in the two selected elemen-
tary schools to méke.referrals of delinquent-prone children

to the project. ose referred would receive from thé'project
staff an "initiaﬁ?i;se study" consisting of a home visit by -

a social worker, ;n inves%igation by a nurse of the health
conditions of child, home adq family, some psychological
testing and a ps;chiatric interview of child and parent.

Following the initial study, the Glueck Prediction Table was

. M ”~ . . .
used in order to generate a delinagyency-prone score, with

children having the higher scores being considered prime o

candidates for inclusion in the project's study. At that
point, ghildren were assigned either to the treatment group

or to the nonwtreaément (control) group. Not explicitly
stated is how this assignment was made. Over the life of

the project, 111 children were assigned to the treatment
group, 68 to the-control group. A ;pmparison of those treated

and non-treated children in the first year of the project

rl +
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(1954-55) showed the.two goups to be "not grossly dissimilar

“although not ,as closely comp@rable as had been hoped, largely

because transient habits of certain families made it dif<icult
to the plan of matching thém in terms of age, race, sex, and
Glueck scores" (p. §6). 'If anything, the first controls in
terms of age, grade attainment and Glueck scores could be
considered slightly more delinquency prone than the treated
group.

The project accepted both boys and girls, and in grade
levels from kindergarten through sixth grade (age 5-12.years).
No comparative data were prouvided showing how all 111 treated
subjeéts matched with the 68 coﬂtrols on such vafiagles as
race, sex, age, grade, I.Q., etc.. Such data were provided
only for those in the project's first year (treated group
numbered 37, untreated 32) (Table 7-3, p. 57). This showed
the treated group to be comprised ofr 7 white males, 24 non- -
white (preddminantly black) ‘males, 6 non-white females; the
group's ;verage age'was 7.5 years.

In addition to the provision of an interventive service,
the p;oje;t,wished to assess the accuracy of the GlueFk Pre-
diction T%ble in identifying young children who woulq at a

¢

! 3
later age recome officially adjudicated delinquent.

] -
D. Treatdent Providers <

In addlition to the psychiatrist in overall charge of
treatment, the staff included two full-time social workers,
two part-ti

|
logist, five\graduate students (believed to be in graduate
’ ‘ ’
|
|

e psychiatrists, one part-time clinical psycho-
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social work programs). The treatment staff was décidedly

professional in composition.

E. Treatment Population

The final report does not provide information which
identifies all persons whc received the project's services,
such data were provided only on those who were engaged during
the first year of the project's life. The project's theo-
retical ofienfétion pinpointed the family as the target
for service, so that in addition to the children in the
experimental group, parents and éignificant others were alsdn
perceived as candidates for service. The initial 37 experi-
mental children caﬁe from 32 families (five families contri-
puted two children each). In these 32 families, 28 mothers,

7 fathers, 5 grandmothers, 2 mother surrogates and § adult
"others'" (such as housekeepers énd parental paramours) were
recipients of service. ft is evident that while the children.
were seen as the 'criterion' service population whoée behavior
would be monitored in order to determine service effectiveness,
the actual‘treatment population was much broader with signifi-
cant others perceived in some cases as being more appropriate

for service than the children themselves.

F. Dimensions of Trggtment

(1) Contact Time

Again with reference to only the first 37 experi-

mental children, treatment services were given from a

33 ¢
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s
minimum of two months to a maximum of 35 months, with

<

‘the average being 19 months. On the average, a child

hga 12.1 interviews with the treatment providers; the
parent, when engaged, 11.4 interviews. Interviews with
children were brief, 20 minutes on the averagé; inter-
views w%}h adults lasted from 4S'to 60 minutes (p. 62).
Working from these averages, it can be estimatea
that all interviews with br on behalf of a particular
child numbered 23.5 and that the interviews conducted
during a'lsihonth period amounted to 1.3 interviews i '
month, 'lasting approximately 5& minutes in all. These
computationg are not found in the f?nal report, nor can
they be generalized with asgurance'fb the entire 111
experimental children, for 64 of whém no treatment data
are’ provided; but with these reservations in Tind, it

appears treatment was not intensive in terms of time.

(2) Treatment Plan

A child selected for service became the subject fOr
a staff planning conference in which an individualized
tre;tment procedure wz< evolved. In addition to spcial
casework services, the treatment plan could incluae mak-
ing suggestions to the child's teachers and seeking out-
side services such as legal aid, psychotherapy, Big
Brothers, placement of child in fogter care and '"other."
Other than the making of suggestions to teachers reg?rd-

ing pgssible managemenf of the child, the core of the

services actually provided was casework; attempts to S
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.refer children and their families to outside services
were considered in the main unsuccessful.

(3) Involvement

While the context of treatment was psychiatric and
pigchoanalytic, the project staff were aware of the dié-
juncture between theory and the project's services. In
traditional psychoanalytic practice, 'the patient requests
services and comes to a quiet office several times a
week on a regular schedule" (p. 62). In contrast, the
project's selected experimental population and their
families exhibited no instance when they initiated a
request for aid, did not come to a quiet officé but were
.usua11§ seen at home, often "in the preéence of noisy
children," and in only a small number of cases followed
a regular schedule, with irregular crisis management
biing the rule. "The majority of families became either
actively or passively uncooperative,'" with one family.
throwing dishes at the staff social worker during a home
visit (p. 72). In most instances, the families did not
carry through with the casework plan because of decreas-
ing or limited cooperation. —

Referrals to other services were largely a failure

because neither the families nor the outside agencies

were receptive to one another (p. 69).

Findings
A follow-ap in 1958 of all 111 treated subjects and of

64 of the control subjects revealed that 42 treated subjects
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(39% of the treatment group) had acquired police or court
records while 14 untreated subjects (25% of the control group)
had records. The evaluators concluded that "within the pro-
ject definitions . . .we faileéhto demonstrate that project
'treatment' of these elementary school children 'prevented'
delinquency; i.e., reduced the incidence of their later delin-
quencies as measured by court and police experience" (p. 64).

A ;econdary evaluation goal was determining the accuracy
of the Glueck Predi!kion Table in identifying future adjudi-
cated delinquents. By 1958, 32.8% of those predicted to
become delinquent had become known to the police gnd juvenile
court (p. 51). The population for which predictions were
generated was still quite young in 1958--13 year% of age or
younger--so that the accuracy of the Glueck Table could not
be properly assessed. So far as is known, no final assess-
ment was ever published or perhaps made. All members of the
target population would have to reach 18 years of age before
prediction accuracy could be determined. The subsequent |
careers of those boys in the control group would be of par-
ticular interest, for being untouched by the project's ser-
vices, the controls could be assumed to reflect with greater
accuracy the true power of the prediction device. »
- ————

The accuracy of prediction devices was an intimate con-
cern of two other projects.r The New York City Youth Board's

project also relied upon the Glueck Table while the staff of

the Youth Development Project of Columbus, Ohio developed its

(NS
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own prediction device. In the discussion following the review
of individual pfojects, the éroblems posed in attemptin§ to
make early predictions of future delinquents will be elaborated
unpon; it should be evident, however,.that misprédictions and
the possibility of being falsely labeled "pre-d&linquent' can
be viewed as a serious erosion of an individual's civil
liberty. All "delinquency prevention' programs attempt to
predict in some manne;, and so all delinquency prevention

efforts must face squarely the issues posed by failure of

their prediction methods.

H. Recommendations

The failure of the project's services prompted the staff
to speculate at length about what wouid be needed to serve
"incompetent families." They proposed setting up within the
broader community a 'therapeutic sub-community' or 'family
hospital® which would be '"under the direction of specialized
personnel and would proviée a more structured environment for
the children and at the same time keep them with their famil-
ies" (p. 146). In additiongto insuring that the basic_needs
of children were met, there would be "a more explicit use of

[\
psychodynamic principles in the operation of such a sub-

community" (p. 146). Not stated was what kind of legal status
would be conferred upon persons in such a community nor was

there discussion of the cost of operating such a sub-community.
=

>
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L. The Midcity Project: Eoston, Massachusetts (Miller, 1957;

subsequent parenthetical references in this section, unless
' rwise noted, are to this work.)

A, Background N

The Midcity Project grew out 6} community.concern fol-
lowing the murder of a rabbi allegedly by a gang of black
youths. The murder touched off a series of newspaper
articles which dealt with gang delinquency in Bogton. In
1953, United Community Segyiceé, Boston's central agency ‘for
planning, financing, and coordinating private health and wel-\\\\
fare services, moved to set up.a special committee charged
with studying the prdblem 6f delinquency in Boston and pro- !
posing a means for addressing the problem. The special com-
mitee brought forth the recommendation that ; three-year
delinquency preGention experimental program with an evaluation
component bé initiated in the djstrict where the rabbi's mur-
der took place; the program was to employ multiple, coordinated
preventive m@Fsures intensively within an area containing ap-
proximatelf 30,000 peéple. Administratively, the program was
not part of any existing social service agency, so that during
the project's existence, the program constituted a relatively
separate and autonomous agency. Funding came from private
logal trust funds and from United Communily Services. The

project was initiated in June 1954 and termirated in June 1957

(p. 390-391). |

B. Theoretical Orientation ‘

The predominant service to be given in the project was




modeled after the detached street worker approach pioneered

by the New York Youth Board in the early 1950's. While it

appears that this mgthoaology evolved no formal theoretical
position, it assumed that ''gang members were essentially
isolated within their own adolescent slum world and [ either: were ]
denied or lacked the ability to seek out 'access' to major adult
institutions.'yY The Midcity project attempted to 'open up
channels of acces to adult institutions--particularly in the
areas of education and employment' (p. 173). The belief

was that "en;ironmental manipulation' was more likely to reduce
delinduency than '"personality change." ‘

Treating the personality was not discounéed; most service
providers had prior training involving '"the principles of...
psychodynamic psychotherapy" (p..174). However; the ”Eorner
gang world" was not perceived as a conducive environment for

psychotherapeutic techniques which were to be utilized

"through indirect rather than direct means" (p. 174).

3
<
13

C. Research begign
Because the delinquency prevention services were largely
focused upon preadolescent And adolescent street corner gangs
%found in a lower-class section of Boston, with memberships
in these gangs poténtially accessible to any child living
in the service area, the classic experimental design could
not be employed in assessing service effectiveness. Instead

of randomly dividing a designated pool of delinquency-prone
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children, all of w&om resided in the same area, into experi-
mental ana control groups, the Midcity researchers used
essentially two alternate methods for determining service
impact.. ’

First, the trend in illegal acts as established by gang
members in their appearances before juvenile court prior,
during, and ‘after the receipt of services were analyzed.

Th#s was\to help answer the question of whether there was a
decrease in the frequency of statute violations committed by
the service recipients during thé period of exposure to
service.

Segondly, a control group comparison was considered
necessary in order to .vercome the shortcomings inherent in
a comparison of before-during-and-after trends, most notably
the difficulty of ascertaining whether such trends were sig-
nificantly different from the trends established by delin-
quency+<prone children'who had not received the service.
During the coufse of the project eleven street corner ganés
comprised of 172 individuals, who were reported to be similar
to the experimental subjects in terms of age, sex, ethnicity,

social status, and area of residence, were identified as not

chaving received project services. These eleven non-served

gangs were treated as controls for the"21 corner gangs which
did receive service.

In addition to these two methods for assessing, the
research staff de;ised several other measures for evaluating.

service, such as a method for assessing trends in disapproved

.Jj
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behavior as distinct from law-violating behavior. The other

measures will not be discussed here because they did not as
di;ecély address the questioﬂ-of how effective was the ser-
vice in reducing delinquent behavior.

The project was set up as a three-year demonstration pro-
ject (June 1954 through May 19573. From what is reported, it
appears no precise determination was made prior to the onset
of sér;ice how many gangs or indiv}duals would receive ser-
vice and iﬂ what a.oounts. As it turned out, 21 gangs com-
prised of 400 youths ultimately }ecéived service in varying
amounts; the duration of service contact with the groups .

ranged from 10 to 34 monﬁ?ﬁ.

D. Treatment Providers A

During the life of the project, seven direct service
providers were employed; five were mén, two women; all were
“professionally trained, with degrees in case work, group

work, or both'" (p. 169). The project was directed by a pro-

- fessional *nthropologist having a doctorate degree.

E. Treatment Population

-

During the life of the project, 400 youths between the

- ages of 12 and 21, comprising the membership of 21 street

gangs, were served in some form. Of this total, seven gangs,

comprised of 205 individuals, received "intensive attention,"

and it is these seven gangs which coﬂstituted the experimental
population used for assessing service impact. Five of the

gangs, haviné an average membership of 3C, were male; two,
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with an average hembership of nine, were female. Four gangs
were made up of white males; one made up of black males; one
of black females; one of white females. No specif}c counts

of the gang members' racial and sexual identities were pro-
videa. It can be seen that the total (N=168) derived from the
averages given the gang size for males and females (30x5 and
9x2) falls considerably short of total number of individuals
(N=205) said to have been serve&. This discrepancy was
nowhere reconciled.

Nineteen of the gangs were ‘found in "lower_class" neigh-
borhoods")which the project researchers defined as neighbor-
hods in which 50% or more of the adults had failed to finish
high school and 60% of the male residents pursued occupations
ithhe bottom five occupational categories as found in the
census of 1§50. The remaining two gangs were in '"middle class"
neighborhoods. Precisely how many of the served gang members
Came'from“famiiies,having lower or middIe class characteristics

was not given.

-

F. Dimensions of Treatment

(1) Contact Time

It was reported that the service providers "contacted
their groups on-an average of 3.5 times a week; contact
period averagedlabout five or six hours; total duration
of contact ranged from 10 to 34 months" (p. 170). This
statement is soﬁewhat ambiguous; it could be interpreted

that each group was seen on the average of 3,5 times per
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week by a service provider or that on the average_ the
service provider met a total 3.5 times per week with
assigned groups. Also unclear is how much service

individuals received on the average; because group mem- \

bership and an individual's attendance in a group fluc-
tuates, it cannot be safely assumed that the number of
contacts with,a group closely approximates'the number

of times a particular group member was exposed to the
service provider. On the surface, the service appears

to have been "intensive,'" but, as presented, the evidence
leaves room for doubt.

_[(2) Treatment Plans

The project's final report enumerated four treatment
strategies which were said to be employed: (1) A commun-
ity program aimed at strengthening local citizens' groups
that they might address local problems such as delin-
que;%y; (2) an effort to coordinate the community's pro-
fessional service agencies so that a cooperative and
unified approach to the problem of delinquency might
evolve; (3) a casework program for families having his-
tories of long and troubled relationships with public
welfare agencies; and (4) stree. work with gangs com-
prised of young people characterized as tiic "major eifort
of the project" (p. 169). The final report does not
elaborate on any of the treatment approaches other than
work with the gangs, nor were these other approaches

evaluated in determining service effectiveness.
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The overall treatment framework for working with
the gangs was thought out in advance. The service pro-
viders were to try to change the informal organizational
system of the street corner gang to a more aisciplined,
formal organizational systéﬁ which would allow for the
conscious sétting of lawfully-oriented activities. I{
was assumed that much gang dslinquency sprang in an,

unplanned way out of idleness and a sense of boredonm.

P

Secondly, it was assumed that lower class gang members

were isolated from the "major adult institutions," in-
stead having acéess to "illegitimate'" activities, such as
"thieving, fighting, and prostitution’ (p. 173). The
service providers therefore attempted to cultivate
opportunities in the areas of educatio?Iapé employment.

s .

Thirdly, gang members were seen as béing poorly served

as they interfaced with outside institutions generally.

" Theservice providers wbuld act as brokers and advocates

for gang members, arranging for lawyers to represent
members in court, interceding with judges and parole
officgrs, obtaining the use of outside facilities such
as dance halls and gyms. And finally, in the project's
later service/pﬁase, it was assumed that the gangs, once
formally!prganized, could join with the local citizens'
grouﬁg'éomprised of adults, whom the project -had also
o?ganized in order to enhance the achievement of com-

munity betterment and reinforce the youths in their new
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roles as non-norm-violating club members. While '"person-

ality change'" through the use of psychiatric tegpniques

was not primary treatment strategy, the service providers

did consult regularly with a psychoanalytically trained
psychiatrist ana.had avdilable the services of chilq—

psychiatrié clinic and family:service agencies if they

considered these services as being needed by and accept-

able to particular gang HQMbers and their families.

(3) Involvement

No mention is made in the final report of how
D

|
involved in the project the ‘gang members were believed J
> T |

to be.

G. Findings
Trend data and the comparison of experimental and control

groups were used to assess service impact. Trends of illegal

behav1or were estab11shed by belng based upon the frequency. of

delinquent acts as observed by the servfte prov1ders and based
upon court appearances. -During the service phase of the pro-
ject, providers recorded 1,008 legally prohibited acts; A
80% of 205 gang members contributed toward this total. Whéh P
the delinqugnt acts were classified for seriousness and
grouped intc three corrective time periods, "it could not be
said that there was any significant reduction in the frequency
of known crimes during the course of the project" (p. 181). )

" "Trends in court-appeared offenses were essentially the same

as trends in illegal actions" (p. 183).
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Trends, while useful, could not answer a crucial ques-
.tion: VWere fhese "tfends related to the workers’ efforts;?
This question could not be answered without a.control group .
used for comparative purposes. From what ‘was reported; @t
appears the effort to construct a control group occurred at
the close of or after the delivery of service. The project.
staff recognized that post hoé,’non-random matching of con-
tols and experimentals posed "risks--primarily the possibility
that service and control populations mﬁght not be adequately
matched in some respects'" (p. 185). With this reservation,
the project researchers identified 11 Jorner gangs ccmpr;sed
of i72 membeYs who received no project services but who in
terms of age, sex, ethnicity, and social status approximated SN
" the 205 youths who did receive service. When compared, "the .
court appearance frequency curves for project and control
groups were very similar" (p. 185). Also, the numbers of
"individuals in each group appearing and reappearing, in court
were comparable. '"All major measures of violative behavior- -
disapprqvéd actions, illegal actions, during-contact court
appearances, befére-during-after appearances, and Project-.
Control group appearances-—provi@p consistent support for a
fighting of ‘negligible impact'" (p. 187). )

While not rigorously evaluated, project goals in other
areas were said tq have been reached.’ The;project claimed to
have a "calming ‘effect on the adult community," and was

"instrumental in establishing new delinquency-control organ-

izations" (p. 189).
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Youth Consultation Service Project, New York, New York
(Meyer, Borgatta, and Jones, 1965; subsequent parenthetica
réferences in this section, unless otherwise noted, are t
this work.)

A. Background
Youth Consultation Service (YCS), a well established,

" nonsectarian, voluntary social wgrk agency in New York City,
specialized in providing predo;inantly casework services to’
adolescent girls. In the early 1950's YCS became cbncgrned
about older high school aged girls who as a result of per-
sistent school difficulties were referred to the agency for
counseling service, but who either did not make contact with
the agency or, if acccpting the referral, exhibited such
"sevefe stages Sf maladjustment and psychological pathology™
that théy,could not be appfeciably helped. . The YCS staff
thought that if the girls could have been reached eaflier,
perhaps at outse£ of their high school careers, referrals
and treatment might haée been more successful. The agency
éstablished a Research Committee, ?omprised of social workers
and social scientists, in order to formulate a research pro-
posaf that would concretize the notion of.a preventive program
for younger high school girl8. The specific proposal that
emerged was funded by the Russell Sage Foundation and the

Grant Foundation. The actual research project began in the

fall of 1955 and ended in the spring of 1960.
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B, Theoretical Orientation

The treatment staff of YCS appears to have subscribed to
the tenets of ego-psychology. Nowhere is the agency's thec-

retical orientation explicitly elaborated, but the use

throughout of traditional psychiatric terminology--'"neurotic

personality,'" '"character disorder,' 'poor ego strength,"
"psychotic-1like behavior," etc.--and the reliance of treat-

ment staff upon psychiatric cofisultation make it reasonable

to assume that YCS staff saw itself providing remedial ser-

vices to girls witﬁ damaged pefsonélities. "Neurotic symptoms
and behavior disorder§ due to neglect were thought to account
for many of their (i.e., the girls') weaknesses,”" is an
example of how one worker described the overall problem of

a particular'group of girls (p. 135).

C. Research Design

Girls entering a vocational high school situated near
the social agency were seen as an accessible and appropriate
group from which these girls showing potential social prob-
lems could be selected. Those girls predicced to have
increasing difficulty as they moved through school would:
comprise a pool of subjects which through a randomization
procedure could be divided into experimental and control
groups. The design called for a rating by the research staff
of girls entering the vocational high school during the fall.
These ratings would be conducted for four consecutive years,

starting in the fall of 1955. Consequently four cohorts, or
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pools, of girls were identified (fall 1955, 1956, 1957, 1958).
All together the four cohorts provided the project with 189
experimental subjects and 192 control subjects. (About one-
fourth of the approximately 500 girls entering the school
each year were rated as showing potential for having serious
social problems.)

The actual selection procedure used by the research
staff involved an examination of each entering girl's cumula-
tive school record. This permitted the researchers to judge

a girl's school behavior, personal characteristics, and to a

limited extent the home situation. The researchers deliber-

ately chosg-not to administer psychological tests or other-
wise introduce procedures which generat®d- information in
addition to that found in the extant school‘records; they
were convinced that the behavioral and sociél information
routinely noted by teachers and counselors was sufficient to
identify girls likely to have increasing difficulty.
Following assignment to an experimental group; a girl
was invited to become a recipient of YCS service. Although

nowhere in the report is it stated precisely how long service

lasted, it appears that the term of service for each experi-

mental cohort was a minimum of one school year; in one place,

the report speaks of girls "who had been in contact wifh YCS
for several years'" (p. 47). School performance and behavior
were routinely assessed as was such out-of-school behavior
as out-of-wedlock pregnancy and being known to the juvenile

authorities. Additionally,_the research staff devised several
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questionnaires designed to measure behavioral and social atti-

tudes and to elicit a girl's pians for the future. These

were administered to both experimentals and controls once

service began and so allowed for comparisons to be made,

*In all, four cohorts of experimental and control subjects

were selected; the first three cohorts had at least three

years at the vocational high school before the project closed,

while the finaf cohort had two years (fall 1958 through spring
1960).

D. Treatment Providers

The treatment providers were professional social workers,

all of whom were grounded in casework. At the outset, the

agency had five caseworkers, one casework supervisor, one

director of casework, plus part-time psychiatric and psycho-

logical consultants. By the end of the first year of experi-

mental service, as the number of girls grew and as service

shifted from a casework to a group work emphasis, part-time

treatment providers were employed. Durigg the course of the

project, ten caseworkers who had experience with groups were

employed part-time; two part-time consultants in group work

were also added. Except for some college women who volunteered

to assist with the groups or to help individual girls keep

appointments elsewhere, the treatment staff was thoroughly

professional.

4 E. Treatment Population

The girls involved in the experiment (189 experimentals,
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192 controls) were predominéntly lower class and of minority
status (approximately 58 pefcent black, 15 percent Puerto
Rican, with the remainder white). Occupationally, parents of
the experimental and control girls were largely semi-skillgd,
unskilled or domestic workers; with better than one-fifth of
all parents being unemployed. Of the mother .and fathers,

sixty-five percent or better had not completed high school.1

F. Dimensions of Treatment

(1) Contact Time

Because it is unknown how ‘long the experimental
service was p;qvided the experimenta{ girls, an exact
estimate of the number and frequency of service contacts’
for experimental girls is not possible, However, it is
known that 129 experimentals were in the roational‘
school three years (these girls comprised the cohorts
»beginning in fall 1955, 1956, and 1957) and one cohort
two years (the cohort beginning fall 1958).. Almost T
experimental girls were said to haye received some ftreat-
ment , And\”half of these had 17 or more treatment
contacts with social workers.'" Indeed, only 16 per ent
of the 189 girls in the experimental group had fewey than
five such contacts, whereas 44 percent of them had mpre
than 20 treatment contacts' (pp. 158-159). I;\(Qg/4zew
of the research staff, this demonstrated that the exper-

imental girls were 'clearly well-exposed to the ~

lOccupational and educational status of parents not
given for all experimentals and controls; information pro-
vided for 120 experimentals and 132 controls.
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therapeutic program" (p. 159).2 From what is presented,
howéver, too much is in doubt to assess level of contact.

(23 Treatment Plan

The experimental program had, of course, the en-
dorsement of the school administrators and staff; refer-
rals . were ma&e in the name of the school to the YCS
agency which was located within walking distance of the
school.- Service was provided during school hours, with

.. girls bging excused without penalty to go to the agency.
When the agency moved during.the course of the pro}ect,
service continued to be provided under YCS auspice in a
nearby YMCA. Parental permission was needed for the

_girls t6 be accepted into the service.

Initially, YCS planned to give casework services to
the experimental girls. After about one year's experi-

p

ence, however, the.treatment plan was changed to provide
group work rather than individual case service.

The fiftf girls comprising the first cohort of
experimental subjects appeared'apprehensive about being
seleﬁted and about the personal nature of casework ser-

‘vice. As a result, caseworkers did not feel that many

3 2On the other hand, a case cap be made that the experi-

mental subjects were not well-exposed. For example, let it

bé gencrously assumed that each of the 129 experimentals was
exposed over a three-year period and that each had 23 service
contacts. Subtracting school vacation time of nine months

from three years, there results an average of .93 contacts

per month per subject receiving the. maximum amount of service--
scarcely an argument buttressing a claim that the experimental
girls were well-exposed to the service,
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6f their clients became seriously involved in a treat-
ment relationship. Starting with the secéond cohort of
exﬁe%imental girls and continuing with the following two
cohorts, group work was given; a total of-139 girls, out
of 147 referred,'iccepted the group service. \An exact
explanation of why the girls were selected in the first
instance was never provided; group service, however,
made it somewhat easier to rationalize treatment by de-
emphasizing the individual problem orientation and stres-
sing the "universality of problems and the provision of
pleasurable experiencgs" (p. 97).

The first five groups were organized in 1957:58 and
were composed of thirteen members, a size considered
somewhat large for traditional therapy groups but big
enough to assure a resistant girl sufficient anonymity

A

at the outset. These initial groups appear undifferenti-
ated in\membership, but no clear picture is given so that
group composition and activity are unclear. These initial
groups werefreported to lack cohesiveness and to be inap-
pr;priate for some of the girls. Starting in spring

1958, therefore, five distinctive group configurations
were instituted: (1) family life education groups.which
were essentially educational rather than "therapeutic';
(2) interview treatment groups for the more "intelligent
and verbal girls'" who used these groups to discuss their

conflicts with parents and siblings and 'to exhibit neu-

rotic problems'" (p. 107); (3) protective groups for

(7



"intelligent, verbal girls' who had to "cope with severe
environmental problems" (p. 107); (4) activity groups
for girls "at a low level of development" who resisted
change who could enjoy supervised activities; and (5)
observation groups which were short-term in nature (five
to eight sessions) and used by the staff for assessing
the last 80 experimental girls in order to refer each
girl to one of the four kinds of groups discussed above.
Each family life, interview treatment, protective,and
activity group was limited to eight members.

Overall, the treatment plan appears to héve been
twice .revised once service began. Casework as tradition-

ally given by YCS was found inappropriate for the girls

in the first cohort, prompting a move to group service.

While groups appeared more promising, the first exper-

ience with undifferentiated groups was considered too
unfocused in a treatment sense to be optimally useful;
more highly differentiated groups resulted. Throughout,
the staff rationalized the revisions in treatment pré-
cedures in terms of its.theoretical,orientation. Only
the interview tréatment groups~approached the aims of
"therapy" as the agency defined it but even activity
groups were useful because .they provided experiences

that the girls 'probably missed in earlier years"

(p. 108); all groups attempted to be 'ego building.”
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(3) Involvement

At the close of the project, the social workers

were asked to rate the involvement in service by the
experimental girls. O0f the girls in the first cohort
who received casework_services, 47 were rated; almost
half of these (47 percent) were considered "hardly or
not at all" involved, while twelve more were seen as
wsome or a little" involved, leaving a remainder of 12
considered "very much or quite a bit'" involved. Group
service was, by worker estimation, better received,

Of the: 127 girls-rated, 51 (40 perceni) were considered
"very much or quite a bit 1nv01ved,"‘§1 were rated ''some
or & little involved," while 25 were seen 3S "hardly

or not at all involved" (pp. 149-150).

G. Findings

Major measures of outcome consisted of the performance
rec%gds in school established by the experimental and control
girls. At the close of the project, experimentals and controls
were indistinguishable on the measure of final school status;
48 percent of both groups had graduated or were }n normal
grade. (This performance was below that for those girls who
were not chosen for the experiment; 65 pencent of them had
progressed normally through the school system,) A sltghtly
smaller percentage of experimentals (52 percent) than controls
(56 percent) had been suspended or discharged from school
during the life of the project, but this difference was not
statistically significant. The percentage of failing grades
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for both groups was essentially similar; there was no appre-
ciable difference between the two groups' records of attend-

ance and no difference was discernible in grades given for
conduct’ Experimentals did appear a bit less truant than
controls.

Out-of-school records, insofar as they were checked,
showed that 13 experimentals\(7 percent) and 9 controls (5

l percent) were involved in court proceedings. Twerty-three

(23) controis and 18 experimentals became pregnant out-of-
wedlock, a difference so small as not to be significant.

More subjective measures of attitudes--possible changes
in the girls' assessment of the future arnd the like- -showed
little difference between experimentals and controls.

Regarding the objective school and out-of-school measures,
"no strong indiEations of effect are found and the conclusion
must be stateg in the negative when it is asked whether social
work intervention with potential problem high school girls .
was in this instance effective" (p. 180). Regarding the
self-reported indicators relating to attitudes, self-perception,
view of the future, etc., these failed '"to detect in any im-

portant respect an effect of the experimenthl treatment pro-

éram" (p. 204).

H. Recommendations ~

The failure of this project gave rise to the following

recommendations: (1) Whereas the project grew from a desire

to reach girls before they were in serious difficulty, the

experience with girls who had not yet clearly exhibited a
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problem showed that service tended to be unfocused and ambig-
uous;.”treatment should be made specific to the expressly
diagnosed problem" (p. 209); (2)'work with lower class girls

may more appropriately focus upon more concrete goals, such !
as ﬁelping a girl complete high tschool, rather than

"achieve a psychological orientation exemplified in a

middle-class style'" (p. 215); and (3) it is appropriate for

social agencies 'to point change efforts toward condif&ons

directly affecting situations determining these outcomes

—

(that is, poor school performance, out-of-wedlock pregnancies,

etc.j as well as toward changes in the cljents themselves"

(p. 216). .
In sunmary, while not abandoniné a commitment to, an ego-

psychological theoretical orientation, the YCS suggests a

"multi-level® attack which would incorporate a social reform

component.
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The Chicago Youth Development Prqjeq;l‘Chicago, I1linois
(Gold and Mattick, 1974; subsequent parenthetical references

in this section, unless otherz?se noted, are to this work.)

A, Background - \
In 1956, the Boys Clubs of America, one of the largest

national youth-gerving organizations, initiated an innovative
youth prégram in Chicago designed to serve predominantly black
youths residing largely iﬁ high-rise public housing on the
city's west side. The usual Boys' Club program is building-
centered, with boys seeking out the recreational and leisure-
time activities tp be found at the clubs. The innovative
program sought to involve the more troublesome boys who did
not partake of the traditional program; the new programﬁwould
assertively seek out such boys by employing '"extension workers"
who would go into the streets and devise programs not so
totally de;endent upon one permanent facility. As it evolved,
this new program had two service aspects: (1) street w;rk
with boys, often found im loosely organized groups, and (2)
a community organization effort which aimed at having‘parents
and other adults promote youth improvement endeavors and
address such broad issues as cémmunity safety, integrating the
tenants of public héusing with persons residing in the larger
community, etc.

The generally positive experience with this innovation
gave rise to a desire to research the effectiveness of the
dual-focused program. With grants from the Ford Foundation,

the W. Clemant and ;gssie V. Stone Foundation and the U.S.

N
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B. - Theoretical Orientation

Department of Labor, a six-year action-researkh project was

catried oyt. The project began in 1961 and ended in 1966.

The first year (1961) was essentially given to recruiting and

training both service and research staffs; the next four years
(1962-65) saw the implementation of the program to be tested;

and the last year (1966) was taken up largely with closing

the project out, report-writing and the like. In all, the

six-year project cost $1,410,000. {///

N

The project staff rejected the notion that at the heart
of delinquency was the -disturbed individual; réther, "high
delinquency rates.-.reflected social conditions" (p. 37). The
staff also rejected the concept of closely-khit delinquent
gangs as the peer-oriented milieu generating antisocial acts;
economically depressed inner city boys simply‘}tb not capable
of "stable, elaborate and tight organizatio. . ." (p. 37.).
The project staff did espouse a complicated theoretical
melange which held that in varying degrees delinquency could
be explained by interlocking factors, namely:\ (1) A sense
of powerlessness pervades the inner city because of endemic
poverty which makes the area vulnerable to éxploitation-and
social normlessnessy (2) the inner city is likely to have
ethnic subcultures which deviate from ard collide with the

dominant culture; (3) the inner city is deliberately used and

cynically manipulated by those in political power as the

‘place where illegal behavior will be tolerated; (4) parents
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in the inner city are not able, because of poverty and chaotic

social relationships, to acculturate their children %o the
dominant norms; (5) unacculturated children.are.likely to
form youth-orienged counter-cultures which differ both from
the parents' subculture and the wider, dominant cultdre;.(Gj
inner city family life, consequently, is unstable and (7)
youths look to peers, who band togefher in loosely organized
groups with shifting memberships, for ways to fulfill spcial
needs; (8) youth-oriented institutions, hotably the schools,
are alien to and antagonistic.gowérg this delinquent-prone
.counter-culture; (9) and in any event, the youths gain a

-~

sense that they are stigmatized by race and poverty, that
legitimape opportunities:iq terms of'employmehg are not‘likely
to open up to them whereas illegitimate opportunities (such-as
drug dealfng) might, and that shQuld neither legitimate nor

illegitimate means present themselves, fighting, drug taking,

and crime are ways to vent frustration (pp. 3d-40).

o

C. Research Design

The staff selected two inner city neighborhoods #s 'the
targets for the experimental services: a predominantly black

. A
area, the Henry Horner area; situated two miles west of

Chicago's central business district; and an area which Ital- _

ians, Mexicansi blacks and Puerto Ricans shared, the 01d
Town area, wherein the Italians were theedominant group both
in terms_gf numbers (one-third oe the population) and as a
political force. The two selected arcas were in close prox-

imity gcographically. Because the interventive strategy

-
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<
called for providing community organizing with adults and
street work with_groups of boys ,.in a manner which service
workcrs considered\appropriate, any person 1n the two target
areas had to be viewgﬁ as a potential recipient of service.
Conseduently, control ‘groups could not be drawn from the

Henry Horner and Old Town areas. Using 1960 census data and}
the results of a block survey conducted by preject staff, the
researchers concluded that a satisfac{ory match could not be
altogether made between the two target areas seclected for.
service and two~non-seryice areas. As a result, two kinds

of control areas were utilized: (1) Two '"natural-unified
control areas"--that is, areas having definable boundaries

and having some but not all of the salient characteristi&s of
the service areas--were matched, onec-to-one, with ‘the service
arcas; and (2) "constructed-dispersed coptrol arecas'--that is,
- smaller-arcas, not having a distinctive demographic configura-
tion--were used in order to correct for the deficiencies of-
the '"natural-unified contr61 arecas.'" This technique permitted
a‘rbasoﬁable match on such discrete variables as total popu-
1ation; percent of males éges 10 through 19, non-whites,
average size of household, median family income, median school
years completed and rate of employment (p. 57).3

fhe service phase of the study ran for four years, 1962-

1965. Outcome was to be measured along five major dimensions:
B

3The Henry Horner area appears to have been better
matched than the Old Town area which, on such variables as
percent of non-white population and percent of blacks to
whites, was not as closely matched with its control areas.
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(1) boys' standards of behavior; (2) school performance;

(3) jobs; (4) constructive activities and (5) amount and
types of deiinquent behavior. The male population, ages 10
‘through 19, residing in the two target populations was desig-
nated as the group to be served directly by the extension
(street) workers, and less directly by community resource co-
5 ordinators. There was no preservice selection of precisely

whe would be served.g

D. . Treatment Providers

The project was conceived largely by sociologists and
. 1

psychologists having university affiliations. '"The Project

.
~

Director hired most of the staff, and he preferred applicants
whose training was in a social science such as sociology and
psychology to those trained as teachers or social workers"
(p. 271>. Whether a worker needed an undergraduate or ad-
vanced college degrece is not stated, although from the occa-
sional references made to the age of the workers, it is
assumed an undergraduate degree sufficed. Additionally, the
workers had to have some '"feel" for street life and the
politics of institutions operating in inner city areas; being
'radical,' 'hip,' or 'far-out' were not seen as detrimental
to the kind of work that needed to be done, '

At any one time, there were approximately seven exten-
sion or street workers and four community resource coordina-

tors in the Henry Horner area, two extension workers and one

community resource coordinator in Old Town.




"E. Treatment Population

The project was concerned with modifying the delinquent
and antisocial behavior of young males residing in,the two
service areas, and it is this population that will be dis-
cussed here. It should not be forgotten, however, that a
good number of adults received service from the community
resource coordinators. Because behavioral change on the part
of adults was not the prime target, no rigorous attempt was
made to héasure service impact upon the adudt behavior; adults
were interviewed from time to time to determine their acquain-
tance with the project and solicit their opinion on such
things as their perception of the cause of delinquency.

A clear statement regarding the workloads of the exten-
sion workérs over the course of the project is not presented,
Various analyses seem to have been made of worker contacts in
1963, and these accounts give rise to considerable confusion.
In one place, it 1s stated that 186 boys were '"reported to be
‘the current case load of the CYDP workers'" (pp. 188i189).
(This represents approximately 26 boys per extension worker.)
However, 1n another part of the report, there is a count of ,
the number of boys known to the workers in the service areas.
In the last quarter of 1963, the number of boys aged 10
through 19 residing in the service areas numbered 3,926. Of
these, the seven extension workers were said to recognizé
perhaps 2,000 by name. The workers estimated that they had

established relationships with 554 boys whose behavior the
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workers said they could influence positively (p. 161).4 In
yet another part of the report, there is a count of boys
_served after the "worKers had been in the field for over a
year" (presumably sometime in 1963) (pp. 184-185). This
shows the seven workers having contacts with 598 Soys; with
177 of these boys the workers estimated they had 'maximum"
influence and with 207 boys the workers claimed '"some influ-
ence." |
The discrepancies in all of these counts are nowhere
reconciled. Some tolerance should be exercised, ho&ever,
for given the latitude with wh#ch workers could designate
boys they perceive as needing service and the discretion the
workers used in determining amounts of service given, the
count of boys be;ng served could vary from time to time. By
the c¢lose of the project, it appeared that boys 14 to 19

vears of age received most of the services given (p. 264).

E. Dimensions of Treatment

(1) Contact Time

Given the confision over the actual numbers of boys who

could be said to have been served, the accuracy of the

4Beyond the numbers in the workers' caseloads or realm
of "influence," the workers claimed to know a great number of
other boys who were less well-served, or not served at all.
This rather amorphous group broke down into three categories:
(1) boys with whom the workers had some but, by worker esti-
mation, not influential association (1,130 boys); (2) boys
with whom the workers had spqradic contact (1,670 boys); and
(3) boys whom the workers merely recognized (2,150). These-
figures are at best inflated estimates because no attempt was
made to correct for duplicate counting; two workers, for
cxample, could report knowing the same boy as a sporadic con-
tact, so that this boy would have appeared twice in the final
count.
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estimated amount of time‘'spent with boys served becomes iﬂi

probfematic. Again with reference to the analysis.made
after the workers had been in the field ovér‘one year:‘

the worker; were asked to estimate time spent wggb‘tﬂe

boys. (On this dimension, workers rated 608.boyg, not

the 598 boys with whom éhey reported having "contact."f

The workers estimated that they had daily contact with

170 boys; 103-boys were seen less than once a day but )
more than once a week; 243 once a week; 49 more than

»

once a month but less tﬁan once a week; 43 once a month
or less (é. 186). Contacts were either in a group orl .
individual context and each contact lasted two hours;

"If these estimates are close to being accuféte,
they represent an extraordinary high level ofvworker
contact, clearly eclipsing.the service efforts of most
other projects. The estimates are, however, scarcely
credible. Assuming a five-day work week and assuming »
the seven worker; saw but once a week -all boys they ,5

claimed to have seen at least.once a week or more fre-

quently, then each'worker would have been in prolonged

contact with approximately 15 different boys éach day

of the work week. Included in the report are lengthy

excerpts from a worker's accountiof his weekly aétivity .
(pp. 131-160). These do not at all indicate such’a
frenetic service effort as that estimated for all workers.

¢
Perhaps this particular worker's effort was low, but if.

so, the other workers would have had to reach even more
rd
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than 15 boys.a day in order to maintain the average. In
short, level of contact is in doubt.

(2) Treatment Plan

Ofganizationally, the project attempted to retain
'aﬁfgiiat;ons with the Boys' Club by having the extension
workers %nd communitw,re§ohrce coordinators physically

N
situated in the Horner and the 01d Town Clubs and to a°
\Fertain extent, having them under the aéministrative

. ( .
“authority of-the directors of these two clubs. Concur-

of extension work an@ an'asso;ihte director of community
organization, both of whqm were part of the project and
not  ongoing Boys'y Club staff, but who, like the workers
themselves, were partially answeraﬁle to~the central
adpiﬁig}ratioq of the'Chfcago Boys' Clubs, This dual
adm{pistrative arrangement was never.fully integrated.
Also, the uniqueness of ‘the project, the kinds of boys

‘ A
it tried to attract, the Fifference in service approach,

the latitude of the project workers--all set the project

v

staff'apgrt from the regular Boys' Club staff and service

philosophy, introducing palpable strains in the relation-

ships between the two staffs, but not so much so as to
seriously compromise the provision of the experimental

services,

This is the only experimental wroject which directed

considerably more than counseling services to adults in

H ~
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' the community in o}der to "freate enduring organizations
of neighborhood adults that would be educated about the
prgblems which give rise to delinquency, which would
become committed to helping youth, and which might,
united, éxert effective political pressure on agencies
and in;titutions on behalf of youth" (p. 83). The four
community resource.coordinators, then, created a second
tier.of service which was to complement the direct face-
to-face service given youths by the seven extension
workers. .The coordinators were also to muster concrete
resources, such as 1locating jobs, as the calls for such
resources were passed on to them by the extension workers.

Extension workers were to focus primaril;\upon and
remain in' close contact with the boys in the two commun-
ities. This effort developed a service configuration
that included recreational activities (swimming, pool
playing, eating out, etc.); brokering between boys and
social institutions (working out school plans for ex-

)
pelled boys, devising probation and parole plans with
the courts and.state institutions); role modeling (how
tb behave when getting a job, dealing with the police,
etc.); providing concrete goods and services (getting
a church to provide temporary shelter for a recently
paroled boy); and forms‘of counseling, peacemaking, and
advice giving (settling "lovers' quarrels,'" family dis-
putes, and conflicts between rival adolescent groups;
giving information regarding sex, drugs, etc.). While
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the extension workers had the Boys' Clubs in the two
areas available to them, they usually worked away from
the Club buildings. Having station wagons available
permitted the workers to be independent and assertive,
cruising the streets, taking small groups of boys to
various places f9r recreational purposes, and going with
individual boys who had 'to get back in school or see
parole officers.

Overall, the service component had a "shotgun' pat-
tern. Workers were allowed to designate adults and youths
who, in their estimation, could profit from the services;
*these recipients could change over time and the amounts
of services directed to them gguld'vary. This is in
contrast with the more typicaljserviée strategy emplofed
in most prevention experiments; that is, -a -specific- group
of experimental subjects is initiall} identafied and ser-
vice is largely focused upon this group. The shifting
nature of the services given in the Chicago Youth Develop-
ment Project makes it difficult to know who specifically
N could be said to have been reached.

(3) Involvement

In 1963.and 1965, the research staff conducted
structured interviews with ''representative samples' of
boys in both the service and control areas.- Not alto-
gether clear is héw,many boys in the service area were

' interviewed, although in the 1965 interview, it appears
|
l
|
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‘184 boys who had some contact with extension workers
were seen (see Table 5:4, p. 182). "All in all, 69 per-
cent mentioped their worker sometime during the 1965
interview." Forty-six (46) percent named the worker as
helpful when one was in trouble with the police; 40 per-
cent said extension workers had 'something to offer';
25 percent placed the worker 'among the three people
whose opinion he (the boy) most valued" (p. 177).

The researchers did advance some evidence suggest-
-ing that a high level of contact with and a positive
relationship between worker and boy produced no greater
success than did less frequent and less positive rela-
tionships. "That is, b&ys who reported in several dif-
ferent ways that they were tight with (that is, closely
related to) their workers, that éhey depended upon them
often for advice, and that they were frequent recipients
of service, were the ones most likely to be out of school,
hanging on street corners, and in trouble with the police"
(p. 189).S The suggestion thgt there éan be too much
service for certain boys is useful, but it should not
obscure the fact that there must be some level of worker
contact persisting over time which service providers con-

sider sufficient to enhance the likelihood of altering a

sThese high users of service were depicted as ''stake
animals,”" who appear "rotten ripe with the music of reform";
these boys served as a screen for other boys who did not want
to be as close to the worker but who enjoyed the rescurces the
worker provided (p. 195). The '"stake animals,' despite
appearances, never seemed to stay out of trouble.
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bqy's behavior. From the report, we do not learn what
this minimum level of service contact may be, and how
many boys received service in such amounts as to place
them at or above this level. That approximately one-
third of the boys receiving some service did not mention
their workers when interviewed, while more than half
could‘not relate the true purposes of the program indi-
cates that for a majority of the boys (60 percent?)

reached, involvement was minimal.

G. Findings

To quote from the report: "CYDP obviously was not a
spectacular success. It did not effect major reductions in
de€linquency rates among fts immediate clientele nor in the
target areas which it served. It did not dramatically trans-
form the lives and styles of its young clients nor markedly
alter the quality of life in some inner-ci{y areas of Chicago"
(p. 263). The project may have registered limited success
among older boys in the 16-17 age bracket, particularly in‘
the area of keeping these boys in school. Dropout rates
improved for some of the experimentals when compared with
boys in the control areas but "these contrasting shifts are
of a size which might be merely chance. . ." (p. 205). The
attempt to place boys seeking employment. into work situations
was not successful; ". . .the overall employment rates of
out-of-school boys p% the target areas did not improve".
(p. 218). gfgarding imp;oved leisure-time activities for

youths in tle target areas, 'the project did not significantly
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conventionalize thg boys' groubs with which it worked, or the
boys' groups in the target areas" (p. 236). In sumﬁary, by
any measure, the project could not be termed a success: 'not
only did the project spread itself too thinly--o%er ¢lients,
over neighborhoods, over different methods--it also worked
against the grain of its own agency" (p. 347).

The community organization effort was not considefed
well integrated with direct wo;k with boys. While the com-
munity resource coordinators were hard-working, their efforts
often were not sufficiently related to the aim of delinquency

prevention to get identified by residents of the community

as being specifically youth serving. '

H. Recommendations

The project staff put forward the following recommenda-
tions: (1) Future efforts should not focus on hard-core
delinquents at large in the open community, but seek out those
boys who are 'next most involved" in delinqugncy, splitting
the latter off from the former who are unl%kely to reform but
who do get others involved in delinquent aé;s; (2) future
street workers are cautioned against assumipg that close
relationships with boys constitute an indicator of success,
for those boys who appedr highly involved may, be those less
likely to change; (3) more effort should be put into strength-
ening family life, for 'a boy's flawed relationshib with his
father has more potential for socialization than a highly

satisfying relationship with a’fellow who works for an
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agency" (p. 339); (4) if employment.is-to be a goal, it will
need broaa-based insctitutional supports such as a public full
‘ employpent policy and viable vocational training in the
schools; (5) while the CYDP gravitate& toward serving older
children, it would have been better to focus on younger child-
ren before they became involved in the juvenile justice system

and bore the stigma that system imparts; (6) overall program

emphasis should be placed on opening up educational and voca-
tional opportunities. |

A project that started out influen¢ed by sociological
theories of delinquency and explicitly rejecting psyghiatric
theories regarding the personality, ends by c;uching its’ .
recommendations in the theoretical framework of Erik érikson,

r ;
the famous psychoanalyst: '"In Erik Erikson's terms,. . .a

program would focus on repIaEigngKe negative--delinquent--role

identity with a more positive identit&. . . .It seems to us
now that CYDP would have been more successful if it had con-

centrated its resources on such a program" (p. 347).
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Seattle Atlantic Street Center Experiment, Seattle, Washington
(Berleman, Seaberg, and St:inburn, 1972:323-346; subsequent
parenthetical references in this section, unless otherwise

noted, are to this work.)

A. Background
In the late 1950's the social work staff of a small

settlement house situated in Seattle's¢central aréﬁ decided
to 1limit its service to delinquent and predelinqueﬁt adoles-
cent boys. The experience of working with such youths led
the staff to question the effectiveness of the services given.
A research proposal was &eveloped which, beginning in 1962,
was‘fundéd by the Nationfl Institute of Mental Health; sup-
plemental funding was ?vided by the Upited Good Neighbor
Fund of Seattle and King County. The experimental project
lasted six and a half years (1962 through June 1968). The
project was divided into three phases: (1) a‘three-year
pretest phase during which time selection, research and ser-
vice procedures were refined and initially tested (1962-1964);
(2) the actual test or service phase of two to three years
(1965-1967); and (3) a postservice phase (through June 1968)
wheq’the e;aluation of service effectiveness was completed,
During the pretest phase, a small experiment was carried
out in order to assess the feasibility of thé study as origin-
ally conceived. This involved identifying a small group of
" appropriate junior high school boys as experimentals and
controls and providing the experimentals wifh service; 21

experimental boys, with a control group of like size, received
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service for a five-month period. This mini-experiment and
its results are not discussed here (Berleman and Steinburn,

1967:413-423). Only the conducting and evaluation of the

major test phase will be elaborated. N

AY

B. Theoretical Orientation

.
by

Prior to the onset of the experimentaf&%ervice, the
staff, with outside consultation, spent much time attempting
to determine which delinquency ﬁ%ebries could be shown to
havé pq;ticulai relevanceAto the boys to be served. ‘Specifi-
ca11y,‘the staff identified f%&e possible theoretical orien-
tations that appeared pértingh; in explaining the delinquent
behavior of central area boyg, namely: (1) a theory cof social
goal, opportunity and deviant behavior, or the assumpt;on
that delinquent behavior in low-income areas was the result of
the frustration of achieving "success" thro&gh legitimate k
means; (2) a theory of community'disorganization, or the as-
sumption that delinquent behavior increases when community
controls break down; (3) the theory of differential associa-’
tion, or tbf assumption that delinqueﬁcy is learned through
high association with norm-violating peers and adults; (4) a
theory of family disorgaﬁizatioﬁ and parental discipline;
and (5) a theory of negative self-concept. Using a set of
hypotheses derived from these -theoretical orientations, a
questionnaire was administered to seventh grade boys in the
two junior high schools in May 1964. Because the project had
the full coopefation of the police ‘and thools, it was pos-

sible to identify those boys who had police and school
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disciplinary records; it was assumed that boys with antisocial
records would respond differently to the quesgionnaire_than
. boys having slight or no records. The results of the question- _
4 ’ . .

P

naire did not reveal sucp a distinction; boys with records per;
‘ ceived social opportunities, community cbntrols, their family '
structuie and themselves much as did boys wit. no records. ,
The results of the questidnnaire did lend some support to the
theory of differential association; boys with poli;; and
school disciplinary records admitted to knowing and associat-
ing with other delinquent youths more than did boys with no
records. '

The finding that delinquency may be learned {hrough dié-.
ferential association suggestéd that the experimental service -
should aim at weakening or severing certain delinquent ties.
Such an interventive effert was largely ruled out by the .
research design. The'projéct had spent two years fashioning
an experiment that monitored a cohorg of boys uniform in age, .
sex and school attainment; '"to aband;n . ; . these procedures
to conStruct an egtirely new network that would have‘allowgd
for selecting, matchiﬁg, ana monitoring delinquent friendship
groupings would have consumed . . . the time budgeted for the

service phase of the study" (p. 327). As a_résult, the ex-

perimental service was not firmly rooted in some theory or

>3

theories; ". . . the deliverers of service would come to act
as essentially autonomous agents perférming their obligations
toward the recipients of service on the basis of somewhat

- similar but uitimately ?rjvate rationalgs of ‘intervention"

(p. 327). : -
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Research Design

The research called for providing the experimental ser-
vice to 54 delinquency-prone boys matched with an equivalent
number of controls. It was assumed that attrition would over
time erode the 108 boys needed to fill the minimal number of
experimeﬁtal and control subjects; a pool of 125 boys was
deemed necessary to conduct the experiment. In the autumn

and winter of 1964-1965, the project's research staff examined
the zchool and police records for the entire population of

421 entering the seventh grade. Discrete school and police
offenses were weighed for seriousness and when the offense

was committed, a more recent offense receiving a higher weight-
ing than a like past offensc. One hundred five (105) boys
generated offense scores of a magnitude which the resezrch
staff considered indicative of high-delinquency potential.

The remaining 20 boys needed to fill the study design were
obtained through nominations made by seventh grade teachers
who rated ~11 boys on a seven-point scale of 'no problem"

to "great problem."

The 125 selected boys were ranked according to serious-
ness, with boys having high police and high school offense
scores heading the list while boys having only teacher nomi-
nations were placed in the least serious position 2t the
bottom of the list. Once ranked, the boys were divided into
four categories: (1) those with severe records; (2) those

with moderate records; (3) those with minor records; (4)
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those nominated by the teachers. Through randomization boys
comprising éa;h of these categories were divided into experi-
mental and control subjects. Those designated experimental
(54 Eoys) we£e again randomly divided among the three'social
workers who were to provide the service; each worker thus ‘
received the names of 18 boys. Whenever- an experimental boy
became an attrition in the early stages of the experiment,

he was replaced by a boy drawn randomly from the same control-

group stratum. Fifty-two (52) experimental subjects, not the

hoped for 54, were subsequently engaged in the program.

D. Treatment Providers

Over the course of the experimental phase, four profes-
sional male social workers, holding the M.S.W. degree, were
employed as service providers; no more than three service
providers were employed at one time. In addition, two project
co-directors oversaw the efforts of the service providers;
both co-directors were experienced, professional social

workers (M.S.W.'s) but neither provided service directly.

E. Treatment Population

The boys were predominantly from lower class and public
welfare households, headed usually by women as single parents.
Of the 52 experimental boys who received one year or more of -
service, 43 were black, 5 white, and 4 other. At the outset

of service, these boys were from 12 to 14 years of age.
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Dimensions of Treatment

(1) Contact Time

Fifty-two (52) boys weré'engaged in seryice of from
one year to two years (9 boys) to a maximum b% two full
years'(43 boys). quing this span of service, the ser-
vice providers had apbroximately 18,000 service contacts

of all kinds, from face-to-face iigirviews to written

letters, with the 52 experimental -boys and their signifi-

‘cant others: mothers, gathers, 8iblings, other relatives,

peers and others such as school teachers._ On the average,

then, each case (that;is, one boy and his, significant

’dthers)’had 342 contacts during'the full two years of

“‘service; it waé estimated that in each case these contacts

amounted t6 approximately 313 hours of exposure to the
service provider. The nilimber of contacts rangedlfrom a
low of 10§ to a high of 952; hours of éxposure to the
service praviders from 67 fo 552.

(2) Treatment Plan

* . Once engaged, the boys were formed into groups of

,nine members each, with each service provider responsible

“~

for'two groups. Groups mef weekly in sessions iasting.
from two to three hours and because the service providers
had station wagons, the gtoups had freedom to move aboht.,
Each boy was seen as Bart_of a '"client-system"; that is,
the boy was perceived‘és befng influencedvby,significmnt )
others, family members, peers, school perscnnel and
others, who,-along with the boy,.comprised‘a system, any

part of which could tecome the target for service.
., . 7 8




(The exception to this was 1in the instance when a sig- .
nificant other may have been a control boy; service ‘
could not be directed to a control. As it turned out,
control boys were seldom discovered to be significantly
involved with experimental boys.) The weekly group
meetings psually‘servedhto;identify those boys who were
having social difficuit;es; service providers would then
begin to identify and work with those significant others
who played a part in any particular boy's urfficulty.
"The service evoived a distinctive crisis character
except for the weekly group sessions w1th the boys.
Thus, intensive spurts of-service were consumed by
specific cases from time to time and by some cases all
the time" (p- 332j. Most contact was with the boys and
their immediate families (better than 14,000 of the ap-
—proximatel} 18,000 service cqntacts were with:the boys,
their mothers, fathers and siblings) (p. 333).

~ The service was a mix of tteating problems and

providing recreation. Durlng the summer, the groups

were taken camping. Overall, "the social'wgzyers were

assertive and nonpunitive; they served as the recipients’

staunch advocqqes; they mustered resources, counseled
individually and in groups, and served as group discus-
sion and recreation leaders. They focused on the boy
and the family,.apd quantitatively the boy and his

family received considerable amounts of the workers'

" attention'" (p. 344). ] ‘

o
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(3) Involvement X RN ;

No specific assessment of the quality of the involve-

ment between service providers and boys was made. How-

ever, the service e%fort, in a quantitative'sensg, was
‘considerable-(sée Contact, abovz2). At the close of
.service, the research staff surveyed Hgys and their
. parents to determine how fhey perceived the effects of
service. Fifty-four (54) pefcen%-of the boys reported
that they believed their acting;out in the community
decreased over-the se}viée-peniod, whereas only 2 pércehﬁ J/

’

considered their community behavior worse at the close of

<

service when'cQ?pared with their behavior at the begin-
ning of service.: Seventy-oﬂe (71) percent of the boys
thoughtitheir school behavior had improved during the
service period; 12 percent’reported their school behavior
had becone wo?se. Ninety-four (94) percent of the boys
endorsed the service overéll, saying they would partici-
pate in éuqh a program again. Apparently, the boys came
to khow the aims of service, a'majority thought it had

.helped .then, and ‘almost all boys enjoyed: the progrém.

G. Findings

When compared with the control boys, the experimental .
L

~

boys showed no improvement on any measure and if anything,
N . [} .
were worse during certain time periods. For eyaluatizn pur-

poses, the two-year service phase and .the one-and-a-half post

-
[

service phase were divided up into seven six-month segments;

comparisons were made every six months. On the measure of

r -~ -,



months o

of theypost service phase.

and poltice records) in such a

trols were committed to state
quents during the service and

the results of these analyses

» a
,

period on the school measures.

school misbehaviors,‘experiméntal boys performed significantly

. less well thgm their control counterparts during the first six
the service phase and during the first six months
Community behavior as indicated

v - by poiice records revealed that the experimentals performed
considetably worse tﬁan the controls in the third post service
Bhaseﬁ Because the experimental group started with somewhat
"worse" schéol and community records than the controls, the

researchers reevaluated the performance indicators (school

way as to offset this disad-

vantage to the experimental group. This reevaluation proce-
: _dure uncovered only one significant difference: The controls

continued to outperform experimentals in the post service

Six experiments and six g¢on-

juvenile insfitutions for delin-
‘post service phases. '"Overall,

clearly support the rejection

6f the hypothesis that the services would significantly

reduce the aéting-out behavior of the experimental boys"

(p. 341).
- H. Recommendations
The final report concludes: "Adding the Center's exper-

ience to the past failures issuing from delinquency-prevention
x experiments, the evidence does seem to suggest that to help
inner-city youths develop less destructive life-styles may

N require radically different interventive strétegies, more .
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comprehensive and system focused, as well as focused upon

the individual" (p. 344).
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Youth Development Program, Columbus, Ohio ((a) Reckless and
Dinitz, 1972; (b) Reckless and Dinitz, 1970; subsequent
parenthetical references in this section, unless otherwise

<"'#oted, are to these works.)

A. Background

A group of Ohio State University sociologists, among
_whom was the well-known criminologist, Walter C. Reckless
(Reckless, 1967), had been working on a delinquency prediction
technique since 1955. This technique Qtilized nominations
by sixth grade public school teachers who cléssified all boys
according to their delinquent potential an by responses of
sixth grade boys and their mothers to interview schedules
designed to reveal the boys' delinquency pronenes$s through
measures of the boys' self-concepts. This attempt to identify
"good boys" and "bad boys" just prior to the years of high de-
linquency was viewed favorably by the Columbus Public Schools.
The research team was invited by the schools to carry their
.study one step further by implementing a prevention program
for boys rated to have a high delinquency potential. With
the help of National Institute of Mental Health funding, a

demonstration-evaluation project was initiated in the eight

inner-city junior high schools of Columbus.

" B, Theoretical Orientation

The researchers had evolved a theory of delindﬁency
which centered on a boy's self-concept. A good or positive
self-concept had the power to promote "self—directidn, steer-

ing the individual away from bad associates, cheating,

83
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misappropriation of other persons' money, drug abuse, overuse
of alcohol, and other violations of moral and legal norms"
((a)p. 24). Because most children in so-called high delin-
quency areas will not become involved with the juvenile justice
system, the researchers reasoned that delinquency cannot be
adequately accounted for-by such overarching factors as dis-
organized neighbofhoods or structural impediments frustrating .
the attainment of socially desirable goals (Reckless, Dinitz,
and Murray, 1957:17-25). It came.down to individuals, some

of whom had an element of "internal containment" which insu-
lated them from delinquent behavior (Reckless, 1967:467-468,
475-478). To instill this containment factor required ''good
role models that have the capacity to direct the person toward

acceptable activities" ((a)p. 24).

C. Research Design

Teachers and principals in 44 inner city elementary
schools were asked to evaluate all male sixth grade students
as candidates 'for delinquency by using three categories: (1)

unlikely, (2) possible, and (3) likely to become delinquent.

These boys would be passing into eight junior 1gh schools
where the preventive program was situated. The pfoject ran
for three successive school years: 1963-6 , 1964-65, 1965-66.
Sixth grade teachers made prior ratings on all male students
in each of these years, so that researchers could identify
the vulnerable boys and assign them on a random basis either
into the eight special experimental classes (one experimental

class in each of the eight junior highs) or into normal non-

&
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experimental junior high classes. Four carefully selected

male school teachers conducted the eight experimental classes,

each teacher being responsible for classes in each of two
junior highs. The experimental classes were given to boys

during the seventh grade. |

¢

In summary, the research design called for three cohorts
of seventh grade boy# who were randomly assigned into experi-
mental or regular clgsses; these cohorts followed one another,
1963-64, 1964-65, 19%5-66. Each cohort was carefully moni-
torgd; school and poﬂice data were collected on each cohort
at the outset of the‘cxperiment, during the year in which the
experimental classes were given, and each year for three
years following. - The three-year period of monitoring for
each cohort after exposure to the experimental classes was
to assess how effective the experimental classes had been in
deterring antisocial behavior in school and the community as
the boys moved into the '"high delinquency years." The final
e}aluatidn of the 1ast.cohort of boys could not be completed

until late in 1969.

D. Treatment Providers

The four male teachers selected to conduct the experi-
mental classes came from the regular teaching staff; they
were nominated by the assistant.superintendent of schools

and passed on by the broject director who personally inter-

, viewed and studied the credentials of each teacher. Once

recruited, these four teachers were given initial training
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seminars by the project staff, 'and once the project was under
way, the teachers met daily after school with the project »
director for approximately two‘hours. Additionally, the
teachers met once a week for two hours with a consulting
psychiatrist with whom classroom behavioral problems could

’

be discussed. i

E.+ Tredtment Population

The:three cohorts of seyenth grade boys comprising the
experimerital and control groups altogether numbered 1094 indi-
viduals, or 632 experimentals.- and 462 controls. (The project
also followed the careers o{ a sample of boys who were pre-
dicted not to be candidates for delinquency; the comparison
groups numbered "in the aggregate 632 .boys.) Prior to onset
of the experimental, crasseg, the experimentgls and controls

-

were essent1a11y a11ke on the following characterlstlcs

¢

The1r mean age was sllghtly 1n excess of 13 years at the time

they entered seventh gradel/, or somewhat higher than the nor

because of poor prior school performance; 50.9 percentftof the
i . -

with blacks essentially cpmpyising ‘the remainder of each

experimentals and 50.4 pelcent of the controls were whites,

group, 54.8 percent of ahl experimentals and 56 1 percent of
a11 controls were from 1Atact fam111es, and a socio-economic
ranking technique revealed that experimentals and controls
were from the same lower socio-ecenomic stratum (unsk&lled,
service, and other low prestige jobs characteriied'the occupa:

tional level of family heads). Similarly, on school measures,

.



experimentals and controls started in equivalent positions in
terms of I.Q. scores (experimentals, bl.ﬁ; controls, 90.3);
grade level attainment in reading (experimentals 5.7 versus

contrgls 5.5); and average grade attainment. On balance,

- the aggregates of the three cohorts showed a close matching

of all experimentals with all controls.

F. Dimensions of Treatment

(1) Contact .Time

‘ The boys in éach-gxperimental cohort were assigned

to an all-boy '"self-contained class" lasting for three

class periods (2 hours) each school day. Each class ran

for one schoél year and was comprised of approximately

35 boys. (It was the desire to reach this class size

that made it necessary to assign moré boys to the experi-

mental group; the eligible pool of vulnerable boys did

not permit a 50-50 split.) Because experimental and

. control boys were reported to attend classes better than
90% of the time, it can be concluded that experimental
boys had considerable exposure to the teachers present-

+ ing the interventive regimen (2 hours per daf, 5 ddys
a week for approximately nine months, less absences about
6% Sf the time). This exposure time can be further
reduced by approximately 4@ hours because of the decision
not to introduce a radically different teaching program
to the experimental Bo;s dhiing the first four weeks of

school in order to\allay any sense that, the boys were




being treated differently from other seventh graders
((a)Appen?ix A, pp. 167-170).°

(2) The Treatment Plan

The/four teachers‘weré to be "role models" for the
experimental boys,)which meant that'in addition to
téachiné prescribed curriculum content (English, geo-
graphy, and social studies), teachers would present
supplementary materials ("the rqlglmodel sdpplement").
This supplement consis;ed.of introducing the boys (a)
to the susject of work (the need for it, kinds of employ-
ment,‘job finding, etc.); (b) to the place of education
in society and the behaviorallskills needed to manage -

" successfully the schoolq%xpérience (why rules aic neces*
sdry,.orgéﬁizing time, dropping out as an unattractive
alternative); !c) to the pléce and function oﬁ common
govérnmental services (heavy emphasis placed upon the
role of the police, judicial system, probatiopn and parole;
less emphasis upon such thiﬁgs as health an&.welfare:ser-
vices); (d) to thé need for interpersonal skills and how
to get along with others (appéarance, attitude, proéer

> conduct 1in employmenf); end (e) to ;he place of thd

N H

family functioning (reproduction and care of the young,

5

family. problems, etc.). The teachers presented the
. /

. - L) \ - hd - I
topics in order and in a methodical, academic manner;

i

i

6Appendix A of the final report, containing the (class
lesson plan, indicates that the experimental class mét for 96
segsions, or a total of 192 hcurs in a period from lhte Sep-
tember to’early May. i




all teachers followed an agreed-upon lesson plan. A
partlcular topic could take from appr9x1mate1y twd weeks
. to better than 20 weeks to present In add1t10n, the
-teachers aéreed to focus upon two other ;reas of ép-
parent need: (a) reading deficiencies, and (b) estab-
lishing an acceptable code for classroom’disqipline

(respecting the rights of others). )

(3) Involvement

e
The project appears to have been totally boy cen-

tered and classroom focused; parents and significan-
others of the experimental ‘boys were not targets for
special forms of interventive services. The researchers
came to question the meanlngfulneSS of the 1nteract109
between teachers and boys and of some of the 1es$on
plans, but presented no evidence.to support this esseés-
ment ‘((a)p. 158). A follow-up ‘interview of experinental
boys in the 1964-65 cohort, conducted two years after
these boys had completed the expeTimental educat10na1
program (1967), revealed that'the boys rec“led the
experience with enthusiastic approval and thought they
had benefited from it. Unclear is how knowledgeable the
boys were about the actual purposes of the program. At
the outset, it was agreed that the boys would receive no
explicit interpretation of‘the project's aim; assi<nment
to the experimental program was masked by the teachers

saying they had selected those boys they wanted but




B

+

. " nothing more. This was to guard against "the possible
adverse effects of negative labeling; the project staff
did not, want the boys to believe they were conducting

special classes for the '"bad boys."

G. Findings

Each cohort of experimental and control boys was cleared
~ -

through police and school files once a }ear for four consecu-

.

tive years. For 511 632 experimentaliboys, 20 percent were
known to the police'prior to the program, 12 percent Became
known during the‘progrﬁﬁ, and 38 percent became known in the
three yearé following exﬁosure to the program, so that approx-
. imately 48 percent of all exper1mentals had a p011ce record by

‘;he t1me they .were about 16. years of'age. The police records

for the controls were almost identical; of the 462 control .

boys, lg'perceﬁf were known befdré, lllpercgnt dujing; 36 per-

cent three years after.the project, wifh 46 percenf of all

control’boyi evenfuélly haviﬁg records -by roughly age 16.

When the police offenses were stratified by degree of serioﬁs- '
hess (ser@ous, moderate, slight), ‘the experimentais and con-
trols confinbed t® look alike (experimentals 28.8 percent ser-
ious offens.es, #£5.3 percent moderate, and 35..9 percent slight-;

~ .versus controls 30.6 percent éerious, 32.1 percent moderate,
and 37.3 percent slight). | .
. The school measures were no more promising. Although .
slightly fewer of the experimental boys dropped ou: of school
(19 1 peﬂ%ent) than did controls (22 7 percent), this d1¢-

vference is so small that it could be attributed to chance

s
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.cated 1itfle or no difference between the treated and un- .

N R Traae sty oL, - e ot + N - "
. . . ¥ ,7{,\,:3: . . . N "'

.
’

alone. On such measures as truancy, attendance and mean
. . . -
gradepoint scores, experimentals and controls scarcely varied L

i

before, during, or aéter the projecfﬁ ’ )

,"In summary, the police and school data unfortunately_ &\
failed to sustain the hope thg} the Y;uth Development Project
would effectivély prevent delinquency involvement and school

dropout among inner city boys. Instead, every measure indi-

treated nominated predelinquents" ((a)p. 111).
' \

-

H. Recommendations -,

. - ) .
+ The researchers regrétted that sensitive measuring

devices for assessing fine'changes in behavior, attitude,
selffgzncept and self-control were not available to then.
[

Official school and police records were considered crude ‘indi-

cators at best, incapable of making sensitive discriminations.’

e e

A more subtle assessment needed to be made of the poééible

impact of the program, but no such assessment could be made

becausé of the measurlng deV1ces avallable. How to -make-

-~

effective adult role models -and intensify and_extend the

efforts of such models were also given as needs in the field.

-
1
-

] | ;

=~

~ . ~Y




Qpportunltles for Youth ProJect Seattle Washington (Hackler,

1966:155- -164; subsequent parenthetical references in this
-3

section, unless otherw1se noted, are to this_ work ) ° . o -
A.  Background . ' A ’

-, . .

This project grew directly out of a‘research proposal ‘
L . . )
to the Ford Foundation submitted by a sociologist earning his

doctorate at the University of Washington. It is on® of the -

few Rrojects which was neither the outgrowth of a preex1st-.
\C N )
ing’ serv1ce nor grafted onto af established youth serving

©

1nst1tutlon, such as a soc1a1 agenc,; or pub11c schools.
: Start1ng in Jamﬁry, 1964, the proJect was s1tuated in four

low-cost pub11c housing projects in whith there were re1at1ve1y i

[y °

" high rates of official de11nquency From the final publlshed

report, it is 1mposs1b1e to tell prec1se1y how long the pro-

o »

¢
Je%; was in ex1stence, although it appears to have lasted for .

_at least one but not more than two years (1964=6;l& “
. ‘ . R . . .
B.. .Theoretical Orientation . ' 3 -
- OFY researchers.postulated'that'delipquent behavior*may -

)

be, the_ongoing response to significant othersnparents, peers,

Y

teachers, emploferaywho project the expectatioﬁ that these
youths will be deflant. They rejected the more common assump-
tion.that deviant norms are deeply entrenched in the youths'
egos which, then necessitates the efforts of adult change

"agents who attempt to teach or inst111 more acceptable, norma-

-

t1ve behavipr.- "Devlant activities are seen as the result

Y

not of internalized values, norms, or att1tudes, but of self

. .
-« . * '
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- image that emerges in the context of social inferagtion™

(p. 156).7. If deviant boys were'e;posed.to ersons| who .

expected them to conform, these ‘boys would in time onform.

@

» .

' “Q;; .Résearch Désign , .
The project staff identified threeé key.;ariébles thag‘ ;
;thgy %houéht Wwould produce positive ch;ngé‘in'the expefimental
’ béféf ‘(1) paid part-time emplqugnt;*(Z) success in mastering
academic subjects through the programﬁed instfuttibﬁ of teach-
iﬁg‘machines{'(%) éett%ng aduits in the 5}d;der community:to..
vigy'édolescéngs ﬁo?e favoiab}y. - Not all'expefimental bdys
. in the four housing projects would -be exposed\to‘ali of these
key variab}es; the var{ables would be manipulated }n‘éﬁch a .

~‘way(thdt some experimental boy% were expoéed tq*all,_whilewvﬂn“wwl

’ 4 . ’ . : . ) L - N
others would be expased to fewer of the interventive variables.

A\ ‘Furtﬁ;fmqré, the paid york experjence.wbuld‘come in tﬁreg‘dif-
. ferent form;; so that thi§ too would be -graded,*. *

‘ ; In each of the four ﬁoﬁéing ﬁxojects: four experimental,
groups compriéed of ten géys'each‘wgre’to receive some Yariant

> of the interventive program. A .20-boy control group was alsd

7Although theyfinal report of OFY makes no mention of it,
this theoretical position appears to have much in common'with
the well-known theory, of delinquency and  oppqrtunity advanced
by Cloward -and Ghlin in 1960. Cloward and OHlin maintained
—~  that youths living in deprived areas shared .the  American goal
of seeking material gain but were denied legitimate gpportun-
< ities by which to reach the goal. .This frustration of legiti-
mate means’ prompted some deprived youths to employ illegitimate
means, if such means were available to them, to achievey the
' ‘goal; organized crime being the example of an illegitimate way,
:+ to,achieve material success. Those low-income youths who had
neither legitimate'nor illegitimate means available resorted
.to senseless" crime; these youths would be particularly
attracted by legitimate opportunities if made available to
. them (see Cloward and Ohlin, 1960). .

93-
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e . 3 ' - ‘.n

v to be in each of the fout hou51ng projects... The four experi-

mental program var1ab1es were'as’foIIows: (1) One 'group of v

o’ - .

experimental boys .in each hous1ng project was to receive - -
/ . . toe
pa1d part time .employment under "1nformaLﬂ supervrslon, that oot

1s,,superv151on was to be under an adu1t male who commun1cated i

to the boys under h1m that they were normal capable, respon- C v
‘o
sible, non-deviant and adequate, (Z) one group of exper1Menta1

boys in each proJect was to recelve pa1d part-time employmenb’

under "formal" supervlslon' that 1s, superV1slon was to be . .

»

“under an adult who was more "r1g1d" and 1ess communicative in
LI ‘ L

~ his pos1t1ve expectatlons for and views of/the boys' {3) one

* \ .

group of experlmentpl boys in each’ prOJect was to, be given

o

1nd1V1dua112ed part time work in the surround1ng community

under minimal adult superv1slon; 4) experlmental boys 1n the
‘fourth, group. d1d not get pa1d part t1me emploympnt howevetf,
"in, two housing progects these boys toohﬂpart in "test}ng"
teaching mathines, whereas §n two other housing projects,
‘Jthese boys were put onfd "w iting 1ist" which gave them “hope"
"of employment. ' The teaching machine test1ng program also ex- .
t tended to exper1menta1 boys who had part- time work in tho of

Y the, hou51ng projects. °

~ " . . .

In other words, 1n two housing projects experimental boys

in groups 1 ("1nforma1' work supervision), 2 ("formal" work
e ¥
SUy“fVlSlOn), and 3 ("m1n1ma1" superV1slon) were to '"test" .-

i .
p tea ng mach1nes along with group 4 boys (teach1ng machine . .

only) in these two housing projécts. The other two housing ) -

-
. . ~ B

projects had no teaching machihe‘grogram for the experimental \ ;

' [} -, 4

boys. - | . ‘ .




F1na11y, the. 1n1t1al research design called for an. ‘
‘effort to .be made by prOJect staff im twa of the housing pro- ~
.Jects (one proJect with and oné w1thout the teaching machine
component) to develop a nublic re1at;ons campa1gn that would

d1spose adults in those two commun1ﬁids to-view adolescents
. / _ .
in a more.favoyable light. ) . AN .
¢ - s . ‘ 7
In terms of design, this project was unquestionably the .

-

most elaborate. In all, the experimentals and controls broke ‘> h

-~

down into 20 unlque groups which has to have permltted .a com-

<

¢ plex analysis of the' many var1at10ns in order to determine

the most potent mix of exper1mentalvvar1ab1e$. ' o
Implementlng this mu1t1 faoeted des1gn proved difficult.
The plan to change the att1tudes of adults in two of the com-
munities was abandoned The "test1ng" of teaching mach1nes L
was\to have been done in such g Way that the boys were to

have the 1mpress10n they were recommend1ng whether the

%® |-
3 machines’ would be helpful in regular c1assr§5m s1taat1ons.

-

It was unlikely that th1s cond1t10n pertainéd; remed1at1on
L] \k .
probably became ev1dent. The distinction between "formal"

and "informal" supervision proved not to be meaningful,

ﬁalthough the "1nforma1" groups did have somewhat more 1at1tude

.

in Job se1ect1on and the 11ke. The size of -the groups were

-

"d1ff1cu1t to standard1ze3 and two of the“planned-for 20
groups never matET1a11zed - Nonetheless, the project staff

cons1dered that "the ma1n theme of the program was carried

14

omtu Boys were placed in p051tlons where it would.be d1ff1-'-1

cult for them to fail: . .we hoped that these boys would ’

begin to see themselwes as capable and adequate" (p. 159).




" .D. Treatment Providers

The final report does not make c1ear who specifically
the treatment providers were and thelr backgrounds. It is
assumed the work supervisors were recruited from the main- ]
tenance staffs at the various housing projects, but this is
not c1ear1y stated. Profe551ona1 teachers were employed to

'supervise the use of the teach}ng machines .~ | |

M ~ - \

E. Treatment Population

, All 13-to-15-year-old boys who iived in the housing
.projects were consideted eligible for tﬁe program, A ﬁre; -
serfice duestionngire was administered to most e{igible boys
in the project. The boys were not told that thegprofect was *
to improve behavior; instead, the boys were informed that
there was needed work to be done in.the ﬁousing projects
and that(part-?ime'yaid work would become available for some
of them. Those who toPk the questionnaire were then randomiy
assigned to the various work and control groups. Of the 403
boys coﬁprising the eligible pool, Ao boys took par; (57 per-
cent were black, 36 percent Cadcaéian).

/- ' ’
F. Dimensgons‘of Treatment

(%) Contact-Tiﬁe

Amounts of timd;;%pcluding the precise duration of the -
PR 4".‘ A
overaT1 project, in which the various<groups of experi-

. . ,ﬁ: £
menthl boys were engaged are not given. It was reporte’ré'!
that experimental boys '"were involved in the program for ,

oﬂiy\i few hou;s,a week" (p. 159).

-
.
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. (2) Treatment Plan - T .

»

* The treagggnfiylan was to have followed a complex
research design; as discussed'hhovg, parts of this design

were abandoned. Not provided was a desailed'discuésioﬁ

of what actually transpired. oo
: o :

.(3) Involvement

' . -
o

- ° - No assessment of-the boys’ involvement was provided.

v
-

)
v

G. Evaluation of Effectiveness _ ;

The final report gave three broad measures of outcome
J ~

which were used to evaluate efféctivepesk: (1) police of-

. fenses, (2) school indicators (referxal to school counselors

&

and ratings By teacheré), and (3) ‘findings of a questionnaire

. ¢ .
administered to expefimentals:and controls which dssessed a

< ’ .
boy's self-image, sense of aljenation, etc.” The evaluators

- [] g M M
would have claimed success if the project served to enhance .

a bo;th self-image and modified in a positive way his per-
‘ception of how Sthers saw him, and if the boy became less

sociallY\q}ienated.“ Curiously, the evaluators did not expect.
the "work program té réduce the official delinquencz'* y *
because the project ran "gﬁch a short time" (p.. 159).65::;T\\\\-
final repory provided neither police data relating to detlin-
quency, nor schbql data which usually gré used in assessiq‘
behavior, such.g§ attengance records, grades and citizenship,
Referrals to school counselors were used onlyfto show that

"good'" boys in the étudf (those with no referrals to counse-

lors) showed somewhat better results than '"bad" boys Ctﬂsse

“who had one or more.referrals) on the questionnaire items.

- -
'
) . .
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~

~
The evaluation, then, relied a{post‘totally upon the

L

results of the questionnaire. From this it appeared that
v

work- of whatever kind--formal supervision, informal supervision,
.minimal supervisiop--did not produce any significant attitude,

change on the part of the experimentals when compared with

LY

controls from whom ﬁork was withheld.' One possible févorable

outcome involved work coupled with exposure<to the téaching

r

machines; this "may Q?ve hadvgome f;vorable'impact on the
boy;" (p. 164). The evaluation bonclpdes: "This pgéliminary
analysis of the Opportunities for Yo%th Project counsels
caution to othér programs using embloyment as a means of -
delinqﬁency control. Perhaps a more intenStwe effoff would
have had a measurable impact" (p. 164}.“ '
It should be noted that the meager présent;tions of the

treatment data (actual contact time with boys, boys' involve-

ment, elaboration of what treatment actually involved) leaves -

7

not by its own admission attempt to alter delinquency as of-
. (\a . .'
ficially defined, the conclusion that work as 4 potent treat-

many pertinent questions unanswergd. Because the project did

ment variable must be viewed cautidusly in "déiinquency con-
3 hd " L

. ‘trol" appears i11- founded. Finally, however ‘ellaboraté-the
reseafch désién, the actual imp:ementation appears from the
.evidence évailablek to have been‘se}iously'fompromiéed and, of
short duration; the adequacy of effort to effect desired out-

.
* 0y
.

comes is in doubt. -
] /‘.

.
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Wincroft Youth Project, Manchester, England.(Smith Farrant

and Marchant 1972, subseqaent parenthetical references in
this sectlon unless otherwise noted, ar¥e to*this*work )

“r
‘

A.  Background \ '~_~

. o
This project was sponsored by the Youth Development

4

) \
-Trust, a youth-serving.organization whose function was not,

fully elaborated and golntly funded by the Department of
Education and Science, the City of Manchester,and the Home
0ff1ce (pp 8-9). 8 In conceptualizing the pro;ect, its '
originators, ajsmall groub of pro£esslona1 soc1a1 workers,
were influenced by .the service model of the detached street
workers such as that pioneered by the NeW'York City Youth
Board, by the Cambrldge Somerville study with 1t§ incorpora-
tion of experimental research, and by the h1story of a teen

canteen operatedfln London (1955-62) which successfully ]\

attracted many street youths. (One' of the project' s orig-

inators had worked at this canteen.) Not affiliated with any
pPT —existing program, the project had to seek both a suitable

staff and location once fundlng and a managlng committee were

assembled ‘Also to be developed was a serv1ce program which .

at some polnt would be the subject for evaluat1q§’research.

Events unfolded as follows. A_plantfing phase (October‘1963-.
B 3o

March 1964) culhinated in the‘zzendng of a teen canteen near

the center of Manchester in a

8Fundlng sources are not altogether clear because.-of an
‘ambigious presentation. For example: MThe Home Office
offered a grant of £9,340 over four years to 'group work
in a ngh Delinquency area.'" Was this grant accepted?

~ ’ 99 9
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ower-working-class area (called




"Wincroft," whigh is not the area's true name) having thef
seventh highest delinquency rate in the city. Between Feb- ‘
f < \\\ruary 1964, when the canteen opened, and January 1966 when

the canteen was purposely closed in order te 1naugurate the

act's exper1menta1 service and evaluative Yesearch phase,

"3

o}

C e
Cade
D

. the project acquired three professional, full-time social
workers and a number of adult volunteérs. In this phase,
> staff and volunteers established contact with 184 youths in

. . the area, and from this population drew most of the male
&

-

«

youths who would be regépients of the experimental sexvice.
The addition of a fourth professional social worker to the .
N

staff andE%he selectioh of 54 boys for the experimenta{ pro- -
- gram occurred between October 1965.and Magch 1966. The inter-
ventive service begah'in Aprii 1966 and was completed ine
September 1968. The serv1ces were given in and opergted out T
:!b of such fac111t1es as leased store fronts, h1red rooms, a
gymnasium and a church hall. ea;y use was made of a m1n1bus
.ané the private cars of stafr a\g voluhteers. The services

were deliberately shifted away ﬁ@om a building orientation;

\" 7 R N . \.
. mobility was required as group agtivity utilized the community :
and region as places in which graups might go. .
: ' |
. B. Theorec1ea1 Orientation Lfii

The staff of the W1ncroft PrOJect subscribed to no par- . .
ticular or1entat1oh5° ., ' ,xhere was neither a theory, nor
a theory of practice, to inform the'workers in their effort"
(p. 28):g However, the professioneIZStaff was acquainted with

. . .



psychoa&alyt1c theory, behavioral theory, the’theory of de11n-~'

. quency as a subculture, and the soc1olog1ca1 theory of Albert
. ] Cohen who speculated that lower class boys_who were to be
judged by middle class.standards they could not meet wogfd
then turn the system of values ,upside down, giving status to °
aéfions that were.malicious, -negativistic and nonutii}tarian
: ‘(pp. 28-31)." An amalgam of two theoret1ca1 pos1t1ons emerged Tt s

one saw the root of delinquency as a "faildre in social o

re1at1onsh1ps, usually with the mother or the father" (p. 29),

and the other stressed the need of the immature, 1§olated boy 1

prone to de11nquent norms for-susta1ned me,bersh1p in sma11
non- de11nquentgroupsumich,would eventually be 1ntegrated into
te " formal organizations (P: 30). Service staff were?attent13e LA
'_to what they tegged'the Boys"' social "network." ; The attempt.
to build a sophisticated theoret1ca1 framework was, by staff

adm1ss1on limited.

. - } -

tC. Research Design

$u

'~ >~ The experimental treatment program would run two years
- ' (April 1966- September 1968) and. involve 54 exper1menta1 boys : -
- ) between the ages of 14.and 17 when serV1ce wae 1nrt:ated (the °
average age was juist under 15 years).‘ A list‘of candidates ¢
was drawn up by (1) project service staff submitting the -
names of those boys ‘frequenting the teen canteen who exhibited
’(’ ) antisocial behav1or, (2) the reseaich §taff compiling a list - ok

- ¢
of those boys in the\area‘who had previouqu been before tie

courts and convicted on two or more -charges; and (3) teachers
° . - )




in- thé area be51

)

nominating "maladjusted" and "delinquerncy pfone" boys by

u51ng the Bristol:Social Adjustment Gu1des. Nominations by

°serv1ce 'end research staf%s produced 71° riames$ "teacher nomln-

“ations reduced//he }rg' to the rgquired 54 (18 with prior:

delinquency records» 34 deemed '"maladjusted" and "dellnquency
)one" by scores on the Br15501 Soc1al Ad;tstment Gu1des, and

2 deemed’ de11nquency prone but not maladJusted) (p. 22)

*

. . A -
ished to be.free to involve other youths

A control group .drgwn from Wincroft was ruled out bpecause |
/~ -

the service/stafﬁ/

A ]
.

es the designated ei?%rlmental boy§ 1f such ,

others were seen as be1ng meanlngfully related to theVexperl-

"v

(The: theoretlcal importance of a youth's soc1al

MEntals.

RS

"network" nece551tated,th15 compromise of a randomly. matched

EOntrel group.) Additionally, the staff did not want 'to have
4

tq explain why some youths living in Wincroft recelved ser-

N

v1cesth11e others, the probablekcghtrol boys, could not

receive service on any account (pp. 183 -185). Beh1nd this

©

apparently lay. the de51re to mask the research endeavor frop

persons in the community. Consequently, the research staff

matched the Wincroft area with another lower-working-class

° .

area ofrManchester in which juvenile crime rates and such
demographic characteristics as quality of housing, distance

from city center, and population, size were comparable. (Fol-
lowing the selection of the controls, the research staff also

b
ldetermined that school class size and attendance rates were

\

IThe Bristol Soc1al Adjustment Guides consist of| a num-
ber of. statements about a pupil's classroom behavior;l the
teacher selects from' muktlple choices the one statement best¢
characterizing a student's behaV1o; 1n a given 51tua ion.

102 ’
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"identicai" in Wincrpft and the control area.) In teris of

e . S@Xyage official records of - der1nquency and scores generated

1
!

L

on the Bristol Social Adjustment Guides, the controls were to

be' as much like the experimentals as possible. Seventy-four
(74i-controls were selected. On the three natching vari- '
ables--age, two or more convictions and-delinquency/naladjust—
ment/ecores«tne experimentals had "slightly fewer offenses,

_ Were Siightly older (by three months on the average), were
slightly less maladjusted andfeddghtly less 1i ely to become,

)

\_delinquent," but in no case was the difference statistically

_ “significant (pp. 192-195). As it turned out, experinentalel
and controls alsb proved alike in family size end number
11v1ng 1n broken homes. - ' ; .; -
- The research design called for a rev1ew of police records
in 1968 and 1969. Exper1mentals "and. controls were to be
interviewed intpctober 1968 to determine the ooys' home,
school, work and 1e1sure adJustment and to.elicit self-
'reported de11nquenc1es (pp. 183- 184)

T _The reséarch staff recogn1~ed two flaws in the evaluative

des1gn'. "A comnletely satisfactory scientific des1gn requ1res

a control group and thegassignment of c11ents at random to

the’ exper;mental and, control groups. This aim was not

ach1eved. . " (p. 182) and '"the match1ng procedure used . .

is open to criticism in that it proved impossible with the

available research resources to carry out individual

» i -

10'l‘he follow-up interview utilized the Jesness Inventory
(see Jesmess, 1966). .

-
¢ ’

-
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matching” (p. 193). The, latter criticism meant that for

g e = -y - w - R PR .
~ €éach experimental boy there was not a control boy who on all

o

¢ L] A
relevant matching variables mirroreg his counterpart. Evalu-
ation would rest essehtially on comparing the one group

against the other, ' _ - S

D. Treatment Provider#z ] ®

. . . 6 y .
Those giving the experimental services were four male

. profess10na1 soc1a1 workers, one of whom was employed part-

time, and a great number of volunteers numbering from 20 to

- 40 at any oné time.. (From February 1964 to August 1968, 151

volunteers helped’ to prov1de service; not altogether clear is
¥

how nany volunteers took part in the experimental phase

start1ng in April 1966. and end;ng in September 1968?)

A¥Vb1unteers were of both sexes and ranged in age from 21 to

40, with the average age being' around 26. The volunteers di d

not come with Wincroft, but came from middle class areas.

Students ‘comprised over 40 percent ‘of volunteer total, with

" professionals (lecturers, teachers, social workers;'clergy)

being next most-heavily represented (28 percent). (p. 35* 271). u

Because the volunteers lacked experience in work1ng with

d1ff1cu1t boys, the profess10na1 staff developed a screenlng

procedure. ﬁ*tzziiﬁi,lQlﬂntqers were screened by the project

/
.director. If acCeéptable to the director and with concurrence

> ’

of the other professional social workers, the new volunteer

11The high proportion of students reflects the close t1e
the project enJoyed with the University of Manchester; evalu-
a;ion of the project also benefited because of the relation-
ship.
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was given a tour of Wincroft by one of the social workers.
A youth group Qr particuler boy was then selected for the

volunteer and an initial meeting arranged with the social

\

. worker being present. (In time; if all went well, the social
) warker would witfidraw and\the volunteetr would become the .
_\\J . primary dei;verer of service the social worker's super-
7. vision (p. 37). N ) . - '

s .
E. . Treatment Population

.

The 54 eXperimental boys comprised a felgtively homo-

geneous group}aali were white (and non-Irish), were on the ///f

- ' average 15 years,3 months when service started, came from a
n/:.

. .1?wer—working—c1as§ communit nd were IJkely to give up
. A

Yo .
school for work. In one-third of the families, boys were

without one of. their natural parents. °Cohg§ive street gangs

did not exist in Wincroft, and the boyé selected for treat-

ment were seen as‘ha*ing "few, if any friends; and ,could not,
y 'because of the sseverity of their maladjustm&nt, £QPction

.
|

- adequately in a group situation" (p. 170). !

-

F. Dimensions of Treatment |,

(1) Contact Time . -

Duriné'the term of the- experiment, there was a total °
of 4, 837 d1rect face-to- face contacts w1th the 54 treated
boys, or an average 'of 90 contacts per recipient, about
one contact every ten days .(p~ 158). The frequency of
contacts ranged w1de1y, 14 boys were seen 14 times or

less (less than once every two months) while 11 were




-

1 -

A

" seen 134 times or more (about once every three days).

‘At least 143 contacts were made with.other agencies,

employers, families and probation officers; jthe staff
did not keep full records of such indirect {ontacts.on
behalf of thg boys.. Because mich of the service was
given to groups and group membershlp was noﬂ always com~
orlsed totally. of experimental boys,-the social workers

and volunteers eventually served 600 Wincroft youths;
A ]

_"part1c1pants rece1ved Just over 30 percentéof workers' '

efforts in face-to-face situations" (p. 165). 45&;\

(2) The Treatment Plan : v

The staff had no thoroughly structured treatment
plan at the outset; ways of proceeding became highly
1dlosyncrat1c depending upon any partlcular boy s toler-
ance for serV1ce and needs as assessed by staff The
teen canteen was closed because it "posed problems of
social control," and the staff, rather than attempt to
ting the most obstreperous boys, chose to abandon a

bu11d1ng centered program for one’ 1n which preservatlon

of property was less an issue. The plan then was to

‘reestablish contact with the boys whom the stdff had

designated as targets for treatment; the selected boys
were not told specifically why they were of interest to

. ) b
the project staff, A pattern evolved in which the pro-,

ject staff, because of their resources--trips,. access to-

sporting events, etc.-were accfpted despite initial

’
‘

166 ’ 11 " N

(V)

A)

impose "authoritarian methods™ at the expense of aliena-
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M

v

-

" suspiclons., Service in this phase was predominantly with

'received'little attention, Bossibly because in England

~ form of volunfeffj; the volunteers could relieve the
. : L/

-

groups;- the workers did -not form groups composed of exper-’

v

imenfal‘boys but instéad identified the experimental boys
and’ left it to‘;hem to suggest who might belong-to the
groups. A&gzggg‘coﬁld form in wh1ch.thexe was only one

-

experimental boy.’ fhe staff estimated that 60 to 85 per-

cent of all work done was in th ntext of ﬁ}oups; for

v

20 experamental boys the sgrv1ce rece1ved was atﬁost

exclusively ‘in groups (p. 170). In 14 cases, there was

)

"little or no work"; in 16 cases,.the initial contacts

through groups.permitted greater individualization and
. / : '

the giving of a mix of "group’work" and "casework:." ‘

The - latter often involved help1ng boys £ind employment

~
and 11v1ng accommodaflons, represent1 g the bey in court,

and mediating with parents; "37 per cent of the total

<

A

numbet of* sessions during the evaluation period were

casework .sessions" (p. 171). Issues- relating to.education

lower class. boys afe‘permittednindeed' often expectedn b

-

to leave school early in order to seek employment and

apprent1¢esh1ps.
The 54 experimental boys and their associgted

naturalygroupingS'_were initially divided into four

sepa?aée caseloads with each load assigned.to.g\socia}

worker: The workers then received assistance in the .
. , , | >

v
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» (p. 207). By July’ 1969, approx1mately a year q$ter service

) ‘

. o \

workers: partially or totally in the provisiop of service
N .

to particular cases. Volunteers accounted fo just

<P

under half the total -effort from 1966 through 1968.
Y (3) . Involvement ‘ D;ﬁ) N : ,. ' <
. ~( . -

'Fourteen .(14) boys were minimally involved. "For ‘

the remaining 40 it cgn be said with some confidence
'that over a period of two and a half ye;ri’they reached
some commonﬂpnderstand1ng with- the l§6 adults}who at .

some time during th/at t1me Aried ta help )ﬁem" (p. 99).

/J .
/

G. Findings N o . <: .

-

Evaluation of the projcct's.effectiveness relied upon
’polace reécords and pqst-service.interviews with both experi-
"mental andécontrol boys. ?olice records.were reviewed in .
- January 1966, December 1966, Decembet 1967, July 1968, July

'1969. Pr1or to service (Jan Ty 1966), 46.3 percent of the

: exper1mentals and 48. 6 percent of the controls had already -

\

acquired gourt convictions; the two groups were, on this
measure, quite’ s1m1lar. Shortly ‘before the close of the
proaect (guly 1968; the pro;ect ended service-in September

-1968), 54. 4 percent of Ethe control boys had been to court’

;dur1ng the prlor two s (Janua y 1966 through July 1968),
whereas 37 percent of the exper1ment had court appearances

AN \

in ‘the same time span. "At the end of the proJect there was
a s1gn1f1cant dufference in the appearance rate 1m,court of

the participant group in compar1son with the coptrol g;oup"
.'n'

!

5-




N ?" .
termlnated th1s gap between the two groups narrowed° 62 per- -

cent of the controls and "50 percent of the experlmentals ‘had
been to court; the d1fference’was no longer statistically ¢
fﬁf ! significant but was in the right direction. Additionally
A. . - the number of convictions for those control boy's appearing

Py before the court was s1gn1f1cant1y greater thgn the number- of

convictions for the exper1menta1s' "convicted controls were

. §

.convicted more frequently" Ipf 209). Not'significant; but ,
in the right .direction, was the'actual numher of known of-
fenses committeq by experimental versus control boys; experi-
méntais committed 63 offenses (an average of 3.2 for the °o

experimental group) whereas the controls committed 179 offenses

(an average of‘4.4-for this.group). However, when offenses

were weighed for severity ('minor' offenses, and 'serious'

-

.offenses), 59 percent of the 63 offenses committed by the

‘i experimentals fell into the 'ser1ous category, wh11e of the

”

v .controls' 179-o¥fenses, 53 percent were cons1dered serious.
S ' . The.self-reported 1nc1dence}o£ de11nquent behavior revealed
: through post service 1nterV1ews "substantlated the. f1nd1ngs

L. from the police records concern1ng delinquency in the two :

1

N ~ groups. . " (p. 215)

! © " The persona1 interviews attempted to assess the boys'
3 - .
\ - broader social adjustment. On measures of employment home

adJustment and social attitude, the interviews did not produce

ev1dence that the two groups were s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent

a1though the trends were in the right d1rect10n on all measures,

' »

' with exper1men%a1s outperforming controls.

o e e e - e e - — oo [
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1 - ) ,‘
"On the basic question of whether or not the project’ was .

4+ a success. . .the simple ansWer is cautiously positive. The -

e R résulis do not substantiate an} moye grahdiose a ¢1§im" : '@g;\
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. the federgl government eventually helped fund some of the

. 1 y
¢ o. 118
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V.  DISEUSSION ; _
The ohitline used in analyzing the j%;iviaual experiments .
. . Q
will be followed 1n a . more general discussion of the exper1-

RN

ments considered togethert een as a whole, thé’exper1ments ~

& .

'generate questions ahd pose dilemmas which sﬁsuld be instruc-

“tive for those ﬁishing to do work in the delinquency preveniﬂ

3 ‘ ’ \
tion area. LT ] B
.. ) - ~— 3
A. Background . \ I
’ A3 \

With the exception of the Qambridge-Somervflle Study,

v

the delinquency prevention expe:riments were a phenomenon of

*

thé 1950's and 1960's, an era when a post-war society.was . .

much'taken withva cpncirn for urban, teenage "gangs" and A

. adolescent maladjustment generally. Being one facet of. the

increesing "“"crime problem," juvenile delinquency meritea

’

much off1c1a1 attent1on, as best testified lo in the reports

1ssued by the Pres1dent S Comm1ss1on on Law Enforcement and
the Admlnlstratﬁfn of Justice, (Fresident's Comm1ss1on on o
" Law anorcement and Adm1n1strat1on of Jth1ce, 1967). : “

Agalnst this backdrop, what is curious .about the delin-

quency prevent1on exper1ments is their paro 1a1 character.
that is, each de11nquency #revent1on experlme t grew entirély

from local concern and 1nterest. While various ,offices of"

i

%

exper1ments, the experiments were initiated by local persons

and heavily dependent upon local sources.
< -

b - . e
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‘one experiment ever went on to become involved with a second o

believable result: The convergence of largely 1ndependent

-not provided in the f1na1 reports. Of course, some estlmates i

ol - M : RN L N R4
- .

A glance ag the "Background" sectlon of each experlment

revxewed makes c1ear that a coord1nated strategy to 1mp1ement
(
and evaluate Jdelinquency preventlon services has never taken

place. éach experiment ‘'was- one-time and. 1dlosyncrat1c. So
[

far as tan be determlned no person prom1nent1y 1nvolved with

-
-

. & ° . » w
experlment .« . . ~r v |

nfflolency may not have been served by having each exy .

pérlment conducted in isolation and often in 1gnorance of . .

\

similar experlﬁents. Cumulative experlence may have been . . .

frustrated in nevear hav1ng!some of these one-time- experlmenters
get a second’ chance. en/khe othér hand, ;he vary insularity .

of each study lends a certain credibilityoto the cumpilative
‘findings of servicfe ineffectiveness. By not being linked .
together, these 1ndependent studies achieve a d1st1nct1ve and

, . .
evidence underscores how little is nou&known about‘preventing . s

delinquency. ?) ‘ . . \ .

F1na11y, the cost of the exper1ments is unknown Except

for the Chicago Youth Development Project, cost f1gures were

could be hade;ibecause several projects had federal fundlng,_
their federal grant contracts could be traced,and revieved,

but no attempt was made to conduét such a revfew. Even with <
this 1nformat10n much would -remain unknown about the expense’

of these exper1ments. Being the products of local concern, .
“much of :neir support came from local sources to wh1ch access

would not be difficult to ga1n. -
‘ 112 d
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B. Theoretical Orientations . . '

L4

With ‘the. single exleption the experiments can be gnouped

under one of two broad theoretical orientations: an or1enta-

tion which views delinquency as the result of unsuccessful B

"’l‘»

or inproper persona11tz,developnent' and an or1entat1on wh1ch
vicws de11nquency as an understandable and not necessarzly,
unhealthy-response to environmental constraints which block K
loner class:youth's access to 1eg1tinate soc1o econon1c op- ’
portunit1es. Calbr1dge-Solerville, Youth Consultatxon Serv1ce,
Maxinun Benefits Pro;ect “the New York City Youth Board' \; .
Validat1on Study of the Glueck Pred1t1on Table and perhaps

the Youth Developnent Program stressed, personalaty develop-

nent. The others, with the except1on of the W;ncroft Youth

-\
Project, favored an envirogmental- explanat1on. Those affili-

- ated Wlth the Wxncroft Study appeared undecided" and so did

not c1ear1y opt’ for one orientation over the other.

A

Unéer each head1ng, finer theoret1ca1 d1st1nctmons can. ¢

* The work of the Gluecks was spec1f1ca11y c1ted in ~

three o the studies: Cambr1dge SomerV111e Max1mum Benef1ts,
and tth :« York C1ty Youth Board's va11dat1on study.” In
‘this view, the fan11y, ‘and part1cu1ar1y the factors of
parental d1sc1p11ne and affection, are central in determ1n1ng
a child's adherence to gjorm or. non-norm violative behav1or..
The Glueck's theoret1c 1 pos1t1on is cfearly compat1b1e with

the tenets of ego—psyc ology in which de11nquency is but

‘symptonat1c of under1y1ng neuroses, character d1sorders or

psychoses, these d1sorders, too, are seen as rooted 1n child- -

Y
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rearing practices. Not -surprising, then, that in two of

L

the studies, the New York City Youth Board Study and’the
'Max{mum Benefits Projéct, the interventive ‘service had a
heavy psychiatric. orientation as well as the orientation or
theshluecks. The Youth Consultation Service appeared not to
*e indebted to’ the Gluecks, but was in the~ego psycholog1cal
trad1t1on, this study appeared closely.al1gned w1th the pre-
vious ‘two’ studies mentioned, _ '
A While the initiator of the’Cambridge-Somerville Project
. expressed admiration for, the earliEr works ‘of the Gluecks;'
- Dr. Cabot in pract1ce d1d not adopt a theoret1cally sophis-
ticated pos1tion' he believed ‘in old- fa5h1oned rel1g1ous

viftues ds well as developmental theories of child rear1ng

and did. not insist that all treatment providers in his study

-5

share a un1form theoretical conviction. bn the other hand

Cabot‘s naive view that a child's self-perception was the

crucial factor resembled the self -concept theory later
developed By the soc1olog1st Walter Reckless, who dev1sed

’ the Youth Development Program. Both Cabot and Reckless had

a bel1ef in the efficacy of adult, law- ab1d1ng role models

‘ .

¢ to instruct delinquent-prone youth in proper behav1or.
Through such instruction a child's 'self-perception could be

altered to insulate the child from antisocial behavior.

£

What separates the Cambridge-Somerville and the Yooth'Develop- .

"ment Program from the other studies grouped under the person-

>

ality development heading is the faith the former studies

; placed'im overt discourse and modeling behavior to ghange




sdif-concept. The other studies, because of their ego- .
psychologlcal or1entat1on, appeared to accord such interven-

. t1ve directnes$ with far less, potengy; the*unconscious defense

ter

mechanisms would; in th1s or1entat1on, protect the assaulted*
) . . . ) - ?
“ .ego against such overt techniques. ’ )

Nonetiaeless, the theoretical orientations of these
Studies tend.to make for certain siqilgr{ties of approach.
In geperal,treating younger éhildren was preferable to

-

, treating older children. If the roots of, deviance lay in a
T child's developménthl history, then'early intervention, or
d1rect part1c1pation in. that developmental h1story, was pre-

. ferable to the theoret1ca11y more arduous task of remaking-

the well-formed persopal1ty«construct of the older adolescent.
The locus of intervention was largely the child or the chiid -
'Endlkhe iTrediate famiiy. Either as the professional thera-

_ pist or parental surrogate, the treatment providers were .
engaged in healthy ego building. S ‘

The theoretical orientations of the rem;ining studies,|
whilé often notirg the importance of the family and of child-
rearing patterns, tend to stress the importance of socio- ™

. economic i?stitutibns and the hostilebrelationships that
develop when lower class yohths’find accommodations:with
these institutions éifficult or iﬁpossiblé? fn this view,
the antisocial behavior of socially disaffected youths is

- not emblematic of ego pathology but of understandable frus-

trations engendered by a denial of legitimate opportunities. -

Once clear access to education and employment is opened up,
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mainly
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: youths
R . public
“and: to

viders

family

[

family life,

having a socio-economic orientation.

e B

altered opportunity structure and so conform,

n Gigen this oriéntation, serV1ce Pprovider

t

concerned with the 1nterface between delinquent-prone

and the key soc1al 1nst1tutions, particularly the

schools, which are crucial to ultimate social success

the daily lives of most adolescents.

Treatment pro-

are less therapists and parental surrogates and mare

- “r\

-

orientation.

The Chicago Youth Development Project and the Midcity

f’ toward parents_and other adults in the community.

116 123
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advocates, facilitators, so¢ial brokers, and role mozels.\
i Because(pgo development was less crucial, service providers
-had a rationale for“wofking with older adolescents, and in.
‘the main’, the popdlation sefved in these projects were older

than those served in the projects with an eéo-psychological

. As:with projects concerned with ehild development and
differences can be noted among the projeets
Only the Opportunity
.8 f " for Youth Project appeareq to focus totally upon*work and

- ‘ educational experiences to the exclusion of concern for the

ProJect empha51zed service to étreet groups and gangs, but
did not ignore altogether the importance of the family.

o Both of these projects did have unevaluated services directed

In these

A > two instances, tfie services to adults appeared consistent in
» theory with services given the youths; that is, parents and

community adults were to be organized into self-help groups
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aimed at coﬁhunity improvement, and lessening political power- *
lessness. The Midcity Project did make psychiatric consulta-
tion available, but saw ''personality change" as a se¢condary
Fffort. The Atlan;ic Street Center Prdject seemed to bridge
Soth theoretical orientations, with .greater weight given the
sbcioreconomic. While the individual families received the
attention of workers, no attempt was made‘to 6rganize these
fémilies; on the othe; hand, the Atlantic Street Cenferr-
?rojecf‘never sought psychiatric consultation or service.

The Wincroft Project was unique. Récognizing the range

of theoretical orientations, it appeared to favor none. It

- resembled the American projects with a socio-economic emphasis;-

advocacy and facilitation were the dist@nguiéﬁing characteris-
tics of the service providers. But unlike the American pro-
jects, access to educatiqﬁ and employment did not seem as
central in the English-setting. For older adolescents, edut*
cation was not required and not as socially prized, while
employment appeared ugually available. What emerged was a
project given to the elaborate management of spare time '
activity of lower class youtg for which no theoretical
orientation quitegfits. '

Finally, none of the experiments constitutes a "test" of
a theory. Validation og theqretical formulation in the social
sciences' is extraordiharily difficult and largely remains to
be done. From the final*reports.of all projects, gt appears
evident that whatever the theoretical orientations, they

. -

» served as general rather than specific guides in the actual

117
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. giviné of services. TQ; theories'fhemselyes were_so loosely
construed that service providers could infer that whafever
their gfforts, they fell:within the overall theoretical frame-
wori. Consequently, the negative results of the experiments
‘do not constitute reasons for rejecting the theor?es; but

X épnverse1¥, had the projects beén successful, the ‘theories,

woild not have been validated. From these experiments we

- can draw no reason to prefer one theoretical orientation

.

over another.

g
LS4

C. Research Design -

hY

"The use of the classic eXperimental design, or'some
close variation of that design, is the feature‘linking these
projects together and giving\credibility to thei? findings.
But the very reliance upon this design can raise exceedingly
difficult procedural and ethical issues.

(1), The Issue of Prediction T

By définition, delinquency prevention services aim
- at moderating the rate at which antisocial acts get
« officially recorded. gui which acts are recJ;&ed by
which,officials? It is not altogéther clear which acts
are worthy .of the delinquent label. Most commonly con-
sidered delinquent are those yéuthful acts which gain
the official attention of the police and courts, and
which are not related to the problems of youthful
dependency (the clear need for basic child support and
sustenance) and perhaps incorrigibiliiy (a parent's

inability to exercise control over a child).‘ School - .

Vo '
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. misbehavior is less cleqr;cut:‘wEatiné candy and chewing
gum can lead Fo\diéﬁiplinary action being taken by school
officia1§, ﬁut by themselves ééarcely appear to be delin-
ﬁuent acts. On the other hand, vandélism, serious

fighting, and thefts at school, are as serious as acts

likely to be attended to by the police and COurfs, but

O

. . .
may come to the attention:of neither.

]

The dilemma in defining what is or is an a delin-

qQuent act poses a singular problem for delinquency pre-

vention :xperiments and perhaps all services claiming

to prevent delinquency. These experiments andlservices
rest on the assumption ihat it. is possible to predict
with cgnsiderable accuracy those“youths whoiin time will
acquire delinquency recards. How accurate have these
predictions been?. From tﬂe'available evidence as pro-
vided b} the experimenés, it is difficult‘to know,
'School\hisbehé;ior tends to be recorded more often than
thg misbehavior recorded in police files, which is not
surprising because'the surveillance of youths in school
is more intensive than of youths on the streets and )
because the'scﬂools tend to note infractionsQof school
rules which can be ﬁuite minor, as the eating candy
e;amplé points out. What is fairly clear, however, is
that if prédi;tion means designating those youths likely
to come to the attention of the police and courts,.ihen
the experiments were hot notably accurate. (The Youth

Consultation Service Project is exempt; it did not




claim to prevent community-based de11nquency and so d1q
ndt utilize police and court data.) \ oL

. In the two largest exper1ments, Cambr1dge Somerv111e
O, \ .

and the Youth Development Program, better than 1,000

syouths were evaluated. In a ‘nine- year period (1938- 46), o F %

' : “'slightly less than half (49 percent) of the’ Cambridge-
’ Somernille experimental and control subjectS'became |
\ known to the police. Similarly, in the Youtthevelopnentg
Program, 48 percent of the exper1mentals anﬁ 46 percent
ols acqu1red police records by age 16, Con-
" . sequently, in the two 1argest experiments every accurate
pred1ct1on was more than matched by a m1spred1ct10n,land
from- what evidence there is, it appears that the othg;
American experiments. may have fared no better. Mispre-
dictions pose no pafticular problems for conducting - e
research cast in the mold of the classic experimental
desién, nrovided that these miepredictions are evenly
distributed between experimental and control subjects as
they appear to have been.. But what the:delinquency pre-
‘vention experiments show is just how prevalent mispre- - ,}

dictions are.

\ Serious ethical and perhaps legal problems begin to
emerge if roughly half the youths likely to ﬁe-engaged
in a delinquency prevention service would never under
- any‘ciicumstances acquire police and court records. Is
it prejudicial and potentially harmful to those youths
who will not acquire séch’records to ‘become targets for ' :
127 N3
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"preventxon?" Furtherqgrgg as we shall see' in the d1s-
;" - . cwssion of ‘service deTiyery, de¢eptaon often was 'a dis-
- ‘\ t1nct1ve feature in the 1v1ng of exper1menta1 services.

i.( " Service de11verers were‘not cand1d in te111ng the. exper-

1menta1 subJects prec1sely y they.were the recib1en$s

i of serv1ce. . ’gw:”’ ‘ " ﬁ%g%fﬁﬁﬁz -
Lo ’ M1spred1ct1on when coup}ed Wlth decept1on,;%%h-
T ost1tutes a serious ‘indictment of the de11nouency ﬁreuenﬁ
T 4 - - . -
- tion enterprise. There.are no equ1va1ents to the 12,3 - R

~h

de11nQuency prevention exper1ments in the realm aof crime

SN Y

preventlon as that embraces an adult populatlon. Adults B
= .Without records but predlcted to commit cr1mes have not _ £
been targeted ior crime-preventing soc1a1 services, prob-

ably because the presumpt1on of gu11t befqre proof of

'cr1m1na1 behav1or represents a dangerous eros10n of

-

const1tut10na1 guarantees. It shbuld be remembered that

K

P el

the delinquenc§ prévention experiments were conducted o

L

% L -slightly prior to a time when the civil liberties of .
3 children were being seriously reconsideré% b& the court§'—”‘\

and legal profession. But in light of.current legal

opinion, it can be wondered if such experimentation would
now be vulnerable to legal action. ‘

- Finally, the ethical standards for conducting

: ) researckh have also undergone revision over the past

o . decade. Governmental funding of research often requires

a -

that subjects understand the intent of the experiments P
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' difficult to justify.

. in wh1ch they are to be engaged deceptron, except under
the most unusual c1rcumstances, becomes 1ncrea51ng1y '
Given the extension of legal
aafeguards to qhildren and the greater insistence upon
_fnll disclosure to experimental\énbjects, the viability
of future de11nquency preveﬁﬁfggrexperiments may be in
2

cons1derab1e doubt. . - . !

(2) The Issue of Alternate Research
Procedures and Designs: . .

.

. quency prevention exper1mentat1on have a future? - \
’ vt

“TASsuming fhaf‘fHéZSurrenf'léﬁaI'cdncern“ or the
rights of children and tiie standards for condu ting
research free from decept1on make the further use of

the classic exper1menta1 des1gn problematic, .does

lin-

haps. Usually the experimental design designated partic-

-ular individuals who were randomly divided 1nto experi-

mentals and controls. The'tracking of unsuspecting °

1nd1V1duals is what' is most ob;ect1onab1e’1n a legal and

There is an alternative to this prece-

L)

The careful matching of neighborhoods, communi-

ethical sense.

dent.

ties, and perhaps even towns and cities, and restricting '
an experimental aeryice to one neighborhood, commundty, J

"or town while withnoiding service to the matched counter- 7

| partlsuc§.; design may successfullylcoun%er opjections. §
In this instance, prediction and evaluation need not'

rely solely upon individuals. Instead, one factor in

A - o« i . .o . 7
“ S5 Tt s b e . - - ot i . . }




ﬁatéhing would Be'the delinquency rate for a neighbor- , .

; hood be1ng s1m11ar to the rate in another ne1ghborhood o

Tud.

-Bvaluatlons of service would compare over time the rate

.

of de11nquency in one neighborhood versWs‘the rate in a

c ea;n51§hborhood. Kt the outset of-the experiment,
no specific individuals need be "predicted", to become
de11nquent and clandest1ne1y followeo over t1me. The -
‘serv1ce de11Verers could prov1de serv1ces to whomever

tﬁey wished w1th1n the* target ne1ghborhood with the

’ - persons served never be1ng identified for evaluative
Ye B ;‘\ : -
. purposes. 81mp1y the overa11 rates of de11nquenty

o v
X

generated by the two neighborhoods would be compared in

- . order to assess service effectiveness.

i

If this modification of the classic experimental

" design appears reasonable, given current constraints, it

. also generates problems'fn its own right.. In a research

sensg, the adequateAnatching of neighborhoods and com-

-

mMunities is more difficult than matching individuals;

suspicions aboot the comparability of anything as amor-

phous as meighborhoods could never be altogether laid tc

rest, The amount of service input would undoubtedly have

: to be increased considerably becausé the relatively few

= ' treatment providers needed when matched individuals are

«
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neighborhoods or communities are matched and overall \,
v . Al

delinquehcy rates compared.' Flnally, it is 11ke1y that -

seryice prov1ders would not cease making predlctlons ' =

about children. Traditiomal social serv1ce§4heve been ' ~
> aimed at individuals and service groriders would probably

want their services directed toward children considered
. - > . * . '

: likely to acquire official delinquency records,

- . Lo . e : 3

» « In this régard, the history of the two experiments

5 P
ST T

)

which did modrfyythe classic experimental design by

ey

matching neighborhoods rathér than individuals is

“~ »

lﬁinstructive.' Both the Wircroft Youth ProJect and the

\

Ch1oago Youth Development Project designated neighbor-

R By
//

&

st
L}

\
loods as the targets for: serv1ces, but ir. e?ch instance

In

- . the serv;he prov1ders also,fotused upon sub-populations ) fﬁriv

of partlculer children within those nelghborhoods who

~ ¢ were cons1dered\;1ke1y to generate de11nquency records.

. - .
To refrain from making predictions and to provide ser- . o
. N _ : ,

., \\ M - -
_ -vices indiscriminately within the target area would be
. N ¢ ! -
asking much of treﬁtment)providers who desire success SEEN
- ‘ > , A
w - —.and therefore are und*rsf““dably disposed toward bring- :

o

o0 ) 1ng the1r services to the most 'appropriate" ohildren.

531 Nonethelees,'lt would. be possible to flood a neighbor-

hood with a kind of youth service believed to prevent
.?,

delinquencyi and without regard to individuals, to com-

. pare overall delinquency rates. The Wincroft Project

may have accomplished a kind of service flgoding within /

3 vs . 1

a particular neighborhood and this flooding may have been /

B




-

"success" as the ser-

This will be

as much a factor of that project's

V1ces directed toward 1nd1v1dual children.

L elabOrated further when. treatment is .discussed below.
. (',

\9“(3) The Issue of Using the Term "Delthuency Prevent1on"

¥
' :“‘A Of course the simplest.way to avoid the PTOEhJ}

\‘that mispredictions inflict upon del1nquency prevent1on

- proi!%ts and services would be to abandon the use of t:r

term "del1nquency preventlon" altogether. However wel
establ1shed the term in psycholog1cal, soclolog1cal, and -

- soc1al work nomenclature, habit born of history is‘'not
sufficient reason to persist in what may be at bottom

serionsiy prejndicial and libelous. If theqdelinquency

érevention experiments teach us anything, they demon-
faceted as delinquency. The family may Well be the

ground from wh1ch youthful antisocial behaV1or springs,
but it is the pol1ce and courts which detect the trans-

gressions and affix the label which certify to the fact.

family variables, as a good number of the- experiments
wh1ch favored the theoretlcal or1entatron of the Gluecks
and ego- psychology attempted to do, but would have to
assess as well the efficiency, beliefs, and tolerance
levels of police and courts. This says nothing about
the factors of chance and luck which have police at the

scenes of some youthful ‘episodes and not others. This

125
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strate how difficult it is to predict *something as multi-.

yb predict delinquency, one would not only have to assess .



cluster of factors no experiment fully took into aceount,

nor indeed could be expected to.: The many factors lead-

ing to citations in police and gourt records are too

complex and unstable in conbination to give hope. that

del% nquency pred1ct1on will ever approach be1ng a science.
The more recent research of those subscribing to,

soc1a1 1earn1ng theory and behaV1or modification techni-

-
ques often does not claim to prevent such a sequentially

\

remote outcome as delinquency. Instead the goals of

" service are 1nt1mate1y 1linked with the treatment tech-

niques s3 1mproved school behavior, family interaction,
and peer relationships are typically the goals of + .,
behaviorally oriented studies. Everyone inyolved usually- -

understands these are the goals;.deception is minimal.
Inprovement in these areas may Or may not be'signifi-
cantly related to what is eventually found in_police and
court records; enhanced school, family or peer relation-
ships have to be seen ‘as good in themseives, perhaps a
lesser good, but nonetheless des}rable. ‘Researchers,and
treatnent persons do not have to be;behaviorists in
order to have more modest goals. In those instances
when 1nd1V1dua1s are clearly targeted for an exper1-
mental service, the.behav1or1sts are _pointing the way

to a more- prudent and circumspect research protocol

that may have greater acceptab111ty in an age when a




child's rights are takeﬂ. ore seriously. The Youth

- \
Consultation Service is the one non-behavioral experi-

meat which had the no;:\;BBest goal of improving school

performance without particular regard for officially

defined delinquency. \ .

Treatment Providers

. - )

In tﬁe main, the direct treat ent providers in the ten
_’exper1ments were college- eda;ated with trained soc1a1 workers
belng most heavily represented. Three projects appear to"
\have used social workers exclusively (the Midcity, Youtha
—Consultation Service and Atlant1c Street Center Pro;ects)
‘Four prOJece;‘enployed a mix of\;reatment progiders: -New
infk'Ciiy Youth Board Validaeiea-Study, Cambridge-Somerville,_
Maxiﬁum Benefits. Project, and the Wincroft Youth Praject.

In these four eipefimenps, trained social workers figured
proerinently in the giaing of services, although,psycﬂblogists
and psychiatrists are ifi tlirée of the studies cited as treat-
. ment providers. The Wincroft Project is unique in taat a
large number of middle class volanteers assisted four social/
workers in the g;ving'of service. Cambridge-Some;ville's
treatment staff included a nurso:gnd severa1~unspec;fied
"youth workers." The Youth Development.Project used public
school teachers as del:verers of service. The Chicago Youth
Development PrOJect deliberately av01ded h1r1ng social workers

and teachers, preferring instead what is infer;ed to be per:

sons with bachelor degrees in seciology. This study is not




explicit on the backgrounds of its treatment providers, nor
is the_dpportunities for Youth Project which seems to have ’
used some 3chgoltehchers as well as "foremen" in puﬂaib
ﬁbusing projects as ‘treatment pfoviders. ' , -

' While it is not pggéible to render an actuai'count of
the number of direct treatment providers, men predominated
although women wefe ciearly invo;ve& in fouf’of the projects-

(Midcity, Youth Consultaiion, Cambridge-Somervilie, hnd\

- .

~ Maximum Benefits). Race and ethnicity of the treatment pro-

vidérs are not p§ssible to determine. K:
bN . \

N

Because no particular treatment orthoddx& can:be said "

.

o

to exist yithin any particu}ar academic discipline, it is
unsafe to assume that all sociallworkgrs, for ;}ample, wére
asimi}ar_in their work in all-experiments when employed as . y
treatment providers. ihose who conceptuaiized the experiments
tended to have academic disciplines similar to those of the
treatment providers.’~a;1y Midcity Project, concgived by an
’anthropologist, and the Cambridge-Somerville Project, con-
ce{vqﬁ by a medical doctor., represented academic backgrounds‘
not found in,thg treatm;nt providers of those projects. |

What the ultimate careers of the treatment providers may

.." have been is unknown. £ they should have mirrored the

v

careers of those who aevisea and oversaw the experiments,
'the treatment providers probably’did not continue on in the
délinquencf prevention field. It appears that however much
d:;inquency prevention may be an ongoing interest in academic
and somé official settings, at the level of implementafion it

-

is a disjointed and sporadic enterprise. i
128 ' s
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'E. Treatment Population

Ay

An accurate count of the total number of children
Jdnvolved in the ten_experiments is not possible. Several
experiments,_notably the Chicago Youth Development and
M1dc1ty PrOJects, provided 1ncon51stent counts, whereas
others, such as the Maximum Benefits ProJect were not .

spec1f1c enough to permit a count of the actual numbers

}nvolved. Nonetheless, what can be constructed from the

admittedly-limited data-is of interest:-

T

Three ﬁtojects, New York City Youth Board Validation

. Study, Cambridge-Somerville, and ﬁaximum Benefits Project,

Selected children eged twelve and under for study; ‘five _
projects, Youth Development,'Opportunities for Youth, ngth“
Consultation Seryices, Atlantic Street Cehter, and Wincroft
selected children thirtee; through fifteen; and two projects,
Chicago Youth‘gevelopment and Midcity selected chjldren from
early adolescence throqgh late adclescence, or children and
young adults ranging from: thirtéen to twenty-one. As indi-
cated under a discussion of theoretical orientetions (see '
above), the projects favqfiné a delinquency theory which had
eersonality development as the crucial factor were those
opt1ng for a younger population (from age five through approxx
imately th1rteen) PrOJectS empha§1z1né socio-economic fac-
tors in their theoretical orientations selected an vlder
bopulation (thirteen to twenty-one). ' .
Oply three projects engaged females, Maximum Benefits,

Midcity and Youth Consultation Service, with the latter being

L3
\J
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the sole project in which females comprised the total- study

v population. - The experiments weré overwhelmingly oriented

4

toward males; delinquency has long been a social phenomenon
* synonymous with young males. Also evident is the fact that .
serious délinquency is perceived as stubbornly rooted in
‘the lower class. All of the experiments reported their
services were himeQ at predominantly lower class youths,
meaning children coming from the homes of blue-collar workers
- and fublic welfare reqépients.’ ‘

The factors of sex and socio-economic ciass are expected;

what is more surprising is the exttnt to which delinquency
- prevention.experiments identified non-whites as needing pre-

L

ventive services. Counting both experimentals_and controls,
~ [

the total number of youths involved in the American experi-

ments exceeds 3,000. 12

(W1ncroft the Engllsh experiment, is
excluded because of the d1fferent societal and cultural con-
AT tgxt in which it took place.) Of the total, approximately
41 percent is'black, 3 percent ﬁuertq Rican,” and 55 percent
white and other. -
The Cambridée-Somentille Study represents a spegjél case,

being the one experiment conducted in the 1930's and 40's

~ Whereas 27 experimental subjects in that study are identified

~ . ] .
-

127his rough count is derived as follows: Cambridge-
Somerville, N=650; New York City Youth Board, Validation
Study, N=58; Maximum Benefits, N=179; Youth Development Pro-
ject, N-1094 Opportunities for Youth N=200; Youth Consulta-
tion Serv1ce, N=381; Midcity, N=327; Ch1cago Youth Developn-
ment, N=unknown; Seattle Atlantic Street Center, N=102;
Total N=2991+, .

’
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as ‘being black, two-thirds of the youths are identified as

%: )} coming frbm‘homes in wﬁich the parents are foreign born. In
\ short, this study engaged an atypical population, reflective
of a different era in American social history. Should-‘the
popﬁlation of the more recent American experiments‘be.studied
(that is, excluding Cambridge-sbmerville), the totél black
population exceeds 51 percent, Puérto Ricans are 4 perceﬁt}

" whil® whites and others‘fall to 44 percent. This is a con-_

servative estimate because the many youths served in the
:. | Chicago Youth Development Project are not added in; their
number is in doubt but they are known to be prodominatly
black. This is inferred from fhe assignment of service
— -~ providers in the Chicago project; five of the service pro-
viders were assigned to work in a black community; while only
two service providers were'detailed to a white community.
The experiments, then, focused predominantly upon males
between the ages of five and twenty-one, ‘with the model, exper -
«lmental subjects probably being in the tweIVe to-fifteen-year
range, who came from the lower socio-economic ¢class and who
were hon-white, if the Cambridge-Somerville subjects are
disregarded. In one sense, the American experiments were
similar in terms of selected youths. Pe:han;n(ﬂ% best wa}
to link the early Cambridge-Somerville experiment with the
later experiments is to view the youths selected as repre-
‘sentatives of recent mjgrants to urban areas, the foreign
born predominating before the Second World War, the blacks
and Puerto Ricans after. In this context, juvenile delin-
quency apnears as but. one facet of a social assimilation
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process. The treatment prov1ders whatever their theoretical
grlentatlons, can be-percelved as guides to a new society and
culture, attempting to instruct urban 1mm1grants in the
facceptable modes of child rearing and of adapting to new
instructions, such as the city school and employment situa-
tions. . N

Considering that none of the experiments was intimately
linked to any other, it is surprising how.consisteﬁtly the
American experimenters designate& similar populations as
targets for service. Here again the Wincroft Project uas
different. American service providers seemed to have worked
with children quite different from themselves, while the

~English experimenters selected children who were of the lower

class but otherw1se much 11ke themselves rac1a11y and ethnic-

“ally. It can be wondered if in the American popular mind
serious delinquency is in fact an attribute df youths who

are .distinctively "different."

E. Dimensions of Treutheht

(1) _Contact Time

The central independent variable in each of these
experiments was the provision of a treatment regimen
which was to retard or prevent delinquent behavior. Of

» primary importance, then, is an understanding of ‘the
ure of the tr ent iders jects
natur contact treatment prov and subje

were .able to establish. Contact can take two forms:

3
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One is the number of times treatment providers had
direct contact with the experimental .subjects and the
second is the number of tipes treatment providers had

\ -
contact with significant others on behalf of the sub-

‘jects. Contacts with or for experimental subjects con-

sume time, so that the amount of time taken up by these
contacts becomes the second vital dimension of the
treatment variable. ° These are only the quantitative
aspetts of treatment; the qualitative aspects are much
more difficult to define and assess but will be dis-
cussed below under Treatment Plan.

Because delinquent youths are not known to be sud-

den converts to normative behavior, it Was 1mp11c1t1y

2

assumed in these experiments that treatment must extend

over a considerable 9€/dod of time, .No de11nquency pre-
vention experlment took less than nine months to complete,

whereas the Cambr1dge-Somerv111e Project ran close to

ten-years.——Exposure—of-experimental subjects ondof — -
their significant others--family, peers, school officials,
etc.--to the variabie of treatment becomes the most sig-
nificant element in these experiments, for if treatment
was not given or givey in so few contacts and swall
amounts, then doubt is raised as to whether a meaningful
test had been conducted. ‘

Granting the importance of exposure to treatment

" providers, the most extraordinary fact which emerges

from a study of the experiments is that this altogether
A1
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crucial factor is so poorly documented. Furthernore,
where some documentation is pv;ilable, it is surprising
how insignificant was the degree of expgsure in many
instances, so insignificant that the efficacy of a
number of the experlments can be put into questlon. On
the other hand, two experlments did prov1de a preventlve
service in considerable amounts and neither achieved
é successful outcome. This is- to caution that ﬁhile
the provisiggﬁggﬁégg?tment in substantial amounts may be
necessary, it is not by itself sufficienE to insure a
desired outcome.

A Y
In the New York City Youth Board Validation Study

~

-éh@ the Opportunities for Youth Project, the discussion
of exposure to ‘service was in such vague terms that it
is \impossible to know how mahy of the subjects received
services in what amounts. The tre%tment providers in
the Chicago Youth Development P?oject were appa;ently
not required’fo keep systematic records, while the
researchers' periodic attempts to estimate the street
workers' contacts Qith or on behalf of youthful subjects
yielded contradictory and highly ques;ionablé results.

Similarly, an accurate count of the number of experimen-

tal subjects participating in the Mfdcity Project was

" not given. Midcity claimed that seven street gangs

comprised of 205 individuals were seen by treatment
providers 3.5 times per week over a perlod ranging from

ten to thlrty months. Because contact was explained

¢
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in terms of serv1celto street gangs and because the

- diverse individuals in these'gangs may or may not have
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been present when the treatment provider appeared, it

ey :\
~

cannot be inferred that 205 individuals were seen 3.5
.

times per week. ‘Street gangs are notoriously unstable

v

in their membership (Richards, 1960; Yablonsky, 1959:

7 z:_':: ity :ﬁ’. 3

e
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108-117), so that the number of contacts and amount of
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exposure is in considerable doubt in-the Midcity exper-
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iment.
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In three studies, treatment data are incomplete but
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o

*

do permit some inferences to be made. The Cambridge-
‘Somervi11e=Study &id‘not attempt to qﬁ;htify all treat-
‘ment in terms of numbers of contact, direct and indirect,
and the amounts of time these contacts consumed. But

c : the Cambridgf-Somerville treatment providers did keep

a record of treatment contacts duriné the, year 1940.

g Some of these contacts were with parents, school of-

i. ficials and others, but from available data, it cannot
-be determined.precisely when the treatment providers
§ ” were wogking,directly with the experimental sdbjects
and when indirectly. The averagé number of contacts
. per subject was 27.3, or approximately 2.3 per month;
- the time dimension was ndﬁ repofted. In the Maximum -
' " Benefits Project, lllléhbjects and their parents were
Teported to have been served an average of eleven months.

During this time, the average number of contacts per

subject was 4.5 and per parent 10.9, or lg¢ss than one




@‘interview per subject every two months and one interview
per parent every month. Altogether these contacts
average 1.4 contacts per month; the time &imeneioh was

+ not reported,,;The"Youth»gonsuitation Service exposed

» 189 subjects to treatment; 129 subjects were exposed for .

a three-year period and 60 for a two-year period. Sih-
teen percent of the subjects were reported to have had
fewer than five-tontacts, while 44 percent had more than
twenty. With no clear statement which .relates number of
céhtacts to length of;treatment, let it be generously
assumed that each of the 129 subjects expesed for three
years had 25 contacts. Subtracting school vacation

time (six months from the three years), there results

an average~of 93"tontactsmper month"ner-sub]ect“ """""
receiving the maximum amount of treatment. Again, the
time dimension is not illuminated (Berleman and Stein-

" burn, 1969:471-478). .

Should the estimates of the treatment variable in
thes4 three instances be toughly correct, the contact
with the experimental subjects was most modest.. While
no absolute demarcation exists which separates an
inadequate from an adequate level of contact, nohetneless
it can be wondered if from éiightly less than one to
elightly more than two treatment contacts per month
with or on behalf of experimental subjects constitutes

a level of treatment likely to impact delinquent

behavior.
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The teo-reqiiﬁihg American experiments, the Youth
Development endﬂseettle-Atlantic Street Center Projects,
appeae~to have'aqyxeved in a quantitative‘sense higher
levels of treatpeqti In the'Yodth Development Project,
experimental subjecﬁs:are reported to have had 96 two-
hour classroom sessi;ns. Tﬂe treatment classes met
five days a week and ran through one school year,
September to early May: Taking into account a reported
school absence rate of gix'per;ent, it is estimated
that each experimentg} sﬁbjeet was exposed to a treat;
ment provider 90 times (ibep% 181 hours) in a nine-
month period. Apparently, the Seattle Atlantic Street
Center Project was the oniy‘ekperiment which attempted
to keep an accurate count of coptacts and amount; of
time for the ent/re period subjects were exposed to
treatmentlprOV1ders. In the two-year experimental per-

iod, each shbject and his significanf others averaged

342'contacts, direct and_indirect, which consumed ap-
proximately 313 hours of time. In 41 percent of the
342 contacts the treatment provide?-and subject inter-
faced (141 contacts per subject), with these direct

contacts consuming'approximately 84 percent of treatment

'time (263 hours per subjeéct). In crude terms, this

&
amounted to a treatment provider being in direct contact

with a subject between five and six times a month with’

each contact lasting approximately an hour and three
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. _ L
-quarters. Indirect contacts were about eight per month

pe} subject, which- together lasted !‘ytief two hours.

; ' , _ Treatment in ‘the English experiment, the Wincroft
Project, was not so intensive as in the Youth Develop-
ment and Seattle Atlantic Street Center exgeriments, but
appreciasly more intensive than in the Cambridge- ‘
Someryville, Maximum Benefits, and Youth Consultation
Projects. On the average an experimental subject.was

kLl

N contacted by a treatment provider once in every ten days,

Al
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e
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. for a total of approximately 90 contacts in all.
' Indirect contacts were not scrupulously monitored, so i>
that no accurate picturé emerges of thi; dimension.

‘gimilarly, the time factor was not reported. A unique

aépgct of cdnééct was the extensive attention given not

only to the experimental subjects but to other youths

iﬂ\the Wincroft target area as well. Eventually over

600 youths were contacted, so that the face-to-face

contacts with experimental subjects amounted to only

}b percent. 6f the total number of contacts made.

It is pecpiiar that these tenyprojects which

® o selected the most riﬁorous resgd¥Ch means to evaluate

the effectiveness of their servites were in the main

so slipshod in monitoring and describing those very
services. The final reports of four of the experiments..
either do not discuss their treatment services in a

. I's )
quantitative sense or describe them in such an incomplete

and contradictory fashion that inferences cannot be
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.drawn. Mitigating someyhat this failure to depict the - ‘
most critical var1ab1e in these exper1ments is the fact

that in three 1nstances-0pportun1r1es for’\outh, Chicago -
Youth Development, and Midcity Projects—treatment took

place in the streets and open community and was adminis-
tered largely to groups aﬂd gangs. In such a context,
treatmeﬁt.servicea become extraordinarily difficult to
meniter with any accuracy; treatiment provijers make no
attempt to keep a minute-by-minute account of their

efforts but typically record ‘their 1nterv\st1ons at some

t1me after the fact.

More perplexing are those instances where treatment
was given in more circumscribed settings and often to
fewer persoens. The New York City Youth Board Validation
Study, the Maximum Benef1ts, Youth Consultat1on, and
Cambridge-Somerville PrOJectS\frequently gave serV1ces

either to fewer persons at any one time or in settings,

. N ]
such as clinics, schools, and homes, which were well

defined. Why the critical variable of treatment here
was not better reported is subject for conjecture.
Perhaps the treatment providers resisted keeping such

. information; Kandel and Williams (1964:109), in a study
of treatment providers engaged in psychiatric research
studies, concluded that treatmeﬁt providers were not
used to the systematic‘rigor required by research and
"ignore directions calling for uniform procedures. . ."

Possibly the informdtion was kept but the writers of -

"
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the finai reports either did not see fit to include
treatment data or could not readily use the data’as
recorded. The Cambridge-Somervilie treatment providers,
for example, generated 22,000 pages of single-spaced,
typewritten service records kept in prose form; such an
und1fferent1ated mass defies eonc1se, summative state-

ments regarding critical facets of the treatment enter-

providers consciously set about quantifying treatment
data at the onset of the exper1ment and by having
treatment providers consistently record types of con-

tacts and amounts of time on forms devised for computer

prise. Only the Seattle Atlantic Street Center treatment li.

process1ng, the d1mens1ons of treatment came forth with~
some olar1ty. Clearly, the general failure tc report
- } ~ \
. \
the most mundane facts about the treatment services given

constitutes one of the gravest shorto?mzngs of these

\
experiments, . //f ‘

(2) Treatment Plans ' ;f

’

Most of the experiments provrdgoltheoretical '
rationales elocidating delinqdent behavior which sérved
as backdrops to the'intervehtive treatment modes. Ih
execution, were these’treatmemt‘moqes consistent with
theoretical notioﬁs? A related question is: Just how
much did thege;perimental subjects undermtand of these
theoret;éal pos1t1ons and of the consequent purposes of
the/aréatment g1ven them? The latter question will be

ﬁ{s&ussed first:
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(a) The fssue.of Deception
>

-

One q)ldom-mentioned aspect of treatment pro- .
cedures’ was the concealment from experimental sub-

jects of the actual intent of those procedures.

Where the issue of deception is mentioned ir the

reports of the projects, it is apparent that uni-
formly—thekexﬁerimeptal subjects were’not told
ihitiallyewhy'they had been selected for special
at%en;ion. The Camb;idge-Somefiille Project con-
sidered it necesdary to select a large group of
"avéraggiﬂ gppjde}jnquentfboys in bide; to mask the

true intent of the experiment from the boys who

3
-Wwere .predicted to become delinquent. - The Youtk

¢ 4

- Development Project deliberately had the treatment

providers dissemble and initially provided the .same

instructional materials”in the experimental class-

rooms as was provided in the regular éiﬁssrooms

so that .the experimental subjects would not suspect
that- they were singled out for a special program.
The Wincroft treatment pro;iders were pointedly
evasive thfoughout. Some experiments, such as the
Youth Consultation Service and Opportunities'for
Youth, cloaked their fpecific concern about the
deviant character of ihe study populations sy
couching treatment services in overarching abstrac-
tiéhs, such as a concern for adjustment problems

common to all adolescents or a desire to provide

employment opportunities and the like. .
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No experiment reported that at the outset a
candid explanation of the true purpose of the e;per-
iment was provided the' selected youths and their
families, .or indeed, that they were the subj;cts
for experimentation of any sort. Wha£ appeared to
yé the hope of the exﬁerimentér§ was that once the
youthful subjects were ;ngaged_and their delinhuent
propensities becameiexpressgd-in sdhe forﬁ, then
the treatment prov}ders would'resﬁond in a helpfui
way. The.subjects may have iﬁferrgd from this

.

response what the tréatmenttprovider was there to
do, but seldom was éﬁis madé explicit in‘the early
stages of an experiment. An awkwardness pervaded
the giving of services in many of these projects
as if the mention of the experimenters' intent

would make potential subjects refuse the offer of

e e e

treatment services or work toward undesirable ser-
vice outcomes. Despite the deliberate ambiguity
surrounding their true nature, the experimental <

’

services were nonetheless surprisingly successful

_in initially.engaging subjects. If few explana-

]

ot . ) . . ”
tions were given, few penetrating questions appear
o .

to have been asked. *

As meﬁtioned previously (see Research Design
abové), evolving standards for conducting éxperi-
mental research now make deception extremely dif-

ficult to justify, and if federaf funding is
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involved, to enpldy. It is becoming agreed that

"human .subjects have an ethical and perhaps legal

right to know that they are objects of experimental
research and to be told what the purposé'of he
research is. Whether ~“he high degree of deception
so evident in thegé ten experiments could continue
to be practiced is doubtful. An intriguing question
goes without an answer: Would youths predicted to
become delinquent and the youths' parents knowingly

agree to become subjects in a delinquency prevention

hd -

experiment?

(b) Treatment Procedure R

The obviéus reason for using deception was the
experimenters' fear that youths‘'and families, yhicha
the brofessional literature had often described as
"ﬁard-to-regch," would not accept treatment services
if put in such a négative context as &elipqqeﬂbx
prevention. The fragile quaiity in the establish-
men; of ongoing relationships with the prospecgive;
experimen;al subject ‘was further emphasized by the
experimenters having few, if any, éoercive means

to insure that the youths would participate.’ Oniy

the Youth Development Project using public .school

-teachers as treitment providers and the school class-*

rooms as the place of treatment and the New York
’ $

City Youth Board Study using a child guidance clinic.

located in the school which the exper%mentaIS"'

'
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attended, could be said to have some implicit
authority that encouraged good attendance at the
treatment sessions: All otﬂer experiments h;d to
trust tgat their services, béing conducted in the
open gommunit;, were so intrénsically atEractivé
-and useful that the uncoerced subjects would will-
ingly tolerate the ministrations of the treatment
providers. Tﬁis appeared to bp a "éiven" in all

delinquency prevention experiments but two.

" Set against this reality were the theoretical

‘treatment rationales which suppése&ly gui&ed tﬁe
treatment' services (see Theoretical Operations
above). A palﬁable tension becomes evident in these
experiments where the reality factor, that is, the
experiménters' fear of losing youthfil, uncoerced
subjects, came into conflict with treatment pro-
cedures as dictated by theory. Most experiments
appeared to accede to the reality factor by will-
ingly modifying "ideal" treatment plans and proce-
dures when it was feared the experimental subj?cts
miéht withdraw. Or perhaps'more aécurately, most
experiments couched their theoretical rationales
in such encompassing terms, that whatever the
behavior of the‘treatment providers, it could be

¢ rationalized theoreticilly.
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Again, only the Youth Development Project had

Y

a thoroughly spelled-out treatment regimen in the
form of a éreconceived instructibnal'program admin-
istered by carefully selected schoolteachers; the
regimen was administered’as planned, so underwent
no major modification. In confrast,rthe Youth
Consultation Service revised its overall treatment
plan at least twice after first contact was made.'
The initial plaﬁ called for individualized casework
services in the ego-psychological mode, but within
a year tiiéﬂplan.yas dropped when subjects resisted
a service having an individual problem orientation.
Treatment was then given to groups of subjects;
groups}had the advantage of making problems appeaf,
more "universalg" ‘but groopg, comprised of undiffer-
ential subjects became unfocused. Undifferentiated
groups were in turn abandoned ;n favor of specialized
groups. None of these changes violated the underly-
ing theoretical rationale; it could be said that
all groups assisted in "ego building,' while only
"interview treatment groups," in which "neur;tic
problems" and parent-child-sibling relationships
were discussed, approached true "therapy."

It is interesting that while therapy consis-
tent with this project's theoretical stance occurred
with only a minority of the subjects, the experi-

ment was not terminated early. The Youth Consulta-

tion illustration is not atypical. Once started,
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the experiments were seen throuﬁg no matter what

>

the treatment revisions. Significant changes in
treatment plans werg‘evjdent in the Cambridge-
Somerville, Opportunities for Youth, Wincroft, andj
Chicago Yodth Development Projects. To a large
extent, then, the treatﬂ;nt services that ‘evolved

in these studies were also experimental in the

sense that yhey were not finely preconceived and
rigidly adhé}ed to. More important than any commit-
ment to a narrow theory of tieatmept was the desire
f% keep thé subjects engaged..

| Because'a‘good number of. subjects were engaged,
it is unfortunate that so little is known.about how
the} weré kept interested, If the more commonplace
facts about the treatment services were not ade-
quately described (seé Contact Time above), the very .
sqphistication of th? experimenters and tEFir under-
’standing of extant behavioral and social theory may
have stood in the way of a more objective accounting
of what did in fact transpire as the experiments
unfolded. What vignettes of. treatment we have--and
in this regard the Cambridge-Somerville, Chicago
Youth Development, and Wincroft Projects, all
reported in book length, are the most gengrous--
suggest that the treatment providers in these three
experiments attempied to be generally helpful to =~

their youthful subjecfs.\ This helpfulness was
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indiscriminateAand given as specific crisis situa-,
tions arose. Less alluded te and hence less under-
stood waé the ebility of treatment providers to
mustef‘attraEtive resohrces.which the lower class
subjects eagerly sought ‘and used. Riding‘about in

station Qagons, tickets to sporting events, camping

trips, all sorts of recreationalaactivitiesnthe

P4

power of such appealing activities to attract and
hold. the subjects was seldom discussed and never
_assessed. ThlS combination of being con51stent1y

helpful and prov1d1ng scarce recreational resources

gave the treatment prov1ders a certaln magnetlsm

which the subJects d1d not res{fﬁi\kgfdﬂhICh did

not alter their delinquent behavior either.

At bottom, these efforts seemed very much 1n
accord with Dr. Cabot's naive treatment assumptlons
which underlay the first experimeht, the Camﬁridge-.
Somerville Project. The subsequent development of
more’ sophisticated delinquency theory obliged suc-
ceeding experimenters to cast their actual efforts
in the framework of these theories, perhaps at the
cost of distorting er ignoring those treatment
activities—which the theories could not readily
accommodate or justify.' As nofed above, there was
also the tehdency on fhe part of the experimenters
to interpret their theoretical notions so broadly v

as to justify practically all of the behavior of
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the treatment providers. Nonetheless, that aspect

~

of treatment which may have been most appealing to _

the subjects, notably the aspect of recreation,

received surprisingly little elaboration,‘quite N

b4

possibly because recreation could ngt easily be:

.

rationalized in extant theories of treatment.

(3) Involvement

-~

A number of experihenters attempted 'to assess the o

»~

extent té which the subjects were meaning}ully involved ..

in the treatment programs. Their implicit assumption
. . . '

seemed to be that if subjects and their significant

others had committed themselves to the treatment regi- .. ~

mens, then the subjects got something useful from the

treatment providers. The fact that the objectively

assessed outcomes of the treatment were negative-Wincroft
possibly excepted-would raise questions about the effi-
cacy of the assumption regarding involvement. Nonethe-

»
less, it could be assumed that some subjects did better

o

than othefs, and that those who began to identify with

the aihs of the projects probably did better than those
subjects who did not get so involved. This would prove‘
impossible to verify. Only the Cambridge-Somerville

Project went to the trouble of matching eacﬁ experimental
subject with a control '"twin," so that the progress of.a ?9
particulaf individual could'be compared with that of a
non-treatment individual. In the other experiments,

delihquency scores as génerated” by the experimental "

L3
)
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-As defined above, involvement meant the assessment by

. group were compared with the‘group score generated by

the'controls. In this situation no exper1menta1 subject

‘was "anchored" to an external referent, and so it became

Ay

unclear how any one(experimental did. Simply because an
experimental s/Pject may have generated a low score dur-
1ng the life of the experiment did not necessarily

refrect the positive impact of treatment or degree of

.\involvement, for it could be plausibly assumed that this

particular individual may have generated a low score if

-

- i .

he had never been éxposed to or‘ﬂgcome involved in
P A

treatment,

-Involvement can also be seen in several other ways,

‘treatment proriders'pf the subjects' wholehearted par~

ticipation in the treatment regimen. Some projects noted |

other kinds of involvement. At least one project ob-

“

served that some subjects intensively utilized the

"Tesources made available through the experiment, and

in this sense were‘intensively "involved," but shunned,
?n-the trcatment providers! estimations; the actual aim
of the experiment: the modification of manifest delin:
quent behavior. And involvement could mean “simply find-
ing treatment regimens that were sufficiently attractive

to keep the subjects' interest. Here, involvement meant

"nothing more than having activities which at least kept

the subjects exposed to the treatment providers. This

latter sense of involvement seems to be what was most




often described although this meaning generally got
inextricably mingled with involvement defined as a
subject's degree of commitment to progranmatlc aims.

ln three projects, Cambridge-Somerville, Wincroft,
and Youth Consultation, the treatnent providers were
asked at some point to rate the involvement of the sub-
Jjects in the treatment programs. .In 1940, the Cambridge;
Somerville treatment providers rated only 22 of 322 sub-
jects (7 percent)  as overtly resistant,to treatment; an

addltional 48 subjects (15 percent) were seen as needin}

the treatment provider. Wincroft treatment providers‘
said that 14 out of the 54 experimental subjects (26
perqent) were m1n1mally involved, but’' which of these
were unlnvolved through personal or provzder ch01ce is
not made clear. Youth Consultatlon treatment provlders
found that subject 1nvolvement varied with treatment
regimen. Apbrdximately halt of the first cohort of 47
subjects who received individualized casework were

seen -as uninvolved. The switch to group services pro-

duced better Tesults; of 127 subJects ‘rated, 51 subJects

(40 percent) were very involved in group. treatment, 51

s

subjects (40 percent) were involved some or little, while
! 25 subjects (20 percent) were hardly or not at all in-
volved. In these three experiments between 20 percent

‘and 60 percent of the subjects were minimally involved
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in the sense of being enthusiastically attracted to the

treatment regimens.

Youth Cousultation's experience with individuelized
casework -services appears duplicated in the Maximum bene- °
fit Study, which assessed the majority of families N
selected for treatment as "uncooperatiVe," and the New
York Clty Youth Board Study, which found the parents of
‘the most d1sturbed subjects to be unreachable It ap-:
pears that where individual treatment or casework

-

having an ego-psychological orientation was employed,

§ﬁ656€t§“§ﬁ3”tﬁéir,sigﬁ{fiéant others were resistant.

This underscores the frequently notedﬂimpasse created
when tpéatment'provider? who belieue they have a viable
.remedy meet subjects who réfuse to submit to those pro-
viders. Cambridge-Somerville appears ae&the one project
which indivioualized.subjects without courting their
alienation, but in this instance, individualized treat-
ment was not necessarily in the ego-psychological mode .
Group-oriented treatuent proérams\were better
received and involvement, in the simple sense of being
_attractive to subjects, was much higher. Midcity and
Ch1cago Youth Development: accepted’establ1shed adoles-
cent peer groups as g;ven, and attempted to redirect the
activities of fr1endsh1p groups. Seattle Atlantic Street
Center, Wincroft, Youth Consultation Service, and the - N

/

Youth Development Projects recognized the attraction of
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peer Broups, but. attempfed to structure groups deliber-
ately @n order to‘maximize\treatmént impact. Particu-
larly where ‘recreation was a part of the treatment 5
regimen and made available to groups, involvement ap-
peared to be high. If subjects resisted casework,’
they may have ignored or redirected treatment aims when
groups and recreations were utilized. The Chicago
Youth Development Project noted that often the highest
hsers of.group and recreational resources were subjects
who had no apparent comm1tment to personal change. This
is a variation of the impasse noted ear11er these ‘sub-
jects were willing to be in high proximity to treatment

providers because of the ‘resources available but were

indifferent, and perhaps scornful, of treatment dims

_the providers tried to hold forth.

(4) The Wincroft Youth Project

With the Wincroft Project the sole delinquency pre-
vention experiment ciaiming some significant success, it
must be asked how in a tréatment sense ggg§ project dif-
fered from the others. Wincroft employed an altogether
uﬁique treatment stretagem 'which, unfortunately, was
little discussed in the final report and so is not al-
together understood. While the preject designated 54
experimental subjects, the experimenters saw the adoles-
cent youths in the Wincroft area as all worthy of atten-

tion, some because they were the peers of the experimen-

tals and others because they one way or another may have
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had influence, however remote, tmon the experimentals,
, The treatment that evolved émohntéd to nothing less than
attempting to manage a significant amount of the spare
rt‘ime activities of youths in a lower class neighborhood.
Wincroft is the only project to use volunteers to assist -
in treatmeht, and over the lifé of the project organized f .
and trained -better than 150 adult volunteérs who brought . -
service éo approximately 600 youths. Direct services
to the experiménf@ls amounte& to onl? about 30 percent
-of the total treatment effort. On any particular night
in Wincfoft, at least s:xpral project-sponsored youth ‘
- »groups were 'meeting. This was a compreh&nsive community

rd .
treatment effort which -no other experiment matched.

Also notable in the English experiment was the lacxk

L)

"ot concern about school achievemen and ‘employment pros-
ﬁ%cts. While school performance and attendance obsessed:
Anmier1ican treatment providers,‘their English counterparts
were less invésted in these aims because working and
lower class English youths were neither required nor
often expected to attend ;chpol beyand the fifteenth
year. Furthermore, when school ended there appeared
available a source of lcw-paying, low-skilled jobs which
the Winc?oft youths moved into and dut of some facility.
Employment for young American school dropouts, by con-
t4§st, was generally not available and so posed a problem

treatment providers could not satisfactorily address,

¢
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and as in the Ch1cago Youth Development P”uJeLt amounted
to a bitter failure. With school failure and lack of
employment less crucial in thq Engliéh scene, the English
;reatment providers were free to concentrate on what

they cou.ld"probably ﬂbest.-counsel, reconcile, facili-
tate, and unabashedly piovide recreation.

Finally, ‘the English stbjects were unlike the
treatment p%oyiders, including the volunteers, in seeial
‘class affiliation--the subjects were lower class, the_
providers'all middle class--but<in most other respects
~subjects and providers Qexe culturally similar. With
so many of the. American subjects being lower class
blacks and Puerto Ricans and the treatment providers
being apparently white ;nd middle class, the cultural
and societal gulf appeared more difficult to bridge.

The Chicago Youth Development Project found the adjacent
white community openly hostile to the project's work with
black subjects. When in addition t~ del?nquency, Ameri-

can treatment providers had to address a range of educa-

tional, employment, racial, and cultural problems, their

» . FE - b e o e

task was formidable indeed.

] . J

G. Findings

No further elaboration of the findings will be made here.
Having been much alluded to throughout and with the research
procedures assessed in a previous section, the findings need

no further discussion.




H. Recommendations

At the1r elose, some experimenters, ref1ect1ng upon
‘their lack of success, advanced recommendations for future
- courses"of action. Seen together these recommendations
- do not converge toward a particular po1nt of view, so no

consensus emerges from the various unsuccessful efforts.

’

|~ Some recommendations were quite modest; the Youth Developmer*
Project, for example recommended that more sensitive ways be
‘developed to measure possible treatment impact so that- an

almost-total reliance-upon-such-"erude" measures—as, school - -

and policelfiles could be augmented. Somé Teco ndations
. appear contradictory. The Youth Consultation Project found
1 that attempting to work with youths before a clear antisocial,
behavioral configuration developed made treatment vague and

5

. unfocused, the implication being that older children with
tangible problems might make ‘better subjects. On.the;other-

< hand, one of the Chicago Youth bevelopment Project's recom-
mend%t1ons was to work w1th ‘Younger ch11dren‘h€2ause their
exper1ence working with older adolescents who had been
through the juvenile justice systems showed-such adolescents
to be hardened and resistant to change. Only the New York
Citf Youth'Board Glueck Validation Project recommended reach-
ing down to pre-kindergarten children in order to help in the
socialization of vulnerable children and to prevent delin-

quency. d : .

A recomméndation shared by Cambridge-Somerville and the

Youth Consultation Sefvice was one which said the prevention

5
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of delinquency should not be the primary aim of treatment
- given lower class childreﬁ. For these children concrete
services ;nd counseling were .justified in their own right.
"Thé Maximum Benefits Project, however, wgald give legal .
power to the pre&enters of delinquency; it was recommended
that unsocialized families be mandatorily made to livg in a
"therapeutic sub-community'. or "family hoséital" where norma-
tive qhild-reafing skills had to be learned and practiced.
Three projecfs éalled for environmental change if delin-

.-quency. was_to. be _prevented. Atlantic Street Center, Youth
Consultation Service, and Chicago Youth Development‘all nofgd‘
the sheer weight of negatiwe factors which impinée upon

ghetto and lower class life, anﬁ which make the. individual
efforts of well-mea;ing treatment providers seém insignifi-

cant. .More legitimate opportunigies for aldenated yvouth to

find ;mployment, familf income guar;ntees,and the'like ap- - ‘ .
peared to be what these experimenters considered necessary N
" before individual ang group g&eatment could be successful in

preventing delinquency. - . . .-

I. - Conclusion

The ten experiﬁénts reviewed here probably reprgsent our
best efforts to date to prevent delinquency. The dedication
- of thé project personnel‘in each of these ;xperiments~was
evident; the very nature of the experimental design wéuld

) . . v 0
have prompted the best efforts of the treatment providers.
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The rigor and honesty with which each experiment was evaluated, °

-

L3

. ' s, . . Pys s
and the convergence of the evidence in a negative direction

<
leaves little room to dpubt that as yet we do not know how to

prevent delinqdency. The hope is that this review and anal&-

sis may seTye others who wish to build upon what is known as

they continue “to address

‘e
P

thg'p}oblem.

’
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