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CLIENTS, SERVICES, AND PROGRAM OUTCOMES
. INTRODUCTION

The replications of Project New Pride were funded by the Special Emphasis
Division at OJIDP for varying lengths of time. The initial grant to all ten sites
was two years in duration. Thereafter, individual projects had to meet certain
standards of project organization and provide service to an adequate number of
clients if they were to qualify for third-year continuation awards. Seven were
provided subsidies in the third year. By the fourth year of the Replication
Prograrn the number of sites was further reduced by three, and only four sites

continued to provide services.

Although funding of the action projects began in March, 1980, the sites
needed some time before their full contingent of staff was hired and the New
Pride program components could be implemented. Most sites were building their
programs from scratch and had to begin their start-up period with the most basic
task of sccuring a facility. Despite such preparatory work, three sites accepted
their first clients in June, one in July, four in August, and one in September. The
Camden program had already been providing some New Pride types of services
prior to the New Pride grant, so its start-up was much simpler. Table | shows
the number and proportion of clients admitted to each project during each of the

three funding years.

While the number of clients officially admitted to the program during the
entire four years of the initiative was 1,355, the data presented in this study
cover only those admitted in the first 34 months. The availability of adequate
time to follow up the official reoffense records of project youth was the major

consideration in determining the population targeted by this report.

Between their start-up and January 1, 1983, the ten New Pride programs
admitted a total of 1,167 clients. As shown in Table 1, the number of clients
admitted during this time span ranged from a low of 47 at Boston to a high of
175 at Camden.
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Three New Pride programs — Boston, Georgetown, and Los Angeles ~closed
prematurely, before the three-year funding period had ended. Both Boston and
Georgetown édmitted their last clients in July, 1931, and Los Angeles took in no
new clients after September, 1981. Kansas City began to wind-down early in
1982, and admitted only fcur clients after March. They did not stop their
program officially, however, until the end of the third-year funding cycle in
March, 1983.

Due to early closure and incomplete data entered into the Management
Information System's data base, the Boston, Georgetown, and Los Angeles clients
are only partially represented in the following client statistics, especially the
Georgetown clients. At this site the only relatively complete data are client
demographic data. In addition, there is a lirmited amount of school, employment,
and offense data and a few test scores from the diagnostic testing process. No
termination, service delivery, or IISP data were entered in Georgetown so we
have no information on how long clients stayed in the project, what objectives
were set for them, what services they received, or why they were terminated.
Data collected from Boston and Los Angeles are far more complete, yet still not

as complete as those from the other seven projects.



CLIENT PROFILES

At all ten sites, basic demographic characteristics of each New Pride
client were collected at the time of intake. These data give us a picture of the

types of clients served by the New Pride programs.

Sex

The overwhelming majority, 92 percent, of the New Pride clients were
male, ranging from 100 percent in Chicago to 84.5 percent at San Francisco,
where there were 24 female clients (see Table 2). This sex ratio is not unusual
since serious juvenile offenders, like adult felons, are predominantly male
(BJIS:33).

Ethnicity

Twenty-eight percent of all the youth served by New Pride replication
projects were white and 72 percent were minority group members. Of the latter,
53 percent were black and 15 percent were Hispanic. Less than one percent of
the clients were American Indian or Asian. The "other" category constitutes
three percent of the total, and includes some Portuguese and Jamaican youth as

well as some clients from other less common ethnic groups (see Table 3).

The ethnic distribution among individual sites varies widely. Only at
Kansas City did whites constitute the majority. Five sites had a, majority of
black clients, with very high majorities at Boston and Georgetown; at the latter
project, only one client was not black. All three California sites had more
Hispanic than white youth. At Los Angeles, over three-fourths of the clients

were Hispanic.
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Table 1

Clients By Site By Year

1980 1981 1982 Total
Site N % N % N % Clients
Boston | 23 48.9 24 51.1 0 - 47
Camden 40 22.9 97 55.4 38 21.7 175
Chicago 13 9.2 71 50.0 58 40.8 142
Fresno 32 24.2 51 38.6 49 37.1 132
Georgetown 14 18.9 60 8l.1 0 - 74
Kansas City 19 16.7 77 67.5 18 15.8 114
Los’Angeles 16 27.6 42 72.4 0o - 58
Pensacola 41 27.2 78 51.7 32 21.2 151
Providence 19 16.0 57 47.9 43 36.1 119
San Francisco 51 32.9 52 33.6 52 33.6 155
Total 268 23.0% 609 52.2% 290 26.9% 1,167
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Table 2

Clients By Site By Sex

Male Female Total
Site N % N % Clients

Boston 44 93.6 3 6.4 47
Camden 162 92.6 13 7.4 175
Chicago 142 100.0 0 - 142
Fresno 120 90.9 12 9.1 132
Georgetown 73 98.6 1 1.4 74
Kansas City 108 94.7 6 5.3 114
Los Angeles 54 93.1 4 6.9 58
Pensacola 137 90.7 14 9.3 151
Providence 102 85.7 17 14.3 119
San Francisco 131 84.5 24 15.5 155
Total 1,073 91.9% 9%  8.1% 1,17
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Table 3

Clients by Site by Ethnicity

Black White Hispanic  Amerlndian Asian Other Total
Site N % N % N % N % N % N % Clients
Boston 40 85.1 3 6.4 2 4.3 0 - 0 - 2 4.3 47
Camden 79 45.1 75 42.9 21 12.0 0o - G - 0o - 175
Chicago 83 62.0 3% 23.9 15 10.6 1 0.7 1 0.7 3 2.1 142
Fresno 54 40.9 25 18.9 51 38.6 2 1.5 0 - 0 - 132
Georgetown 73 98.6 0 - o - 0 - 0 - 1 1.4 74
Kansas City 43 42.1 59 51.8 7 6.1 0 - 2 - 0 - 114
Los Angeles 9 15.5 4 6.9 44 75.9 0 - 1 1.7 0 - 58
Pensacola 20 59.6 61 40.4 0 - 0o - 0 - 0 - 151
Providence 44 37.0 57 47.9 7 5.9 P 0.8 0 - 10 8.4 119
San Francisco 98 63.2 9 5.8 27 17.4 3 1.9 2 1.3 16 10.3 155
Total 623 53.4% 327 28.0% 174 14.9% 7 0.6% & 0.3% 32 2.7% 1,167




Age

New Pride's eligibility criteria set age guidelines for clients of between 14
and 17 years old and 95.3 percent of all clients were within the appropriate age
range for the program's target population. The replication projects also
accepted a few youth who were 12, 13, or 18; yet these comprise only
4.7 percent of the total.

Sixteen was the modal age at intake, and included one-third of all clients.
The average age for all clients at the time of admission into New Pride was 16.3.
The average age at intake was quite similar at the individual sites, ranging from
a low of 15.9 at Chicago to a high of 16.6 at Los Angeles (see Table &4).

Grade-Level

Upon admission to New Pride, the largest proportion of youth with
recorded grade-levels, 34.3 percent, were in the ninth grade (see Table 5). The
average grade-level at the individual sites ranged from a low of 8.4 at
Georgetown to a high of 9.8 at Los Angeles (see Table 6). This range of close to
one and one-half grade-levels at the different sites is substantially greater than
that of client ages, where the difference between the two extremes is only
0.7 years. Interestingly, in many instances the relative average grade-level at a
specific site does not correspond to the relative average age. For example,
"Georgetown clients, who had the lowest average grade-level, were not the
youngest group but rank fourth oldest among the ten programs. Providence
clients had the second lowest average grade-level at intake but were the second

oldest group.

The correlation of age at intake with grade-level at intake shows this
discrepancy across sites. Typically, for every year of increase in age, students
are supposed to achieve a year in grade-level. Thus, ideally one would expect.
age and grade-level in school to be almost perfectly correlated. For every

increase in age one would expect a one-year increase in grade. If students fail
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Table 4

Clients by Age at lntakel
. Total
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 Number of Average

Site % N % N % N % N % N % N % Clients Age
Boston - 1 24 5 10.6 13 27.7 19 40.4 9 19.1 0 - 47 16.2
Camden - 5 2.9 7 4.0 41 23.4 54 30.9 61 349 7 4.0 175 16.5
Chicago - 3 2.1 22 15.5 48 33.8 54 38.0 15 l10.6 0o - 142 15.9
Fresno - 4 3.0 24 18.2 32 24.2 43 32.6 29 22.0 0 - 132 16.0
Georgetown - 1 1.4 7 9.5 20 27.0 25 33.8 20 27.0 I 1.4 74 16.3
Kansas City 0.9 20 1.8 6 5.3 2% 24.8 33 29.2 34" 30.1 9 8.0 1132 16.5
Los Angeles - 0 - 3 5.2 12 24.1 18 31.0 21 36.2 2 3.4 58 16.6
Pensacola - 9 6.0 20 13.2 36 23.8 46 30.5 39 25.8 1 0.7 151 16.1
Providence - 2 1.7 6 5.0 26 2i.8 38 31.9 4% 37.0 3 2.5 119 16.6
San Francisco - 2 1.3 18 11.6 42 27.1 49 31.6 42 27.1 2 1.3 155 16.2
Total 0.1% 29 2.5% 118 10.1% 300 25.7% 379 32.5% 314 26.9% 25 2.1% 1,1662 16.3 years
1 Ageis age at time of admission into New Pride and is calculated in the number of weeks between birth-date and case-action-

date divided by 52.179.

2 One Kansas City client had a missing birth-dats.
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Table 5

Clients by Grade-Level at Intake

Grade Level Clients Percent
2 1 .1
4 2 .2
6 18 1.9
7 95 10.2
8 173 18.5
9 321 34.3
10 237 25.3
11 67 7.2
12 15 1.6
Ungraded 6 0.6
Total 935 | 100.0%

1 Missing Data = 232.




Table 6

Average Grade Level at Intake by Site

Site Average Grade Level Clients
Boston 8.5 44
. Camden 8.6 109
Chicago 8.8 130
Fresno 9.3 129
Georgetown 8.4 64
Kansas City 9.6 74
Los Angeles 9.8 34
Pensacola 8.9 133
Providence 8.5 76
San Francisco 9.5 136
Total 9.0 929
1 Six clients from ungraded school programs are not included here, and

these data are missing for 232 clients.




to achieve as expected here, the correlation would be less than perfect. For
New Pride clients the relationship between age and grade-level is far from
perfectl. It is significantly related to grade-level, but not to the extent that it
should be. Obviously, many New Pride clients have not progressed as expected
through school. In fact, on the average, for every year of increase in age, New
Pride clients progress only .612 years in grade level, far below that typically
expected.

Social Class

Tables 7 and & show the respective educational izvels of clients' mothers
and fathers crosstabulated by ethnicity. While this information is missing or
inappropriate (the parent may have died) for 10.6 percent of the mothers,
34.3 percent, or over one-third of the fathers fall into this category. The

proportion is highest for black fathers, where it is 41.8 percent.

Of parents for whom there is information on this variable, a majority of
both parents — 58 percent of the mothers and 59 percent of the fathers — did not
complete a high school education. Census statistics report that in 1979,
32 percent of all adults in the country had not completed high school.2 New

Pride parents, then, are substantially less educated than the national population.

As well as being undereducated, the parents of New Pride clients are
underemployed. Of those for whom employment data are appropriate, just
52 percent of the fathers or male heads of household were employed full-time
(see Tables 9 and 10). Forty-three percent were unemployed entirely. Mothers

were employed full-time in 34 percent of the cases and unemployed in

1 r=.5183, N = 929, t = 18.45, p<.0001

2 All comparative figures are derived from "USA Statistics in Brief
1980," U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
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Table 7

Mothers' Education by Ethnicity

Eighth Some High Post-High

Grade or High School School Missing/

Less School Graduate Education Inappropriate
Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N
Black 65 15.7 151 36.6 106 25.7 91 22.0 (42)
White 40 15.0 112 42.1 73 29.3 36 13.5 (28)
Hispanic 47 36.2 55 42.3 21 16.2 7 5.4 (23)
Other! 9 31.0 8 27.6 5 17.2 7 24.1 (6)
Total 161 19.2% 326 38.9% 210 25.1% 14] 16.8% (99)
1 In this and Tables &, 9, 10, and 1, "other" includes American-Indian

(6), Asian (3), and other less common ethnic groups (26).
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Table 8

Fathers' Education by Ethnicity

Eighth Some - High Post-High
" Grade or High School School Missing/
Less School - Graduate Education Inappropriate
Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N
Black 6l 23.0 101 38.1 61 23.0 42 15.8 (190)
White 40 17.7 71 31.4 66 29.2 49 21.7 (68)
Hispanic 39 37.5 41 39.4 15 14.4 9 8.7 (49)
Other 8 38.1 5 23.8 7 33.3 I 4.3 (14)
Total 148 24.0% 218 35.4% 149 24.2% 101 16.4% (321)
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Table 9

Mothers' Employment Status by Ethnicity

Missing/
Part-Time Full-Time Unemployed Inappropriate
Ethnicity . N % N % N % N
Black 53 12.0 lay  32.7 243  55.2 (15)
White 33 11.8 102 36.4 45  51.8 (14)
Hispanic 11 7.3 39 26.0 100 66.7 (3)
Other 2 5.9 19 55.9 13 38.2 (1)
Total 99  11.0% 304 33.6% 50 55.4% (33)
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Fathers' Employment Status by Ethnicity

Table 10

Missing/
Part-Time Full-Time Unemployed Inappropriate
Ethnicity N % N % N % N

Black 18 5.9 134 43.6 155 50.5 (148)
White 10 4.1 154  63.6 78  32.2 (52)
Hispanic 3 2.5 57 47.5 60 50.0 (33)
Other 1 4.0 16  64.0 8 32.0 (10)
Total 32 4.6% 361 52.0% 301 43.4% (243)
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55 percent. Based on the total group for whom we have data (1,598 mothers and
fathers), the overall unemployment rate for parents of New Pride youth is

50 percent. Another eight percent were employed only part-time.

When these unemployment figﬁres are broken down by ethnicity, racial
differences appear. Hispanic and black parents have the highest rates of
unemployment, 59 and 53 percent respectively. Hispanic mothers have the
highest proportion of unemployment; in this group, two-thirds of those for whom

we have data were unemployed.

Considering their low educational level and employment rates, it is not
surprising that a high proportion of the New Pride clients come from families at
or below the poverty level. Of those families for whom we have data, 64 percent
had a yearly income of less than $10,000. Twenty-two percent of these families
had an income of less than $5,000. Given that most of these families had five
persons in their household (the mean number of persons per family was 4.9), it is

clear that most clients were living in poverty.

As with the previous figures, there are strong ethnic differences in family
income level. Black families have the highest proportion of incomes below
$10,000 — 76 percent. Sixty-nine percent of the Hispanic families fall into this
category. Only 43 percent of the white families have incomes of less than
$10,000.

Forty-four percent of the famiiies of New Pride clients received public
assistance (AFDC or welfare). While only 25 percent of the white families
received this aid, the figures rise to 54 percent for black families and 56 percent

for Hispanic families.

Close to half of the families of clients rent private housing, while
38 percent own their homes and 14 percent live in public housing (see Table 11).
Nationally in 1978, 65 percent of all occupied housing units were owned and
35 percent were rented. If we consider public housing as rental units, the
national figures are nearly reversed for New Pride families.
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Table 11

Family Residence by Ethnicity

Private Public
Own Home Rental Housing
Ethnicity N % N % N % Total
" Black 135  30.4 214 48.2 95 21.4 4uy
White 159  54.8 116 40.0 15 5.2 290
Hispanic G4 28.9 92 60.5 16 10.5 152
Other 14 40.0 17 u48.6 4 11.4 35
Total 352 38.2% 439 47.7% 130 14.19% 921




Again, ethnic differences in these statistics show that far more white
families (55 percent) own their homes than do blacks (30 percent) or Hispanics
(29 percent) and fewer white families live in public housing than do families from

the other racial groups.

Family History

The most common living arrangement for New Pride youth was in a single-
parent family with their mother. Forty-eight percent were in this category at
the time they entered the program. Only a small proportion (4 percent) were
living with their father as the single parenf. This brings the total who were

living in single-parent homes to 51 percent (599 youths) of all clients.

Twenty-four percent, or less than half the number of those who were living
with a single parent, were living with both parents. An additional 1l percent
were living with one natural parent and either a step-parent or a "significant
other" to that parent (see Table 12).

There was a large amount of residential mobility among New Pride youth.
Of those clients who completed a survey at intake, 13 percent were not living
with the same people they had been living with two months before. This survey
asked clients about the length of time they had been living at their present
residence. Twenty-eight percent responded that they had lived there for one
year or less. Forty-two percent said they remembered their family having

moved four or more times.

For most of the young people in the New Pride program, the relationship
with their mother is their primary tie. Forty-five percent of the clients were
raised by their mother alone until they were 12 years old. Another eight percent
were raised by their mother and stepfather or other adult. Only 37 percent of

the youth were raised by both parents up to the age of 12.




Table 12

Clients By Living Arrangement

Living Arrangement Clients Percent
Mother and Father 275 23‘ 6%
Mother Only 555 47.6
Father Only 4y 3.8
Mother and Stepfather &4 7.2
Father and Stepmother 17 1.5
Mother and Other 29 2.5
Father and Other 4 0.3
Relatives 84 7.2
Friends 3 0.3
Independent 5 O.4
Foster Home 15 1.3
Group Home 15 1.3
Other 16 1.4
Missing Data 21 1.8
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Seventy-seven percent of all clients who responded said that their earlier
relationship with their mother or female head of household had been a good one.
Less than five percent said it had been a bad relationship. When asked about
their present relationship with their mother or female head of household, nearly
as many — 75 percent —reported that it was still good. The proportion of clients
who indicated that it was a bad relationship remained the same. That this
relationship continued to be positive despite the throes of adolescence and the
additional stresses of delinquent behavior attests to its importance in the lives of

these young people.

The relationships New Pride clients have with their fathers are not as close
or as positive, however. Less than 39 percent of the fathers took an active role
in raising their children up to the age of 12. When asked how they got along with
their father (or male head of household) when they were growing up, 49 percent
of those who replied said the relationship had been good, 10 percent said it had
been bad, and 20 percent indicated there had been no male head of household.
When asked how that relationship was at present, 43 percent said it was good,
12 percent that it was bad, and 26 percent that there was no male head of
household.

Since the mother plays the primary parental role for most New Pride
clients, it is not surprising that she (or the female head of household) is the one
who most often disciplines the children. This was the case for 61 percent of the
youth who responded to this question. Only 20 percent said that their father (or

male adult) disciplined them more frequently.

These familes are also marked by some degree of violence and substance
abuse. Close to a third of the clients who responded said that they were
disciplined physically by members of their family. There appears to be a high
incidence of drug or alcohol abuse in the families of clients, for 31 percent of
the clients reported that a member of their family had a drug or alcohol

problem.
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Work History

According to a survey administered at intake, 86 percent of all clients who
entered the program were unemployed at the time they were admitted into New
Pride. This survey also indicates that 68 percent of the clients had not had a job
within the last six months that lasted for at least two weeks. Table 13 shows
these employment figures for clients by their age at intake. It is clear that more
older youth were employed, yet the differences among the age groups are not as
great as one might expect. While 91 percent of the 12, 13, and 14 year olds were
unemployed at intake, 79 percent of the 17 and 18 year olds were unemployed.
The differences among the age groups are somewhat greater when looking at the
six-month period prece ding intake. Eighty percent of the youngest group had no
job which lasted longer than two weeks during this period, while 61 percent of

the oldest group were unemployed during this time.

Presenting Offense at Intake

Chief among the New Pride eligibility criteria were the following

requirements (as revised in February, 1981):

I Clients must have "documented judicial determination of
involvement (guilt) in two previous criminal events
regardless of whether there has been an entry of
adjudication or a finding of guilt, and

2. are under court supervision subsequent to an adjudication
or finding of delinquency for a serious misdemeanor or
felony which could result in a commitment."!

To meet these criteria each youth had to have a finding of delinquency or

adjudication on three offenses: two priors and a presenting offense.

1 Project New Pride: Replication, Request for Proposals; July, 1979,
page 2.
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Table 13

Employment History at Intake by Age

12 to 14 15 and 16 17 and 18
Employment Years Old Years Old Years Old Total
Status N % N % N % N %
Present Status
No Job 96 90.6 447  83.3 191 79.3 734 86.0
Part-Time Job 10 9.4 44 5.7 33 13.7 87 10.2
Full-Time Job - - 15 3.0 17 7.1 32 3.8
Within Last Six Months
No Job 75 79.8 298 68.3 119 61 3 492 68.0
Part-Time Job 19 20.2 109 25.0 47  24.2 175 24.2
Full-Time Job - - 29 6.7 28 l4.4 57 7.9
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The priors and presenting offenses were to be "serious misdemeanors
and/or felonies (preferably robbery, burglary, or assault)."! Table 14 shows the
number and percent of clients by site who have burglary, assault and/or battery,
or robbery as their presenting offenses. Overall, 29 percent of all New Pride
clients had a charge of or directly related to burglary as their presenting
offense, 11.7 percent had an assault and/or battery charge, and 8.3 percent had a
robbery charge. For all sites, 4#8.9 percent, or close to half of all presenting

offenses were of these targeted types.

Table 15 gives a breakdown by site of clients whose presenting offense was
either larceny or unauthorized use or theft of a motor vehicle. These figures
show that larceny charges were a common type of presenting offense; close to a
quarter of all clients (24.3 percent) had a charge of larceny as their presenting
offense. Charges of unauthorized use of a motor vehicle or motor vehicle theft

accounted for an additional 8.5 percent of all presenting offenses.

A substantial number of youth, 13 percent of all clients, had a
misdemeanor, status offense, or probation violation as their presenting offense
(Table 16). The proportion of clients with this type of offense ranged from a low
of 5.4 percent at Georgetown to a high of 22 percent at Fresno. Generally, these
are less serious offenses than the other types. There is an exception, however, in
that in some jurisdictions, clients on probation who commit additional offenses,
some quite serious, are not charged with these specific new offenses but with
violating their probation. This was the judicial practice in Fresno, and accounts

for the high proportion of this type of offense at that site.

Altogether, the types of offenses covered in Tables 14, 15, and 16 account
for 94.7 percent of all the presenting offenses of New Pride clients. Thus, very
few presenting offenses fall outside of the categories presented in these tables.

Juvenile Court Status at Intake

In surveying the replication sites to determine how youth are referred to

the program and how they have been processed by the court, we found, as
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Table 14

Clients with Burglary, Assault and/or Battery, or Robbery
as Their Presenting Offense

Burglary
(+ Breaking Assault
and Entering, and/or
Burglar's Tools) Battery Robbery Total
Site N %l N % N %1 N %1

Boston 4 8.5 3 6.4 9 19.1 16  34.0
Camden 41 23.4 35 20.0 18 10.3 94 53.7
Chicago 61 43.0 1o 7.0 22 15.5 93 65.5
Fresno 33 25.0 18 13.6 0 - 51 38.6
Georgetown 22 29.7 10 13.5 12 16.2 44 59.5
Kansas City 31 27.2 I 9.6 5 4.4 47 41.2
Los Angeles 12 20.7 & 13.8 7 12.1 27  46.6
Pensacola 65 43.0 16 10.6 6 4.0 87 57.6
Providence 33 27.7 & 6.7 9 7.6 50 42.0
San Francisco 36 23.2 17 11.0 9 5.8 62 40.0
Total 338 29.0% 136 11.7% 97 8.3% 571 48.9%
1 Percent of total clients at the site or in the entire replication.
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Table 15

Clients with Larceny or Unauthorized Use of Motor Vehicles and
Motor Vehicle Theft as Their Presenting Offense

UUMYVY and Motor

Larceny Vehicle Theft
Site N o %l N %1

Boston 14 30.3 5 10.6
Camden 42 24.0 12 6.9
Chicago 28 19.7 4 2.8
Fresno 33 25.0 15 11.4
Georgetown 13 17.6 10 13.5
Kansas City 40 35.1 10 8.8
Los Angeles 9 15.5 6 10.3
Pensacola 43 28.5 5 3.3
Providence 28 23.5 15 12.6
San Francisco 33 21.3 17 11.0
Total 283  24.3% 99 8.5%
L Percent of total clients per site or in the entire replication.
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Table 16

Clients with Misdemeanor, Status, and Probation
Violation Presenting Offenses

Site Clients %1
Boston 8 17.0
Camden 18 10.3
Chicago 11 7.7
Fresno 29 22.0
Georgetown 4 5.4
Kansas City 14 12.3
Los Angeles 8 13.8
Pensacola 12 7.9
Providence 18 15.1
San Francisco 30 ‘ 19.4 .
Total 152 13.0%
1 Percent of total clients per site or in the entire

replication.
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expected, a wide variety of judicial procedures in operation. Table 17 shows the
different types of court status of the New Pride clients at intake. As expected
for a program which was designed to be an alternative to incarceration, the large
majority of clients — 83.7 percent — were on formal probation at the time of
intake. Another 5.1 percent were on informal probation at that time, a status
usually indicative of less serious delinquents, and used more frequently in larger
jurisdictions where overburdened judicial systems reserve formal adjudication for
only the most serious cases. A small proportion of clients (2.2 percent) were on
parole when admitted into New Pride, indicating they had been committed to a
state correctional institution. Not all of these clients actually spent time in
such an institution, however, for in some jurisdictions commitment may be
suspended and the youth referred to an alternative program. These simple
categories can be somewhat misleading, however. In one jurisdiction, for
example, youth may have been incarcerated in a state institution, recalled from
that institution, returned to probation status, and referred to New Pride. This
was the case for some clients in the Camden program. Nevertheless, the data in
Table 17 indicate that most youth did enter New Pride via probation, the

expected pathway.

Information was also collected on the legal status of the presenting offense
at intake (see Table 18). As legal terminology and procedures are often unique
to a particular jurisdiction, categories listed on this table are "generic" and at
each site the actual status may vary slightly and have a different name. The
first category, deferred prosecution, is usually a District Attorney decision to
delay prosecution in a case where the petition has been filed and the sentence is
rather serious, but the youth is given one "last chance." This was not a common
type, and included only six clients. The deferred or continued petition is another
form of "one more chance" for juveniles, and tends to be used in less serious
cases than the former type. The petition is neither sustained nor dismissed but
remains latent, to be sustained if the youth does not abide by behavioral
standards set by the judge or dismissed if he/she does. Two and three-tenths
percent of the clients had this status. The sustained petition, where the judge
finds the youth delinquent as charged, was the most frequent and included
78.5 percent of the intakes. In 13.1 percent of the cases, the youth had a
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Table 17

Clients by Court Status at Intake

Informal Formal
Probation Probation Parole Missing
Site N % N % N % N %

Boston 0o - 44 93.6 2 4.3 1 2.1
Camden 3 1.7 151 86.3 5 2.9 le 9.1
Chicago 21 14.8 1le 8l1.7 1 0.7 4 2.8
Fresno 0o - 132 100.0 0 - 0 -
Georgetown 20 27.0 33 44.6 9 12.2 12 16.2
Kansas City 6 5.3 62 S4.4 3 2.6 43 37.7
Los Angeles 1 1.7 29 50.0 2 3.4 26 44.8
Pensacola 2 1.3 147 97.4 1 0.7 1 0.7
Providence 4 3.4 111  93.3 3 2.5 I 0.8
San Francisco 3 1.9 152 98.1 0 - 0 -
Total 60 5.1% 977 83.7% 26 2.2% 104 8.9%

6~28




Table 18

Clients by Legal Status of Presenting Offense at Intake

Deferred/
Deferred Continued Sustained Pending
Prosecution = Petition Petition Petition Missing

Site N % N % N % N % N %
Boston 0 - 7 14.9 37 78.7 2 4.3 I 2.1
Camden 1 0.6 4 2.3 124 70.9 22 12.6 24 13.7
Chicago 0 - 5 3.5 100 70.4 31 21.8 6 4.2
Fresno 0 - 0 - 132 100.0 0 - 0 -
Georgetown 0 - I 1.4 58 78.4 9 12.2 6 8.1
Kansas City 3 2.6 3 2.6 83 72.8 21 8.4 4 3.5
Los Angeles 0 - 2 3.4 29 50.0 & 13.8 19 32.8
Pensacola 1 0.7 5 3.3 126 83.4 18 11.9 1 0.7
Providence 0o - 0 - 100 8.0 17 143 2 1.7
San Francisco 1 0.6 0o - 127 81.9 25 16.1 2 1.3
Total 6 0.5% 27 2.3% 916 78.5% 153 13.1% 65 5.6%
1 Usually a District Attorney decision.
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petition pending and was awaiting a court action on the presenting offense. It is
interesting to note that, although youth were technically ineligible for New Pride
until there was a "finding of guilt" in their presenting offense, the category of
"pending petition" was the second largest type of court status at intake. At one

program, as many as 21.8 percent of the clients fell into this category.

Detention and Out~of-Home Placement Prior to New Pride

Of the 1,075 clients for whom we have data on detention prior to intake as
a consequence of the presenting offense, 403 or 37.5 percent were detained (see
Table 19). The proportion of youth who were detained varies widely by site and
indicates important differences in how juveniles are processed in the replication
sites' jurisdictions. In Camden only 9.1 percent were detained prior to intake
into New Pride, but 93.2 percent of Fresno's clients were detained prior to
intake.

Across sites, the average length of detention prior to intake was 30 days.
The shortest average detention was 12 days in Pensacola and the longest was
53 days, over a month and a half, in Providence. Overall, 19 percent of all
clients detained were detained longer than 40 days, seven percent longer than

60 days, and 3.5 percent longer than 90 days.

The experience of detention was not a new one for these clients since they
had a substantial record of out-of-home placements and previous detentions as
indicated on Table 20. Thirty-eight percent of all clients had been placed out of
their own homes by the courts or other social welfare agencies at least once.
Sixteen percent had experienced more than one such placement. The vast
majority, 77 percent, had been in detention. Fifty-four percent had been in

detention two or rnore times.
Table 20 breaks down the out-of-home placement and detention variables

by ethnicity. A smaller proportion of black clients than of the other ethnic

groups were placed out of their home and for fewer times, on the average.
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Table 19

Clients Detained Prior to Intake and
Length of Detention

1 .N umber o.f .Percent o}“ Averag_e Dﬁys
Site Clients Detained Clients Detained Detained

Camden 16 9.1 27.0
Chicago 53 37.3 22.6
Fresno 123 93.2 31.1
Georgetown 41 55.4 46.5
Kansas City 36 31.6 21.9
Los Angeles 8 13.8 22.9
Pensacola 41 27.2 12.3
Providence 29 24.4 53.2
San Francisco 56 36.1 33.2
Total 403 37.5% 30.4

1 No data were collected on this variable for any Boston client.

2 Averages are only for those clients detained prior to intake.
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Table 20

Out-of-Home Placements and Detentions

by Ethnicity
Clients Placed Clients
Qut-of-Home Average N Detained Average N
Ethnicity N % of Placements! N * % of Detentionsl
Black 156  35.8 1.7 342 78.4 3.0
White 107 37.5 2.0 196 68.8 2.7
Hispanic 65 45.5 2.1 136 91.8 4.0
Other le 47.1 2.6 23 69.7 3.2
Total 344 38.3% . 1.9 695 77.2%2 3.1
1 These averages are calculated on only those clients who were placed
out of their homes or detained.

2

were not detained.
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The ethnic group with the highest proportion of clients placed out of their
homes were those listed as "other" and Hispanics. Also, they were placed out of
their homes more frequently, on the average, than were the other ethnic groups.
As for detentions, more Hispanics were detained (92 percent) than any other
group, and fewer whites (69 percent). Those Hispanics who were detained had
more detentions (an average of four per client) than the others. This high rate of
detentions for Hispanics is due to site differences.. Most Hispanics were served

by the three California sites, where clients were most frequently detained.

Total Offenses

Once a youth was determined to be eligible and he/she was admitted into
New Pride, the evaluator was to conduct a thorough search for all court records
on that youth, documenting his/her entire history of involvement with the
juvenile justice system. A juvernile justice report form was to be completed for
every "criminal event" that was found for that client. A criminal event is one or
more criminal acts committed by the youth at the same time and place.
Although criminal events usually coincide with arrests, this need not be the case
for it is not uncommon for several criminal events to be compiled into one arrest
and one court case. The purpose of using the criminal event concept was to
document the criminal behavior of the subject rather than the charging behavior

of the police and juvenile court.

The most serious charge of each criminal event was recorded in detail on
the juvenile justice report form. At the bottom of that form was a section
called "additional charges." When a criminal event involved more than one
charge, the less serious charges were to be documented here with a few basic

descriptors (number of events, modifier, counts sustained).

Summary data on all of the clients' known offenses were contained in an
"offense file." This file contains 13,376 records of offenses committed by 1,099
clients. After being cleaned of redundant records and records missing crucial

variables, the file contained 11,587 records for 1,093 clients (see Table 21).
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Table 21

All Offenses and Sustained Offenses of Clients
Throughout Their Delinquent Careers

Clients Clients with Average
with Average . Sustained Numb?r .
Site NERE Oftenser Mean TN “Grtanses.  Mean
Boston 46 97.9 7.6 6.4 43 91.5 5.1 4.4
Camden 173 98.9 16.6 13.8 173 98.9 9.9 8.4
Chicago 142 100.0 12.6 10.2 142 160.0 5.5 4.8
Fresno 132 100.0 13.3 1L.9 132 100.0 6.8 6.4
Georgetown 27 36.5 3.0 2.5 26 35.1 2.7 2.2
Kansas City 113 99.1 7.3 6.0 113 99.1 6.3 5.3
Los Angeles 41 70.7 6.7 6.0 41 70.7 3.4 3.2
Pensacola 150 99.3 15.1 10.1 149 98.7 13.5 8.5
Providence 118 99.2 30.1 19.1 118 9%.2 16.1 9.6
San Francisco 151 97.4 18.0 8.8 150 96.8 7.7 6.0
Total 1,093 93.7% 15.1 10.0 1,087 93.7% 8.8 6.4

1 These percentages represent the percent of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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These data, we believe, are very complete for seven of the ten sites. The three
sites which closed prematurely, Boston, Georgetown, and Los Angeles, have
incomplete offense data. The Boston evaluator did collect complete offense
histories on clients and kept that file up-to-date until the program ended in 1981.
No further data were entered after that time. Los Angeles and Georgetown data
are incomplete even in regard to client histories. The Georgetown file has data
on only 36.5 percent of its clients, and the Los Angeles file on 70.7 percent. For
all ten sites, offense data were recorded and are analyzable for 93.7 percent of
the clients. Excluding the three sites which terminated early, data were
recorded and are analyzable for 99 percent of the clients at the remaining seven
sites.

As shown on Table 21, New Pride clients have an average of 15.1 offenses
per client, a remarkably high average for the 1,093 clients for whom we have
offense data. As could be expected, the average number of offenses for the
three sites which closed early is relatively low. Of the other seven sites, Kansas
City clients had the lowest average number of offenses: 7.3 per client.
Providence clients had the most offenses, an extraordinarily high average of
30.1. San Francisco clients had the second highest average, 18 offenses per
client, followed by Camden with an average of 16.6. One reason these averages
are so extreme is that the distribution of number of offenses is positively skewed
at each site; there are many subjects with relatively few offenses and a few
subjects with a great number of offenses. The medians or geometric means! of
these distributions better represent the data. The geometric means are also
reported in Table 21. Note that the extremes of the distributions are somewhat
modified. The geometric mean for Kansas City is 6.0 offenses per client, and for

providence is 19.1 offenders per client.

Sixty-two percent of all offenses were sustained, and the overall average
number of sustained offenses per client is 8.8 with a geometric mean of 6.4
offenses per client. Interestingly, Kansas City clients had the highest proportion

of total offenses sustained, 87.5 percent. Chicago had the lowest proportion of

1 The geometric mean may be considered as an approximation of the
median of each distribution examined. Technically, the geometric
mean is equal to the nth root of the nth product of the datapoints
across subjects. 6-35




Table 22

All Prior Offensesl and Sustained Prior Offenses for Clients by Site

Clients Clients with Average
with Average Sustained Number
Offenses Number of Geometric Offenses of Sustained Geometric
Site N %2 Offenses Mean TN %Z  Offenses Mean

Boston 46 97.9 6.6 5.5 43 91.5 4.5 4.0
Camden 173 98.9 11.8 2.6 173 98.9 7.3 6.1
Chicago 142 100.0 9.8 7.7 142 100.0 4.1 3.7
Fresno 132 100.0 9.7 8.7 132 100.0 5.0 4.6
Georgetown 27 36.5 2.9 2.4 26 35.1 2.7 2.2
Kansas City 113 99.1 5.6 4.6 113 99.1 5.1 4.2 ©
Los Angeles 41 70.7 6.6 5.7 41 70.7 3.4 3.1 :l?
Pensacola 148 98.0 13.4 8.3 146 96.7 12.1 7.4
Providence 117 98.3 20.1 11.2 117 98.3 11.0 6.2
San Francisco 151 97.4 13.7 5.6 150 96.8 4.9 3.9
Total 1,090 93.4% 11.4 7.3 1,083 92.8% 6.7 4.8

1 Pprior offenses are all offenses recorded prior to clients' admission to New Pride.

2 These figures represent the percent of clients at a site or in the entire replication.




offenses sustained, 47.6 percent, so while Chicago clients had a geometric mean
of 10.2 offenses, they had a geometric mean of only 4.8 sustained offenses.
Providence clients had the highest geometric mean of sustained offenses, 9.6,

followed by Pensacola clients with a geometric mean of 8.5 sustained offenses.

Offenses Prior to New Pride

By analyzing only offenses committed prior to clients' admittance into New
Pride, we can isolate a picture of their behavior prior to the program. Table 22
presents these data. The data base contains offense histories for 1,090 clients,
93.4 percent of all clients. Considering only the eight sites with complete data
on prior offenses (excluding Georgetown and Los Angeles), 98.7 percent of all
clients are represented. The average number of prior offenses is staggering;
these New Pride clients had an average of ll.4 offenses at the time of intake
with a geometric mean of 7.3 offenses. Providence clients had the highest
number of priors, a geometric mean of 11.2. Leaving aside the two sites with
incomplete data, Kansas City clients had the lowest number of priors, a

geometric mean of 4.6.

Overall, 64.5 percent of all prior offenses were sustained, and the overall
average of sustained prior offenses per client was 6.7 with a geometric mean of
4.8. This is greater than the basic eligibility requirement of two priors and a
presenting offense. Pensacola clients had the highest number of sustained priors,
a geometric mean of 7.4 per client, followed by Providence clients with a
geometric mean of 6.2. Chicago clients had the fewest number of priors
(disregarding the figures for Georgetown and Los Angeles): a geometric mean of
3.7 per client. Even here these clients are well above the minimum required by
the eligibility criteria. These figures leave little doubt that New Pride served a

clientele of multiple offenders.
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It is useful to see what type of offenses clients committed prior to coming
to New Pride. Table 23 presents these data, dividing priors into four categories:
property offenses, offenses against persons, drug and alcohol offenses, and all

other types of offenses.

Property offenses were the most common type of offense committed by
clients prior to entering New Pride. This type of charge was pressed against 87.1
percent of all clients, for an average of 7.5 offenses per client with a geometric
mean of 4.3. These were sustained against 83.3 percent of New Pride clients, on

an average of 5 times per client with a geometric mean of 3.1.

The "other" category, consisting primarily of misdemeanor offenses, was
the second most common type of prior offense. Fifty-six percent of all clients
had this type of charge pressed against them an average of 3.7 times with a
geometric mean of 2.2, while these charges were sustained against 45.3 percent

of the clients an average of 2.1 times per client, with a geometric mean of 1.7.

Offenses against persons were the next most common type of prior offense.
Over half of the clients (51.5 percent) were charged with this type of offense.
These offenses were sustained for 41.6 percent of all clients, for an average of
two offenses per client in the group that is adjudicated for such offenses, with a

geometric mean of 1.6.

Offenses against persons include all robberies, assaults, attempted assaults,
batteries, rapes, and murders. There is an enormous range of seriousness in
these crime categories from school yard robberies for a quarter with neither
force nor weapon to armed robberies for large amounts of money; from
intentionally shoving or pushing a victim with no medical treatment required to
serious beatings resuiting in death. Though these events may fit into the same
crime categories, they are not equally serious crimes. While PIRE was unable to
collect data on the behavioral elements of the criminal events of the offenses in
this study, the National Crime Survey reported in 1980 that over all categories
of violent crime, only 15 percent of the victims required some kind of medical
attention, and 8 percent required hospitalization. Generally speaking, the
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Table 23
Offenses Committed Prioc to New Pride by Offense Type

Sites .
Type of Offense Boston Camden Chicago Fresno Georgetown Kansas City Los Angeles Pensacola Providence San Francisco Total

Property Oifenses
Clients:

N 42 169 133 123 18 109 35 145 109 134 1,017

%! 89.4 96.6 93.7 93.2 2.3 95.6 €0.3 96.0 91.6 86.5 87.1%
Average N Offenses 3.8 7.2 7.4 4.6 2.2 4.4 4.1 11.6 10.8 9.0 7.5
Geometric Mean 3.t 4.9 5.0 3.6 1.8 3.3 3.3 5.9 5.9 3.2 4.3
Clients with Sustained Offenses

N 39 164 126 112 16 108 32 142 107 126 972

%2 83.0 93.7 88.7 84.8 2l.6 94.7 55.2 94.0 89.9 81.3 83.3%
Average N of
Sustained Offenses 2.9 4.7 3.1 2.7 2.1 4.1 2.5 10.5 8.2 3.2 5.0
Geometric Mean 2.4 3.3 2.6 2.4 1.9 3.1 2.2 5.4 3.9 2.5 3.1
Offenses Against Persons
Clients:

N 35 109 95 77 16 46 24 51 69 79 601

%1 74.5 62.3 66.9 58.3 21.6 40.4 4l.4 33.3 58.0 51.0 51.5%
Average N Offenses 2.4 2.5 2.7 2,7 2.1 1.4 2.0 2.0 6.0 5.0 3.1
Geometric Mean 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.2 1.8 1.3 1.6 1.6 2.6 2.1 2.0
Clients with Sustained Offenses '

N 27 89 69 58 15 43 13 46 55 65 485

%2 57.4 50.9 48.6 43.9 20.3 37.7 31.0 30.5 46.2 41.9 41.6%
Average N of
Sustained Offenses 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.6 2.0 1.4 1.4 1.9 3.9 2.2 2.1
Geometric Mean 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.5 2.0 1.7 1.6
Drug and Alcohol Offenses
Clients

N1 9 44 16 54 2 19 i2 i3 20 26 215

% 9.1 25.4 1.3 %0.9 2.7 16.7 20.7 3.6 16.8 16.8 18.4%
Average N Offenses 2.3 1.9 1.3 2.5 1.0 1.1 2.4 1.5 1.7 2.3 2.0
Geometric Mean 1.9 1.5 1.2 2.0 1.0 1.1 2.1 1.3 1.4 1.8 1.6
Clients with Sustained Offenses

N 7 39 4 41 2 17 10 11 12 19 162

%2 14.9 22.3 2.2 31.1 2.7 18.9 17.2 7.3 10.4 12.3 13.9%
Average N of
Sustained Offenses 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.0 i.1 1.6 i.6 1.8 1.8 1.6
Geometric Mean 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.0 .1 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.4
Other Types of Offenses
Clients

Nl 19 147 61 114 1) 34 26 7% 92 83 654

% 40.4 34.0 43.0 86.4 5.4 29.8 44.8 49.0 77.3 53.5 56.0%
Average N Offenses 2.1 3.1 2.2 3.3 1.0 2.0 1.9 2.5 7.9 5.0 3.3
Geometric Mean 1.7 2.4 1.7 2,5 1.0 1.5 1.8 1.9 2.9 2.4 2.2
Clients with Sustained Offenses

N u 125 40 38 3 30 12 70 79 71 329

%2 23.4 71.4 28.2 66.7 4.1 26.3 20.7 46.4 66.4 45.8 45.3%
Average N of
Sustained Offenses 1.6 2.1 1.7 2.1 1.0 1.9 1.3 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.1
Geometric Mean 1.5 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.0 1.5 1.3 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.7

i These figures represent the percent of clients at a site or in the entire replication who have prior offenses of a given type.

2 These figures represent the percent of clients at a site or in the entire replication who have sustained prior offenses of a given type.
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preponderance of these crimes fall on the less serious end of the spectrum
(BJS:1983:22).

Drug and alcohol offenses were the least common type of prior offense.
Only 18.4 percent of all clients were charged with this type of offense, and these
offenses were sustained for 13.9 percent of all clients. Fresno had the highest
proportion of clients charged with this type of offense, 40.9 percent, and the
highest proportion against whom they were sustained, 31.1. It appears that the
Fresno clients had a high incidence of drug and alcohol abuse, which may have

presented special programming problems for that site.

Offense Dispositions

Data on the most serious charge of each criminal event is contained in a
"juvenile history file." The information in this file is more complete than in the
"offense file," and includes data on whether or not a petition was filed and
dispositional data, as well as the basic information regarding charge, offense

date, number of counts, modifier, and whether or not the counts were sustained.

Generally, the juvenile justice process begins with an arrest and the filing
of a complaint by the police department with the juvenile court. A percentage
of these complaints result in formal petitions. In the adjudication process, a
percentage of these filed petitions are adjudicated true, while some are not
sustained. These percentages depend heavily on the procedures of the juvenile
courts in each jurisdiction and differ markedly from site to site. In the
Replication Program as a whole, close to one fourth (23.4 percent) of all charged
offenses were dismissed by the court (see Table 24). The proportion of charges
dismissed, however, varies greatly by site. At Chicago, 45.1 percent of all
charges are dismissed. Leaving aside Los Angeles which, along with Georgetown
and Boston, have incomplete data in this file, the lowest proportion of cases

dismissed is at Pensacola (11 percent), followed by Kansas City (11.5 percent).
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Table 24

Offense Dispasitions by Site
Sites

Type of Disposition Boston Camden Chicago Fresno Georgetown Kansas City Los Angeles Pensacola Providence San Francisco Total
Dismissed
N 44 357 618 368 28 80 4 142 437 196 2,274
% 18.2 19.7 45.1 29.5 34.1 1.5 2.4 11.0 23.3 21.0 23.4%
Informal Probation
Deferred/Continued Petition
N 42 4l 90 39 0 11 4 71 64 18 783
% 17.4 24:5 6.6 3.1 - 1.6 2.4 5.5 3.4 1.9 8.1%
Formal Probation
N 46 208 439 178 30 T 447 71 399 500 222 2,540
% 19.0 1t.5 32.1 14.3 36.6 64.2 42.3 30.8 26.7 23.8 26.1%
Continued on Formal Probation
Deferred/Continued Petition
N 4 66 36 441 0 3 2 80 22 133 787
% 1.7 3.6 2.6 35.4 - 0.4 1.2 6.2 1.2 14.2 8.1%
DoC Commitment
Suspended Sentence
N 61 251 6 0 0 7 0 18 107 113 563
% 25.2 13.9 0.4 - - 1.0 - 1.4 5.7 12.1 5.8%
DoC Commitment
Delayed Execution
N 8 14 7 3 0 0 0 2 2 7 43
% 3.3 0.8 0.5 0.2 - - - 0.2 0.1 0.7 0.4%
DoC Commitment
N 10 313 99 26 4 40 0 31 282 62 867
% 4.1 17.3 7.2 2.1 4.9 5.7 - 2.4 15.0 6.6 8.9%
Other Institutional Commitment
N 1 3 3 87 1 9 32 149 7 106 398
% 0.4 0.2 0.2 7.0 1.2 1.3 19.0 11.5 0.4 11.3 5.1%
Certified Adult/Adult Waiver
N 7 6 5 5 0 16 0 108 7 2 156
% 2.9 0.3 0.4 0.4 - 2.3 - 8.3 0.4 0.2 1.6%
Charge Adjusted
N 1} 3 1 82 [1} 3 5 0 1 28 123
% - 0.2 0.1 6.6 - 0.4 3.0 - 0.1 3.0 1.3%
Other
N 14 52 22 5 15 76 1 208 286 29 708
% 5.8 2.9 1.6 0.4 18.3 10.9 0.6 16.1 15.2 3.1 7.3%
Missing Data
N 5 92 43 12 4 § 49 37 161 18 475
% 2.1 5.1 3.1 1.0 4.9 0.6 26.2 6.7 8.6 1.9 4.9%
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The most frequent type of disposition overall is formal probation, and this
accounts for 26.1 percent of all dispositions. At Kansas City, 64.2 percent of all
charges resulted in a disposition of formal probation. Offenses committed by
clients already on formal probation, which resulted in a court order to continue
the youth on formal probation or to defer or continue the petition, accounted for
an additional 8.1 percent of all dispositions. These two options combined
account for 34.2 percent of all dispositions, or, removing those cases which were
dismissed or for which the disposition was missing, for 47.7 percent of all
dispositional sanctions. Formal probation was the most common sanction used by

judges for these New Pride clients.

Clients were placed on informal probation for 8.1 percent of their offenses,
undoubtedly offenses committed for the most part in the early period of their
delinquent careers. One site, however, used this disposition quite frequently. At
Camden, 24.5 percent of all charges resulted in informal probation, over twice

the number that resulted in formal probation.

Second only to formal probation, the most common sanction imposed
against New Pride clients is a commitment to a state corrections institution.
Nine percent of all charges, or 12.4 percent of all charges which resulted in a
sanction, resulted in a court commitment to a state DOC. Interestingly, the site
with the highest proportion of DOC commitments is Camden (17.3 percent of all
charges). In this jurisdiction it appears that the court predominately employs

either the least or the most severe sanction.

One hundred fifty-six charges, or 1.6 percent of the total, resulted in a
waiver to the adult court or a certification of the youth as an adult. Most of
these cases (69.2 percent) were at Pensacola. This high incidence of waivers
reflects new Florida state legislation, effective in 1978, which allows the state
attorney to file information with the aduit criminal court on sixteen or
seventeen year olds who have two prior findings of guilt, one being a felony. At
Pensacola, this dispositional waiver was used over three times as often as a

commitment to DOC.
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A special condition of restitution was ordered by the court for 900
sustained offenses, 13.7 percent of all such offenses (see Table 25). These orders
resulted in 434 clients, or 40.1 percent of all clients, being under order to pay
restitution for at least one of their crimes. Breaking these figures down by site,
there is a wide variation across the different jurisdictions. At both Pensacola
and Fresno, restitution was used frequently; 72.5 percent of all clients at the
former site and 70 percent at the latter were ordered to pay restitution.
Restitution was ordered least often at Kansas City (except for Georgetown,
where the data are incomplete), where only 5.3 percent of the clients were given
this type of special condition.
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Table 25

Court-Ordered Restitution

. Offenses with Clients with
Restitution Ordered Restitution Ordered

Site N % N %
Boston 32 17 .4 19 46.3
Camden 64 5.2 45 26.2
Chicago 32 4.9 23 16.2
Fresno 166 21.2 91 70.0
Georgetown l L4 1 3.3
Kansas City 19 3.1 6 5.3
Los Angeles 17 12.7 11 26.8
Pensacola 307 27.9 108 72.5
Providence 132 12.4 54 45.8
Saﬁ Francisco 130 18.8 76 50.7
Total 900 13.7% 434 40.1%
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DIAGNOSTIC TESTING

The dié.gnostic component authorized for implementation in the New Pride
Replication Program was designed as a four-level testing battery to gather
diagnostic information on all clients so that they could receive services designed
to, meet their individual needs. In addition, the tests were to identify those
clients with learning disabilities and to delineate the degree and type of such
disabilities so that their particular deficits could be remediated. The diagnostic
component was considered important because of the relatively well established
assumption that there is a link between learning disabilities and juvenile
delinquency mediated through school failure. It was hypothesized that if the

learning disabilities were remediated, recidivism would be reduced.

All clients were to receive diagnostic testing within two weeks of their
admission into the program and the diagnostic results were to be used to develop
an Individualized Integrated Service Plan for each youth. In cases where
required tests had been administered to youth within the last year by qualified

school personnel, the results of these tests could be used.

According to the original Replication Diagnostic Battery,l all New Pride
clients were to be given level one testing. In addition, all clients were to be
given two level two tests, a WAIS or WISC-R IQ test and the Woodcock Reading
Mastery Test. Finally, the KeylMath Diagnostic Math Test, listed under level
three, was to be administered to all clients. The Woodcock and the KeyMath
were to be administered to all clients on a pre and post-test basis, with the post-

test given at least three months after the pre-test.

The testing levels, which had required and optional tests scattered among
the first three levels, created confusion at the sites. In January of 1981 a

revised diagnostic battery was created and disseminated to the sites. In the

1 The Replication Diagnostic Battery, in its original and modified
forms, is included in Appendix C along with tables showing the
number of clients given the different tests.
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revised battery, all of level one was required for all clients, as well as the first
half of level two. For those youth who were suspected of being learning
disabled, a complete level two was mandatory. All youth who were subsequently
diagnosed learning disabled were to be given the Detroit Test on a pre and post-

test basis.

In actuality, many clients identified as learning disabled were not given
even the required tests. Even fewer of them were given those tests designed to
confirm the presence of a learning disability. The one test required of all youth
diagnosed learning disabled, the Detroit, was given to only 21.9 percent of these
clients; it was given to only 7.4 percent as a post-test. Only five sites

administered the Detroit to any of their clients.

Despite the fact that many clients did not receive all the appropriate
testing, over 24 percent of all clients were identified as learning disabled (see
Table 26). As that table indicates, the proportion of clients diagnosed learning
disabled varies widely by site. At some sites staff were reticent to label youth
as learning disabled. Most sites experienced difficulties in finding and keeping
qualified diagnosticians, so that many of the tests necessary to make a diagnosis
of learning disabled were not administered. At at least one site designations
other than learning disabled, such as educably mentally handicapped or behavior
disordered, would qualify clients to receive special services or privileges so that
youth were often placed in those categories rather than being classified as
learning disabled. At Boston and Georgetown, these data may be incomplete and

more youth may have been diagnosed than were reported.

In the analytic tables for the four major diagnostic tests (IQ, WRAT, Key
Math, and Woodcock) which are included in this chapter, columns show the
number and percent of clients with valid scores and those with invalid scores.
The latter figures represent clients' test scores which had to be removed from
the analysis because they were "out of bounds," missing a crucial variable, or

invalidated due to a problem during the testing process.
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Clients Diagnosed Learning Disabled

Table 26

Clients Diagnosed
Learning Disabled

Learning Disabled

Clients
Ever Tested

Site N % N %
Boston 9 19.2 9 100.0
Camden 34 19.4 32 94,1
Chicago 12 8.5 12 100.0
Fresno 61 46.2 61 100.0
Georgetown 4 19.4 1 25.0
Kansas City 34 28.6 34 100.0
Los Angeles 0 - 0 -
Pensacola 29 19.2 29 100.0
Providence 45 37.8 43 93.6
San Francisco 57 36.8 57 100.0

-’I'otal 285 24.4% 278 97.5%
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IQ Scores

All New Pride clients were to be tested with one of two Weschler
Intelligence Scales: the WISC-R for youth under 16 years old, or the WAIS for
those 16 and older. At some cities, diagnosticians had a resistance to IQ testing,
particularly since the majority of the clients were ethnic minorities. At the San
Francisco site, 90.3 percent of all clients were given IQ tests, but 22 percent of
the tests given were coded by the diagnostician as invalid, primarily because of
"cultural differences and learning disabilities" (see Table 27).

Overall, the average score for clients on the WISC-R was 84.4. In most
situations, an IQ on the WISC-R or WAIS is considered normal if it is no more
than one standard deviation below the mean (85 or above) or if there is a
justification that can be made on an individual basis. For the New Pride clients,
however, IQs of 80 and above were considered by model guidelines to represent
an average potential. In the case of most clients, patterns of performance
indicate that cultural differences, lack of education, or a learning disability have
affected the overall score. It is interesting to note that at least two sites'
diagnosticians considered it acceptable to add 15 points to the test scores of
cultural minorities and lobbied for this practice during the process of revising
the diagnostic battery. If 15 points were added to the average New Pride
WISC-R score, the overall average would be brought to 99.4, close to the mean

for the general population.

The average WAIS score was 91.7, or 7.3 points higher than the scores on
the WISC-R. At three sites, Boston, Chicago, and Providence, the average WAIS
score was ten or more points higher than that of the WISC-R. It is unclear why
there was such a difference between the scores of the two IQ tests. Controlling

for the differences between the two tests, there remain significant differences
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IQ Test Scores and Time to Testing

Table 27

WISC-R WAIS Clients Clients Clients
Clients Clients with Valid with Invalid Ever Tested
. Averaﬁe With Valid Average With Valid Weelfs tg 1Q Scorejs 1Q Score;: for le‘r
Site FSIQ Std. Scores FSIQ Std. Scores Testing N % N % N %
Boston 77.0 13.7 8 88.8 7.0 19 10.8 27 57.4 o - 27 57.4
Camden 85.2 13.0 10 92.4 10.4 47 8.7 57 32.6 2 1.1 59 33.7
Chicago 81.9 10.5 -2 91.6 15.8 8 3.2 60 42.3 0 - 60 42.3
Fresno 83.9 12.1 51 91.3 12.0 68 2.8 119 90.2 8 6.1 127 96.2
Kansas City 86.5 13.8 28 95.4 11.6 66 0.1 9% 82.5 5 4.4 - 99 86.8
Los Angeles 94.3 12.8 6 89.7 10.2 28 3.9 34 58.6 3 5.2 - 37 63.8
Pensacola 81.7 14.2 49 86.0 10.1 61 6.3 110 72.8 21 13.9 131 86.8
Providence 83.2 10.6 25 95.1 13.2 51 0.2 76 63.9 4 3.4 80 67.2
San Francisco 90.8 12.1 43 92.6 7.9 66 0.8 109 70.3 31 20.0 140 90.3
Total 84.4 12.5 272 91.7 11.2 414 3.3 686 58.8% 74 6.3%760 65.1%
1 FSIQ is the full scale IQ score.
2 Weeks to Testing are the average number of weeks between four weeks prior to the case action date and the testing date.

Many clients, particularly those from Kansas City, Pensacola, and Providence, were tested during the period just preceeding
their official admission into the program.

3 Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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between sites on the level of reported IQsl. There are also significant
differences between the reported IQs of learning disabled clients and other

clients2, for the learning disabled clients have lower scores.

WRAT

The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) tests youth in the areas of
reading, spelling, and arithmetic. There is no overall score for the test and the
three subtests are scored independently. In the original testing battery, all three
subtests were mandatory. This was changed in mid-1981, and from this time on
only the spelling subtest was required. Despite this fact, only 72 percent of all
New Pride clients were given any part of the WRAT (see Table 28).

The average grade ratings for clients on the WRAT subtests are as follows:
reading — 6.4, spelling — 5.1, and arithmetic — 4.6. These are substantially lower
than the average grade level for clients at intake, 9.0. It is clear that the New
Pride clients were achieving far below the level expected for their grade in

school.

Measured on the basis of raw scores, there are significant differences
between sites on two of the three subtests, reading and spelling3. The third

subtest, arithmetic, showed no significant differences between sites?.

1 F = 5.026, df = 8,676, MSg = 133.73, p< .01
2 F = 25.162, df = 1,675, MSg = 129.12, p< .0l

3 F=2.151, df=8,691, MS(e) = 233.75, p < .03 and F = 2.535, df = 8,785,
MS(e) = 75.126,p .01

Y F=1.652, df = 8,685, MS(e) = 26.558, p> .05
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Table 28

WRAT Grade Ratings and Time to Testing

Grade Rating by Subtest

Clients with at
Least One Valid

Clients with

Clients

Reading Spelling Arithmetic Weeks to Subtest Score Invalid Scores Ever Tested
Site Grade Clients Grade Clients Grade Clients Testingl N %< N %< N %<
Boston 5.9 32 5.0 32 4.4 32 5.6 32 68.1 0 - 32 68.1
Camden 6.3 116 5.3 117 4.9 11 4.6 117 66.9 4 2.3 121 69.1
Chicago 5.7 62 4.1 62 4.7 62 0.6 62 43.7 0 - 62 43.7
Fresno 6.4 | 69 4.3 107 4.6 69 2.5 107 81.1 4 3.0 111 84.1
Kansas City 6.7 79 5.5 99 5.2 78 0.5 100 87.7 4 3.5 104 9t.2
Los Angeles 6.0 39 4.7 39 4.3 39 7.1 39 67.2 3 5.2 42 72.4
Pensacola 6.0 83 5.3 117 k5.6 83 3.7 117 77.5 23 15.2 140 92.7
Providence 6.6 74 5.2 74 L.y 73 0.5 75 63.0 4 3.4 79 66.4
JSan Francisco 6.8 147 5.1 149 4.5 148 0.7 149 96.1 0 - 149 96.1
Total 6.4 701 5.1 796 4.6 695 2.8 798 68.4% 42 3.6% 840 72.0%
1 Weeks to Testing are the average number of weeks between four weeks prior to the case action date and the testing date of

all subtests. Many clients, particularly those from Kansas City, Pensacola, and Providence, were tested during the period just
preceeding their official admission into the program.

2 Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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Controlling for the differences between sites, there are also significant
differences on all subtests between learning disabied and non-learning disabled

clientsl, with the learning disabled clients scoring lower than the others.

Once again, controlling for the site differences, there are significant
differences on all subtests between the different ethnic groups2. White clients

score highest, then Hispanics and "others," followed by black clients.

KeyMath

The KeyMath is a standardized test of academic achievement in the area
of mathematics. Like the Woodcock it was to be administered twice to all New
Pride clients, pre and post, to produce gain scores to assess improvements in

mathematics over the course of clients' New Pride experience.

A total of 842 youth, or 72.2 percent of all clients from the 10 sites, have
scores for the KeyMath pre-test in the data files. Of these, 777 scores are
complete and reliable. As presented in Table 29, the average KeyMath raw score
for the entire replication is 157.3 on the pre-test and the average grade
equivalent is 6.1. Although this grade equivalent is 1.5 years higher than that
achieved on the arithmetic subtest of the WRAT, it is still close to three years

below clients' reported school grade level of 9.0 at the time of intake.

Measuring on the basis of KeyMath pre-test raw scores, there are

significant differences among sites3. Controlling for the site differences,

I Reading: F = 133.31, df = 1,690, MS(c) = 196.18, p< .0001; spelling: F
= 148.35, df = 1,784, MS(e) = 63.253, p< .0001; arithmetic: F = 74.51,
df = 1,684, MS(e) = 23.984, p< .0001

2 Reading: F = 41.462, df = 2,658, MS(e) = 204.80, p< .01; spelling: F =
20.491, df = 2,752, MS(e) = 72.182, p< .0l; arithmetic: F = 26.784,
df = 2,653, MS(e) = 25.206, p< .01

3 F=3.571, df = 8,768, MS(g) = 772.10, p< .0005
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Table 29

Keymath Pre-Test Scores and Time to Testingl

Average Clients with Clients with  Clients Ever
Average Standard Grade  Weeksto ValidScores Invalid Scores _Pre-tested
Site Score  Deviation Equiv. Testingl N~ %Z N %Z N %7

Boston l64.3 13.8 6.3 6.7 18 38.3 4 8.5 22 46.8
Camden 162.5 25.0 6.4 4.9 127 72.6 7 4.0 134 76.6
Chicago 150.5 28.3 5.7 3.2 77 54.2 16 11.3 93 65.5
Fresno 153.6 29.7 5.9 3.7 122 92.4 3 2.3 125 94.7
Kansas City 166.2 27.3 6.8 4.3 83 72.8 3 2.6 36 75.4
Los Angeles 153.7 27.5 5.9 4.4 35 60.3 2 3.4 37 63.8
Pensacola 151.1 30.7 5.8 4.8 120 79.5 20 13.2 140  92.7
Providence 157.7 30.3 6.2 4.7 82 68.9 2 1.7 8 70.6
San Francisco 159.9 24.9 6.2 5.8 113 72.9 8 5.2 121 78.1
Total 157.3 28.2 6.1 4.6 777  66.6% 65 5.6% 842 72.2%
1 Only those tests given 4 weeks or less before the program are analyzed. Weeks to testing are the

average number of weeks between 4 weeks prior to case action date and the testing date.

2 Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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significant differences are also found between the scores of those clients
diagnosed learning disabled and those who were not, with the latter group scoring
higherl. In addition, still controlling for site differences, there are significant
differences between ethnic groups with white clients having the highest scores
and blacks the lowest2,

From the nine sites which recorded KeyMath scores, there are scores for
435 youth who were post-tested on the KeyMath (see Table 30). Of these,
376 raw scores with corresponding grade equivalents are complete and reliable.
Matching these post-test scores with their pre-test counterparts, the average
pre-test score is 157.8 and the average post-test score is 166.8. Thus, overall
figures for the replication show a mean gain score of 8.9 for the average period
of 26.5 weeks which elapsed between the two testing dates. The corresponding
grade equivalents show an average gain of .6 grades over the same period of
time. When these difference scores are weighted for a 26-week (half year)
period, clients show a mean gain of 8.7 points on their raw scores and .6 years on
their grade equivalents. The test is standardized so that a .5 year gain in the
grade equivalent is expected for a 26-week period. Thus, New Pride clients show
a greater gain in their mathematics achievement scores than is expected from

the average student.

Overall there are significant improvements in raw scores from the pre-test
to the post-test3. Covarying the pre-test scores of all subjects, there are

significantly different gains across sites#. The overall pre-test to post-test raw

1 F=81.745, df = 1,767, MS(g) = 698.64, p< .0001
2 F=50.591, df = 2,738, MS(g) = 692.12, p.01
3 t=13.342, N = 376, p< .0001

% F=5738,df = 7,367, MS(e) = 129.16, p< .01
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KeyMath Pre-Test and Post-Test Differences

Table 30

Clients Clients with
Average Scores Average Average Average with Valid Invalid  Clients Ever
for Clients with Pre-Test Post-Test 26-Weeks Weeks Pre/Post Pre/Post Pre and
Pre and Post-Tests Dif- 26-Week Grade Grade Dif- Standardl Between Scores Scores Post-Tested
Site Pre-Test Post-Test ference  Standardl Equiv. Equiv. ference (in years) Tests N %2 N %2 N %2

Camden 163.7 172.7 9.0 10.7 6.5 7.3 0.8 1.0 21.8 6 34.9 3 1.7 64 36.6
Chicago 143.2 159.6 16.4 13.9 5.4 6.4 1.1 0.9 30.7 15 9.9 8 5.6 22 15.5
Fresno 155.2 168.4 13.2 10.8 6.0 6.8 0.8 0.7 31.8 73 55.3 10 7.6 83 62.9
Kansas City 165.4 175.3 9.9 3.1 6.7 7.4 0.7 0.6 31.9 53 46.5 4 3.5 57 50.0
Los Angeles 177.0 186.0 9.0 9.4 7.2 8.1 0.9 0.9 25.0 1 1.7 0 - 1 1.7
Pensacola 149.5 154.0 4.5 4.7 5.7 6.0 0.3 0.3 24.7 68 45.0 24 15.9 92 60.9
Providence 160.7 171.4 10.6 8.6 6.5 7.1 0.7 0.6 31.9 42 35.3 3 2.5 45 37.8
San Francisco 158.9 164.0 5.1 7.4 6.1 6.5 0.4 0.6 17.8 64 41.3 7 4.5 71 45.8
Total 157.8 166.8 8.9 8.7 6.2 6.8 0.6 0.6 26.5 376 32.2% 59 5.1% 435 37.3%
1 Derived for comparative purposes, the 26-week standard represents the average amount of client gain expected if there were exactly 26 weeks between the

pre and post-dates of the tests administered at each site. (Average gain divided by average weeks = gain per week x 26.)

2 Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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score gain is 8.9 points. Covarying the pre-test scores of all subjects and the
differences between New Pride sites, non-learning disabled clients gain 3.6
points over learning disabled clientsl. With the same covariates, there are also
significant differences in gains for different ethnic groups2. Whites gain 11.2

points, blacks gain 9.0 points, and Hispanics gain 6.6 points.

Woodcock Reading Mastery

The Woodcock standardized test of reading mastery was administered to
878 clients (75.2 percent) as a pre-test, and scores for 813 youth are valid and
reliable (see Table 31). Average pre-test scores range from a high of 134.9 at
Kansas City to 120.7 at Georgetown. The overall average score for the New
Pride Replication was 129.2. The average grade equivalent was 5.3. This
reading measure is 1.l grade levels below that achieved on the reading subtest of
the WRAT, and close to 4 grades below that expected of clients given their grade
level in school. The average number of weeks from clients' case action dates to

the first testing on the Woodcock was 3.4, or slightly under a month.

Measuring on the basis of Woodcock pre-test raw scores, there are
significant differences across sites3.  Controlling for the site differences,
significant differences are alse found between the scores of learning disabled and
non-learning disabled clients, with the latter group scoring higher‘*. In addition,
still controlling for site differences, there are significant differences between

ethnic groups with whites scoring highest and blacks lowest?.

1 F=6.915, df = 1,366, MS(e) = 127.11, p<.009

2 F=3.798, df = 2,355, MS(g) = 128.16, p< .05

3 F=3.629, df = 9,803, MS(e) = 421.14, p< .0003

4 F=121.992, df = 1,802, MS(e) = 366.00, p < .0001

5 F=38.499, df = 2,768, MS(e) = 386.14, p<.01
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Table 31

Woodcock Pre-Test Scores and Time to Testingl

'

Average Clients with Clients with Clients Ever

Average Standard Grade Weeks to Valid Scores Invalid Scores Pre-Tested

Site Score  Deviation Equiv. Testing N %< N %< N %<
Boston 131.5 26.2 6.4 3.0 11 23.4 2 4.3 13 27.7
Camden 130.8 19.3 6.0 3.8 127 72.6 5 2.9 132 75.4
Chicago 124.2 21.2 4.9 2.8 78 54.9° 7 4.9 85 59.9
Fresno 129 .4 7.1 5.2 3.4 119 90.2 5 3.8 124 93.9
Georgetown 120.7 23.2 4.5 3.5 13 24.3 1 1.4 19 25.7
Kansas City 134.9 i3.0 6.6 3.9 88 77.é 2 1.8 90 78.9
Los Angeles 130.8 17 .4 5.5 5.6 37 63.8 0 - 37 63.8
Pensacola 122.5 24.7 5.1 .2 119 78.8 23 15.2 142 94.0
Providence 130.2 25.1 6.3 5.3 76 63.9 12 10.1 38 73.9
San Francisco 132.8 18.1 6.0 0.8 140 90.3 8 5.2 148 95.5

Total 129.2 20.8 5.3 3.4 813 69.7% 65 5.6% 878 75.2%
1 Only those tests given % weeks or less before the program are analyzed. Weeks to Testing are the

average number of weeks between 4 weeks prior to case action date and the testing date.

2 Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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Of the 878 youth who were pre-tested on the Woodcock, 459 were also
post-tested. Of these, scores for 55 were removed as either invalid or
unreliable, leaving #04 cars=s with matched pre and post-test scores. Table 32
presents overall data for these pre and post-test scores. The whole sample shows
an increase in reading mastery scores of 4.9 points or one year with an average
of 25.6 weeks elapsing between the pre-testing and post-testing. @ When
calculated to a 26 week standard, the overall gain is 5 points or one year. This is
substantially higher than the .5 years expected from a normal population.
Overall, there is a significant gain in pre-test to post-test raw scoresl. New
Pride clients made great strides in improving their reading skills while in the

program.

Average site difference scores from pre-tests to post-tests differ
substantially, from 1.8 years at Camden to .2 years at Pensacola and Providence
(when held to the 26-week standard). Covarying the pre-test scores of all
subjects, there are significantly different gains between sitesZ. Covarying the
pre-test scores of all subjects and the differences between New Pride sites, non-
learning disabled clients gain 2.2 points over learning disabled clients3. With the
same covariates, there are no significant differences in gains for different ethnic

groups®.

I t=11.257, N = 405, p<.0001
2 F = 5.224, df = 9,394, MS(e) = 66.396, p <.01
3 F=5.455,df = 1,393, MS(e) = 65.857, p<.03

b F=2.332, df = 2,372, MS(e) = 68.048, p >.05
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Table 32

Woodcock Pre-Test and Post-Test Differences

Clients Clients with Clients
Average Scores for Average  Average Average with Valid Invalid Ever
Clients with Pre-Test  Post-Test 26-Week Weeks Pre/Post Pre/Post Pre and
Pre and Post-Tests Dif- 26-Week Grade Grade Dif- Standard?2 Between Scores Scores Post-Tested
Sitel Pre-Test  Post-Test - ference Standard2 Equiv. Equiv. ference (in years) Tests N %3 N %3 N %3

Camden 130.¢ 136.0 5.4 6.3 5.8 7.3 1.5 1.8 22.2 62 35.4 4 2.3 66 37.7
Chicago 117.0 123.5 6.5 6.1 4.6 5.6 1.0 0.9 27.7 13 9.2 6 4.2 19 13.4
Fresno 129.1 136.0 7.2 6.1 5.3 6.9 1.6 1.3 30.9 74 56.1 9 6.8 83 62.9
Kansas City 136.1 141.7 5.6 .6 6.7 7.8 1.1 0.9 31.8 54 47.4 3 2.6 57 50.0
Los Angeles 142.5 143.0 0.5 0.3 6.8 7.1 0.3 0.2 40.5 2 3.4 0 - 2 3.4
Pensacola 123.7 125.9 2.2 2.5 5.4 5.6 0.2 0.2 23.3 71 47.0 19 12.6 90 59.6
Providence 133.1 137.1 4.0 3.3 6.7 7.7 kO 0.8 31.1 35 29.4 5 4.2 40 33.¢
San Francisco 1B4.6 139.3 4.7 6.4 6.1 7.0 0.9 1.2 19.0 93 60.0 8 5.2 101 65.2
Total 130.6 135.5 4.9 5.0 5.9 .9 k.G 1.0 25.6 404 38.6% 54 5.2% 458 43.8%
! Gaorgetown is not included for only one pre-post test score was recorded from that site.
2 Derived for comparative purposes, the 26-week standard represents the average amocunt of client gain expected if there were exactly 26 weeks between the

pre and post-dates of the tests administered at each site. (Average gain divided by average weeks = gain per week x 26.)

3 Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
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INDIVIDUALIZED INTEGRATED SERVICE PLAN (IISP)

The IISP is the key theoretical construct which links clients' problems to
the program's intervention strategy. The process of designing and updating this
serivce plan brings all involved staff together to focus on the needs and progress
of a particular client. This process is central to New Pride's individualized and

holistic treatment model.

For the IISP staffing, during which the plan was designed, all the staff
members who had been involved with a particular client brought the information
they had gathered during the intake phase and the diagnostic process. They
discussed the client's needs, and identified those needs (see Appendix A) that the
program intended to meet. The needs were categorized into eight areas: family,
emotional development, social, physical, education, employment, legal, and
transportation. Next, program staff set measurable objectives which would
address the client's needs. Finally, they developed a service plan to meet these
objectives, which consisted of specific types of services, who wou!d provide
them, and when they would begin. The services were selected from the list of
services (also in Appendix A) and were separated into 7 types: intake activities,
casework activities, counseling, education, learning disabilities, employment, and
other services. All of this information was coded onto the IISP form and

subsequently entered into the computer data base.

An example of a need-objective-planned service sequence follows: need —
"has problems with school attendance"; objeccives — "will reduce absences from
2-3 to zero days ill per month" and "meet for tutorial services once a week';
services planned to achieve objectives — school history documentation (intake
service), supervision (casework activity), individual counseling (counseling

service), and academic subject tutoring (educational service).

Table 33 shows the number and percent of clients for whom needs,
objectives, and planned services were recorded and the average number of these
per client. Over all the sites, needs were identified for 71.3 percent of all
clients, objectives set for 73.3 percent and services planned for 66.8 percent.
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Table 33

IISP Data: Needs, Objectives, and Plarned Services

Clients with Clients with  Average
identified Average  Clients with  Average Planned Services
Needs Needs Objectives  Objectives Services Planned Weeks to
Site N %l  PerClient N %  PerClient N %  Per Client  HSP Staffing?

Boston 24 51.1 8.0 24 51.1 11.2 0 - - -
Camden 118  67.4 4.5 118 67.4 6.3 118 67.4 3.6 3.4
Chicago 7% 52.1 10.1 77 54.2 17.3 74 52.1 4.2 13.2
Fresno 132 100.0 6.3 132 100.0 7.2 132 100.0 4.9 6.9
Kansas City 92 80.7 8.2 103 90.4 9.2 103 90.4 5.1 8.0
Los Angeles 23 39.7 27.9 24 41.4 11.0 26 41.4 6.2 16.5
Pensacola 138 91.4 12.5 138 9.4 12.6 138 91.4% 7.0 9.4
Providence 112 94.1 17.4 112 9.1 50.7 112 94.1 7.7 2.1
San Francisco 119 76.8 11.8 127 81.9 11.6 79 51.0 4.7 7.1
Total 832 71.3% 10.6 855 73.3% 15.7 780 66.8% 5.5 6.2
1 These and other’percentages represent the percent of clients at a site or in the entire replication.
2 Average number of weeks is time between case action date and IISP staffing date. Averages are based on

clients with valid staffing dates (all Boston dates were missing). Records of staffings more than four weeks
before or a year after the case action date were removed from these computations.
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The IISP staffing, at which this plan was developed, took place on an average of
a month and a half after intake.

Staff members were to monitor, on a regular basis, clients' progress in
meeting their objectives. The model recommended that this monitoring take
place monthly for each client, at which time treatment objectives could be

revised and the plan of services could be adjusted.

A second IISP was to be filled out for each client at the start of the follow-
up phase and was to be used as a plan for the follow-up treatment phase in much
the same way as the original IISP served as a plan for the intensive phase. At
the beginning of the follow-up phase, objectives were to be reevaluated in light
of the clients' progress during the intensive phase, and a new, less intensive

service plan created.

Most New Pride sites failed to utilize fully the IISP as a treatment tool.
As late as 1982, the computer files which stored this information had no IISP
data for clients from three of the remaining seven sites, and little data from two
other sites. This can partially be explained because of problems with the MIS
files themselves. These files were very difficult to construct, and were not fully
available to sites until April, 198 . Even then, they were relatively complex to

use.

The major reason for the lack of IISP data, however, was that most sites
had difficulty developing and using the individualized plans. At almost every
New Pride project, staff had trouble writing treatment objectives which were
measurable. They tended to use either vague goals or repeat the same set of
objectives over and over. It was often the case that IISPs were written and then

never referred to again.

At some projects, all clients were placed in predetermined service tracks.
The primary focus of staff was on providing those services which they were
trained to provide, not on developing and implementing individualized treatment

plans.
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One site, Providence, had difficulties with the IISP because they over-
individualized the plans. They set so many objectives for each client (an average
of 50.7) that the sheer number of objectives made it impossible to utilize the

plans effectively ana keep them updated.

At some sites, IISPs were not formalized until long after clients had
entered the program and begun to receive services. At Los Angeles, clients were
staffed for the IISP on an average of 16.5 weeks, or close to 4 months, after
intake. They had finished two-thirds of the intensive treatment phase by that
time. The overall average time from intake to IISP staffing was 6.2 weeks, or

one and one-half months.

Only at Fresno was the IISP fully utilized as the core of the New Pride
treatment program. Here, plans were actually individualized and updated
monthly for each client. Staff used the plans as treatment tools, and saw the
IISP as the key element of the holistic treatment approach that was the basis of

the New Pride model.

The first element of the [ISP was the identification of each client's needs.
Initially, the MIS contained an extensive list of possible needs, separated into the
eight areas listed above. When the needs list was later made optional, the basic

eight areas of need were retained on the IISP and in the analysis.

Table 34 presents the number and proportion of clients at each site who
have objectives addressing the various areas of need. This table draws a picture
of those need areas focused upon by the different New Pride projects. At
Boston, Los Angeles and San Francisco, more clients had objectives addressing
their educational needs than any other typ> of need. At Providence, the highest
proportion had objectives which addressed employment needs. Over all the sites,
the highest proportion of clients, 62.8 percent, had objectives which addressed
emotional development needs. Most projects focused on this problem area of
clients. The second most common type of need addressed across the replication

sites was educational, followed by employment needs.

6-63




Table 3%

Clients with Objectives by Area of Need Addressed!

Emotional Trans-
Family Development Social Physical Education Employment Legal portation
Site N %2 N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Boston 8 17.0 19 40.4 18 38.3 5 10.6 21 W4.7 14 29.8 7 14.9 0 -
Camden 80 22.9 91 52.0 26 14.9 13 7.4 80 45.7 69 39.4 1 0.6 1 0.6
Chicago 36 25.4 69 43.6 38 26.8 43 30.3 62 43.7 28 19.7 39 27.5 1 0.7
Fresno 37 28.0 115 g7.1 43 32.6 33 25.0 9% 71.2 73 55.3 68 51.5 & 3.0
Kansas City 84 73.7 8 75.4 71 62.3 50 43.9 74 64.9 79 69.3 64 56.1 47 41.2
Los Angeles 10 17.2 16 27.6 15 25.9 14 24,1 23 39.7 16 27.6 16 27.6 0 -
Pensacola 99 65.6 138 9i.4 91 60.3 98 64.9 118 78.1 127 84.1 48 31.8 3 2.0
Providence 57 47.9 100 84.0 56 47.1 4 37.0 102 85.7 110 92.% 64 53.8 11 9.2
San Francisco 78 50.3 99 63.9 38 2Z4.5 57 36.8 104 67.1 61 39.4 42 27.1 0 -
Total 449  38.5% 753 62.8% 396 33.9% 357 30.6% 678 58.1% 577 49.4% 349 29.9% 67 5.7%

1 This table presents only those objectives which correspond to a particular need. As Table 43 shows, some sites entered
objectives for a larger proportion of clients than are presented here.

2 These and other percentages represent the percent of clients at a site or in the replication.
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A similar picture is drawn osn Table 35, which shows the types of services
planned for clients. Again there is a large variation among individual sites as to
areas of erhphasis. At Kansas City, casework activities (which include
supervision) were the services planned most often. At Providence more clients
had employment services planned than any other type of service and at Los
Angeles more educational services. These areas of emphasis are consistent with

the need areas emphasized at these two sites.

The service type planned for the greatest proportion of clients over all the
sites is counseling services. Sixty percent of all clients have counseling services
in their treatment plans; this represents 90 percent of all clients who had any
services planned at all. The next most frequently planned type was educational

services, followed closely by employment services.

While the New Pride model called for a second IISP to be developed for the
follow-up phase of treatment, few sites did so. Fresno was the only site to write
and record follow-up IISPs for a substantial proportion of their clients. Follow-
up IISPs were entered in the MIS files for 68 percent of the Fresno clients. San
Francisco was the only other site with more than just a few follow-up IISPs;

there, 14 percent of the clients had follow-up IISPs.

As described above, client objectives were to be updated monthly. This
process was designed to help staff reassess clients' treatment objectives on a
regular basis, so that the services clients were receiving would relate to current

and relevant objectives.

Table 36 presents data on the objective updates, showing the number of
objectives updated by site, the average number of objectives updated per client
(ranging from 4 at Camden to #48.2 at Providence), and the number and
proportion of clients with updated objectives. This latter figure reflects the
degree to which projects actually used the IISP as a treatment tool. Here again
Fresno had the highest proportion of clients - 97 percent - whose objectives were
updated during the program. Pensacola and Kansas City updated objectives for

75.5 and 69.3 percent respectively. Other sites updated objectives for fewer
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Table 35

Clients with Services Planned to Meet Objectives

by Type of Service
Intake Casework Learning Other
Activities Activities  Counseling Education Disabilities Employment _Services
Sitel N %2 N % N % N % N % N % N %
Camden & 2.3 12 6.9 100 57.1 65 37.1 22 12.6 57 32.6 33 18.9
Chicago 19 13.4 6 4.2 72 50.7 56 39.4 4 2.8 14 9.9 33 23.2
Fresno 14 10.6 99 75.0 127 96.2 57 43.2 27 20.5 53 40.2 31 23.5

KansasCity' 3 2.6 93 8l.6 70 6l1.4 37 32.5 20 17.5 70 61.4 68 59.6

Los Angeles 3 5.2 4 6.9 17 29.3 23 39.7 6 10.3 13 22.% 19 32.8

Pensacola 6 4.0 I 7.3 138 9i.8 117 77.5 32 21.2 122 80.8 55 3&.4

Providence 7 5.9 1 0.8 98 82.4 86 72.3 41 34.5 104 87.%4 24 20.2

San Francisco 22 14.2 12 7.7 78 50.3 54 34.8 17 11.0 51 32.9 51 32.9

Total 78  6.7% 238 20.4% 700 60.0% 495 42.4% 189 14.5% 484 41.5% 314 26.9%

1

Neither Boston nor Georgetown entered any planned service data into the MIS files.

These and other percentages represent the percent of clients at a site or in the replication,
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Table 36

Objectives Updated by Site

Clients with
Objectives  Average Objectives Objectives Updated

Site ‘ Updated Updated per Client N %1
Camden 91 4.0 23 13.1
Chicago 752 13.4 56 39.4
Fresno 1,206 2.4 128 97.0
Kansas City 510 6.5 79 69.3
Pensacola 1,372 12.0 114 75.5
Providence 2,602 48,2 54 45.4
San Francisco 850 11.3 75 48.4
Total 7,383 14.0 | 529 45.3%
I These figures represent the percent of clients at a site or in the

entire replication.
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than half of their clients. The lowest proportion was 13.1 percent at Camden,
where they admittedly made little use of the IISP.

Each time an objective was updated one of eight assessments or decisions
could be made. The objective could be deleted or revised, or assessed as: not
yet addressed, no progress, behind schedule, on schedule, ahead of schedule, or
achieved. Of all objectives ever updated, 46 percent were assessed eventually as

having been achieved.

When the progress made toward meeting an objective was evaluated as
being unsatisfactory, a reason was to be indicated. The most common reason for
unsatisfactory progress, given in 43 percent of the cases, was that the client had
been uncooperative. In 16 percent of the cases, staff felt that more services

were needed before the objective could be achieved.

In summary, the IISP was a critical element of the Replication model
which, by systematically bringing staff together to focus on a particular client,
promoted proactive planning of services, individualized treatment, and an
integration of service interventions. It was clear that, for most project staff and
managers, this proactive approach was a new one. They needed tix"ne and a great
deal of technical assistance to make it an effective part of their program. Yet
almost all the replication sites attempted to use the IISP, though to widely
varying degrees of thoroughness. They chiefly used it in its initial phase,
integrating information from diagnostic process into a blueprint for subsequent
treatment in the intensive phase. Far less use of this instrument was made on an
ongoing basis through evaluating and updating clients' needs and objectives, or as
a plan for follow-up treatment. Despite its limited use, however, it appears that
the IISP did impact on most sites' treatment of clients, and did promote an
increased awareness of the value of fitting services to clients' actual needs and

objectives.
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EMPLOYMENT

With information from all 10 sites, 602, or 51.6 percent of all clients had
job information in the data base (see Table 37). This represents over half of all
clients, including those who were full-time students. Of the 602 youth for whom
jobs were recorded, 243 (25.1 percent) had two jobs, and 122 (12.7 percent) had
three or more jobs. A total of 969 jobs were recorded. Of these, 967 were
analyzable. ‘

Twenty-two percent of all jobs were designated as permanent and 30
percent as temporary. An additional 26 percent were considered work-
experience situations, 13 percent as on-the-job training, and 3 percent as
seasonal employment. Seven percent were included in more than one of the

placement status categories listed above.

Forty-three percent of the jobs were in private business. Not-for-profit
corporations were the employers in 42 percent of the cases. This was often the
New Pride prograrn itself or its parent agency. For 15 percent of the jobs, a

governmental agency was the employer.

New Pride paid all the wages in 40.7 percent of the employment instances
(see Table 38). The employer paid all the wages in 32.7 percent and CETA in
17.8 percent of the cases. There was some other wage source for 5 percent and

a combination of wage sources for 3.7 percent of the jobs.

As Table 38 indicates, there were definite site differences in the source of
wages. For example, the Camden New Pride program paid the wages for only
one job, while the San Francisco, Pensacola, and Chicago New Pride programs
were the sole source of wages for half or more of their clients' jobs. Camden
was uniquely successful in that 73.8 percent of the jobs held by clients at that
site were funded solely by the employer. This finding reflects the emphasis at

that site on clients finding their own jobs.

6-69




Table 37

Jobs by Site
Number Clients Ever Employed
Site of Jobs N %
Boston 50 27 57.4
Camden 123 90 51.4
Chicago 44 41 28.9
Fresno 140 90 68.2
Georgetown 24 13 17.6
Kansas City 117 64 56.1
Los Angeles 13 12 20.7
Pensacola 152 &5 56.3
Providence 137 80 67.2
San Francisco 169 100 64.5
Total 969 602 51.6%
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Table 38

Source of Wages by Site

Employer New Pride CETA Other Combination

Site N »l N % N % N % N %
Boston 4 8.0 23 46.0 1 2.0 10 20.0 12 2¢.0
Camden 90 73.8 1 0.8 29 23.8 2 1.6 0 -
Chicago 12 273 22 50.0 10 22.7 0 - 0o -
Fresno 27 19.3 18 12.9 87 62.1 6 4.3 2 1.4
Georgetown 12 50.0 it 45.8 0 - 0 - i 4.2
Kansas City 35 31.0 50  44.2 25  22.1 3 2.7 0 -
Los Angeles 6 50.0 2 16.7 2 16.7 2 8.7 0 -
Pensacola 45 29.8 90 59.6 7 4.6 7 4.6 2 1.3
Providence 46 33.6 65 47.4 9 6.6 7 12.4 0 -
San Francisco 38 22.5 110 65.1 1 0.6 0 - 20 11.8
Total ’ 315 32.7% 392 40.7% 171 17.8% 47 4.9% 37 3.8%
i These and the following represent the number and percent of jobs at a site or over the

entire replication.
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Most jobs, 84.4 percent of them, brought clients a salary of minimum wage,
that is, between $2.50 and $3.50 an hour. Only 1.3 percent of the jobs earned
less than $2.50 per hour, and 14.3 percent earned more than $3.50 per hour. The

average number of hours worked per week was 22.4 hours.

Job completion data were recorded for 731 of the 967 jobs held by clients.
Some of the jobs for which these data were missing were continuing at the time
projects closed or lost contact with the clients. In some other cases, the project
failed to record this information. Of the jobs for which we have completion
data, 9.6 percent lasted one week or less. Seventy-three percent of these jobs
lasted betwezn one week and three months, and 17.5 percent lasted longer than

three months.

Of the jobs for which completion data are available, 268 or 37.3 percent
ended because the position ended. In 22.6 percent of the cases, the client quit
and in 10.9 percent he or she left to take a better job. In 16.2 percent of the
jobs, the client was fired. Other reasons for ending jobs were indicated in 13.1
percent of the cases.

New Pride projects were asked to document as much employment data as
possible for clients, tracking their employment histories before they came to the
project, during their participation in New Pride, and afterward. Job information
for clients before and after their involvement in New Pride was often difficult to
acquire. Only 21 jobs begun prior to New Pride admission and 78 jobs begun
after termination were recorded.

Ninety percent of the jobs for which we have data were acquired by clients
while they were participating in New Pride. Six hundred thirteen of these jobs
(70.6 percent) were started during the clients' intensive phase, or within the first
six months of their treatment. The remaining 255 jobs were started during the

clients' follow-up phase.

Table 39 presents certain job characteristics broken out by the time the job

started. From the intensive phase to the follow-up phase to the post-New Pride
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Table 39

Job Characteristics by Time Job Started!

Percent Percent
Number Empioyed Salaries
Number of Percent? by Percent Percent Length Hours Above
Time Job of Clients Permanent Private Paid Solely Paid Solely of Job Worked Minimum
Started of Jobs Employed Positions Employer by Employer by New Pride in Weeks Per Week Wage3
Intensive Phase 613 475 18.6% 40.1% 28.8% 49.4% 8.8 20.8 11.8%
Follow-up Phase 255 203 24.3% 45.83% 36.5% 30.2% 8.7 24.7 18.4%
After New Pride 78 66 32.1% 52.6% b4 . 3% 14.1% 8.0 26.7 19.2%
I Jobs are included in "Intensive Phase" if they begar: on or between the case action date and six months after that date.

"Follow-up Phase" includes jobs begun between the case action date plus 6 months and the termination date. "After New
Pride" includes jobs begun on or after termination date. Where the termination date is missing, case action date plus
6 months is used in place of the termination date. Hence, when a job was begun more than 6 inon.ns after case action
date and there is no terminatioini date, this is considered an "After New Pride" record.

2 These and the following percentages are based on the total number of jobs per phase.

3 Above minimum wage is $3.50 and above per hour.
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employment situation, the proportion of jobs which were permahent (as opposed
to temporary, on the job training, work experience, or seasonal) rises. Through
this time sequence, the proportion of youth employed by the private sector also
increases, as does the proportion of salaries paid entirely by the employer. Jobs
held during both phases of the program lasted, on the average, close to the same
amount of time: 8.3 weeks for the intensive phase and 8 7 weeks for the follow-
up phase. After leaving New Pride, youth held jobs for a slightly shorter period
of time: & weeks. Thus, as clients progressed through the program phases and
left New Pride, youth worked more hours each week and earned somewhat higher
wages. This does not appear to be an artifact af aging, for each time period
contains a cross-section of youth of all ages. Rather, it appears that the
program provided clients with a degree of stability which was reflected in

slightly more stable job situations.

New Pride programs faced a real challenge in trying to find jobs for youth
under 16 years of age. They could and did provide job preparedness training to
these younger clients and these services were quite appropriate for this group,
but sites had a difficult time finding job placements for these youth. Despite
these difficulties, sites were relatively successful at employing these younger
clients (see Table 40). Of the under-16 group, 43.7 percent held jobs while in the
16 and older group, 56.5 percent held jobs. Those who were employed in each
age group held almost the same number of jobs: an average of 1 5 jobs for the
younger clients and an average of 1.6 jobs for the older ones. In the older group,
more of the jobs were permanent positions and more were private sector
employment. Twice as many of the older clients had their wages paid entirely by
their employer. While this would appear to mean that the jobs held by older
youth were more stable, they lasted close to the same length of time as the jobs

held by the younger group (8.7 weeks as compared to 8.6 weeks).

As well as finding jobs for younger, in addition to clder clients, sites were
able to place youth in a wide range of employment situations. Appendix B
consists of a list of the various duties or positions held by the youth. Most of

these are entry level positions, but they span many different fields of endeavor.
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Table 40

Job Characteristics by Age of Clients

Percent

Average Percent Percent Salaries

Number Clients N of Percent? Employed Paid Percent Length Hours Above
of Employed Nof Jobs Per Permanent by Private Solely by  Paid Solely of 3b Worked Minimum

Age of Clients  All Clients N %l Jobs Client Positions Employer by Employer by New Pride in Weeks per Week Wage3
Under 16 449 196 43.7% 299 1.5 16.8% 27.3% 19.2% 47.5% 8.6 20.7 10.4%
16 and Older 7138 406 55.5% 663 1.6 27.0% 50.1% 38.8% 37.7% 8.7 23.2 16.0%

1 Percent of clients within the age group who were employed.

2 These and the following percentages are based on the number o jobs within each age group.
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SCHOOL STATUS

Projects were askcd to record information about clients' school experiences
just prior to admission to New Pride, during their participation in the program,
and if possible, following termination. Sites found it very difficult to collect pre
and post-New Pride school data due to limits in access to public school records,
poor recordkeeping at many schools, and a shortage of staff time to track clients
after they left the program. Consequently, the most complete data are recorded
for clients' school status during their participation in New Pride. Seventy-five
percent of all clients have school records which document their school status
while they attended New Pride. Thirty-nine percent of all clients have
information recorded for schools attended prior to entering New Pride, and only

7 percent have such information for schools attended after leaving the program.

Table 41 presents a breakdown of school status data for four time periods:
before New Pride, in the intensive treatment phase (within six months of intake),
in the follow-up phase, and after termination from New Pride. As noted on this
table, a school program listed as "Before New Pride" was begun before intake but
may have continued after the youth came to New Pride. Relatively little data
are recorded for schools having been entered during the follow-up phase. In
many cases, youth entered school programs just after intake during the intensive

phase and remained in them throughout the follow-up phase as well.

Overall, 1,921 school status records (here a record is the information
concerning one school program attended) were entered into the MIS, 1,786 of
which had crucial dates and could therefore be analyzed. These records
represent 967 clients, or 82.9 percent of all New Pride clients. Four sites,
Fresno, Providence, Pensacola, and San Francisco, recorded school data for more
than 95 percent of their clients. Fresno recorded the highest proportion of pre

and post-New Pride school data.
Eighty-four percent of all school records have both beginning and ending

information for that school experience. In l6 percent of the cases, the school

record was incomplete, with no ending date, attendance data, or reason for
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Table 41

School Status Data by Time School Program Started

Before New Pride During New Pride After New Pride Total
Intensive Follow-up
Records | Clients Records! Clients Records i Clients Records! Clients Records! Clients
Site N %2 N % N %2 N % N % N % N %2 N %3 N N %!

Boston . 23 37.1 23 62.2 37 59.7 3% 91.9 0 - 0 - 2 3.2 2 5.4 62 37 78.7
Camden 79 35.0 76 48.7 135 59.7 32 84.6 7 3. 7 4.5 5 2.2 5 3.2 226 156 89.1
Chicago 13 13.3 13 14.] 84 85.7 8 87.0 1 1.0 i 1.1 0 - 0 - 98 92 67.8
Fresno 207 43.7 126 96.9 186 39.2 115 88.5 47 9.2 40 30.8 34 7.2 27 20.8 474 130 98.5
Georgetown ] - 0 - 25 100.0 24 100.0 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 25 24 32.4
Kansas City 66 58.4 66 88.0 4y 38.9 42 56.0 0 - 0 - 3 2.7 3 4.0 13 75 65.8
Los Angeles 15 27.8 15 36.6 32 59.3 32 78.0 7 13.0 7 7.1 0 - 0 - 54 41 70.7
Pensacola 54 21.9 5% 36.7 190 76.9 146 99.3 2 0.8 2 1.4 1 0.4 1 0.7 247 147 97 .4
Providence 84 42.4 84 71.8 110 55.6 108 92.3 1 0.5 i 0.9 3 1.5 3 2.6 198 117 98.3
San Francisco 0 - 0 - 210 72.7 147 99.3 41 4.2 36 24.3 338 13.} 3 20.9 289 148 95.5
Total 541 30.3%457 47.3% 1,053 59.0%860 88.9% 106 5.9% 94 3.7% 86 4.8% 72 7.4% 1,786 567 82.9%
1 A school status record is the information concerning one school program attended. While records listed as "before New Pride" reflect school

experiences begun prior to program admission, the client may have remained at that school throughout his/her participation in New Pride.
Records are included in "intensive phase" if they began on or between the case action date and the case action date plus six months. "Follow-up
phase" includes school programs begun between the case action date plus six months and the termination date. "After New Pride" includes
school programs begun on or after the termination date. When the termination date is missing (123 records), case action date plus six months is
used in place of the termination date.

2 These percentages represent the percent of school status records at a site or, in the total row, for the entire replication.
3 These figures represent the percent of clients with school status records whose records fall into the given time period.

4 These figures represent the percent of all clients at a site or in the replication who have school status records.
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change. In these cases, either the youth was still attending that school program
when the site lost contact with him or her, or the closure data were never
collected or entered into the MIS file,

Prior to coming to New Pride, most of the schools documented in the MIS
(77.7 percent) were regular public schools (see Table #2). Schools recorded for
clients during their intensive phase of treatment were primarily New Pride
alternative schools (770 records, or 73.3 percent of all school programs begun
during the intensive phase). An additional 77 records listed the school type as
the New Pride Alternative School, but this was indicated in combination with
another school type. Both during the follow-up phase and after leaving New

Pride, the most common type of school attended was a regular public school.

Altogether, 819 or 70.2 percent of all clients attended the New Pride
Alternative School (see Table 43). Some sites, such as Fresno, preferred to leave
youth in the school they had been attending, if at all possible. Thus, at Fresno
only 57.6 percent of the clients attended the New Pride school, a relatively small
proportion. Other sites, such as Pensacola, Providence, and, San Francisco, felt
that the New Pride treatment would be more effective if clients attended the
New Pride school, leaving behind their previous school situation. At these sites,

more than 90 percent of the clients attended the New Pride school.

Information was also gathered on the various types of school programs
clients attended (see Table 44). In a number of instances, a client participated in
two or even three different types of programs within one school setting. The
client may have had regular as well as vocational classes, or some other

combination of program types.

A regular school program was the most common type of program attended
during all the start-up phases. A special education program for behavioral
problems was the next most frequently attended type. Over 19 percent of the
clients entered such a program during their intensive treatment phase at New

Pride.
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Table 42

Type of School by Time School Program Started

New Pride Regular Alternative More Than
Alternative Public Puby, > Private Parochial Technicai Junior Other One Type
School ! School School School School School College School Indicated

Time of Start-up N %2 N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

Before New Pride 0 - 407 77.5 8 [v.0 5 1.0 0 - 4 0.8 0 - 16 3.0 9 1.7
Intensive Phase 770 73.3  I34% 12.7 42 4.0 0 - 1 0.1 5 0.5 4 0.4 1 1.3 81 7.7 ‘
Follow-up Phase 22 20.8 51 43.1 14 13.2 0 - 0 - 1 0.9 4 3.8 12 11.3 2 1.9
After New Pride 0 - 39 459 17 20.0 1 1¢2 0 - 2 2.4 2 2.4 23 27.1 i 1.2
Total 792  44.8% 631 35.7% 157 8.9% 6 0.3% 1 0.1% 12 0.7% 10 0.6% 65 3.7% 93 5.3% R
1
0
1 All New Pride Alternative School experiences were considered to have started during the program, either in the intensive phase or the
follow-up phase, as the Alternative School was a primary component of New Pride and constituted in itself services received from the
program.

2 These and the following percentages represent the percent of school status records within a given category.




Clients Attending the New Pride

Table 43

Alternative Schoci

Si;ce Clients %
Boston 32 68.1
Camden 131 74.9
Chicago 79 55.6
Fresno 76 57.6
Georgetown 24 32.4
Kansas City 38 33.3
Los Angeles 39 67.2
Pensacola 146 96.7
Providence 108 90.8
San Francisco 146 94.2
Total 819 70.2%
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Table 44

Types of School Program by Time School Program Started!

Vocational
Special-  Special-Ed/ Reha- Other Vocational Regular
Ed/LD Behavioral  bilitation  Special-Ed _Education Program
Time of Start-up N % N % N % N % N % N %

Before New Pride 40 7.4 56 10.4 2 0.4 28 5.2 27 5.0 410 75.8

Intensive Phase 173 16.4 204 19.4 1 0.k 71 6.7 63 6.0 661 62.8
Follow-up Phase 20 18.9 5 4.7 0 - 1 0.9 11 10.4 78 73.6
After New Pride 12 14.0 3 3.5 0 - 1 1.2 4 4.7 65 75.6
Total 245 13.7%268 15.0% 3 0.2% 10F 5.7% 105 5.9% 1,214 68.0%
1 Some programs are listed under more than one type or their type is missing altogether, so the

total number of all types of programs may differ from the total number of school records and
the percentages may add up to more or less than 100 percent.

6-81



Although few clients were given all the tests recommended by the
Diagnostic Testing Battery, the New Pride programs were apparently successful
at identifying learning disabilities, which had not been previously diagnosed or
treated. While only 7.4 percent of the programs attended prior to New Pride
involved the remediation of learning disbilities, 16.4 percent of the school
programs begun during the intensive phase addressed these problems. An even
higher proportion of programs starting during the follow-up phase (18.9 percent)
included learning disability remediation. The proportion of programs with such
remediation which were begun after leaving New Pride remained high, almost

twice of what it was prior to New Pride.

Attendance data, including the number of days clients were enrolled in a
school program and the number of days with excused or unexcused absences,
were very difficult data for sites to collect. Table 45 presents these data by the
time the school program started. The first two columns show the number and
proportion of records which have data for the different attendance variables.
Attendance data for students of the New Pride Alternative school is far more

complete than for other schools, as would be expected.

The final column, which shows the percent of days énrolled of excused
absences and unexcused absences, presents a positive picture of change. Before
coming to New Pride, youth were out of school 6.1 percent of the time with
excused absences and 39 percent of the time with unexcused absences. After
being admitted into New Pride, those clients who attended the New Pride school
were out of school with excused absences 9.4 percent of the time, an increase of
over 3 percent over their prior histories. The proportion of time out and
unexcused, however, fell more than 10 percent. Those who attended schools
other than New Pride while in the program had an even better attendance
record. They had slightly fewer excused absences than they had prior to New

Pride, and 21.3 percent less time out unexcused.
The fact that those going to outside schools while in the progrim had

better attendance records than those going to the New Pride school should be put

into perspective. In most cases, those clients who remained in non-New Pride
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Table 45

School Attendance by Time School Program Started

Percent
Average  of Days
Records with Average Days Enrolled
Attendance Datal Days Ahsent Which Are
N . % Enrolled Per Client Absences
Before New Pride (N = 541)
Excused Absences 219 40.5 75.1 4.6 6.1
UnexcusedAbsences 291 53.8 &3.9 32.7 39.0
During New Pride
New Pride Alternative School (N = 869)
Excused Absences 712 81.9 74,2 7.0 9.4
Unexcused Absences 722 83.1 74.9 21.2 28.3
Other Schools (N = 290)
Excused Absences 138 45.1 57.6 4.7 8.2
Unexcused Absences 153 50.0 59.9 10.6 17.7
After New Pride (N = 86)
Excused Absences 25 35.7 58.6 0 15.4
Unexcused Absences 26 37.1 60.4 9 14.7
1

School status records are included if they have data for days enrolled
and either days with excused absences or unexcused absences.
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school settings were youth who had been able to adjust to school despite their
delinquent activities. This was not the case with many of those who came to the
program's school. Because of the differences in these two groups, the higher
rate of unexcused absences for the New Pride students does not mean that those
schools were less effective at keeping students in school, for even this more

difficult group showed a marked reduction in unexcused absences.

The improvements in attendance continued to increase even after youth
left New Pride. In their post-New Pride school experiences, youth reduced their

unexcused absences to 14.7 percent of the days they were enrolled.

The percent of days tardy also decreased during New Pride, and decreased
even more after New Pride. Before admission into New Pride, youth were tardy
10.3 percent of the days they were present. While in the program, this
proportion dropped to 8.9 percent for both New Pride school students and for
clients attending other schools. After New Pride records show the proportion of
tardies dropping further, to 8.1 percent of the days present.

Table 46 shows the reasons for change of school programs by the time the
program began. As with the attendance data, these figures indicate that New
Pride had an impact on clients' educations. Before coming to New Pride, only
1.2 percent of the school programs ended positively, that is, because the student
completed the program (0.6 percent), completed a GED (0.0 percent), or
graduated (0.6 percent). On the other hand, 44.5 percent of the school situations
ended negatively, by the student dropping out (32.4 percent), being expelled
(7.5 percent), or committing a new offense (4.6 percent). During the intensive
phase, the positive completion increased from 1.2 percent to 36.2 percent
(completed = 28.7 percent, GED = 3.5 percent, graduated = 4 percent), while the
negative ones decreased to 25 percent (dropped out = 10.3 percent, expelled =
2.8 percent, new offense = 11.9 percent). In the follow-up phase, positive
completions fell off to 14 percent, and to ll.5 percent after termination. It
appears that the intensive involvement of the client in the treatment program
had a strong impact on a successful school experience. The negative

completions, however, continued to decrease in the follow-up phase, falling to
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Table 46

Reason for Change of School Program by Time Program Started

During New Pride

Before Intensive  Follow-up After
Reason New Pride Phase Phase New Pride Total
for Change Nl %l N % N % N % N %

Completed
Program 3 0.6 263 28.7 12 12.9 4 6.6 282 13.1
Completed GED 0o - 32 3.5 0o - 2 3.3 34 2.2
Graduated 3 0.6 37 4.0 I 1.1 1 1.6 42 2.7
Transferred 99 20.5 77 8.4 13 14,0 8 13.1 197 12.7
Dropped Out 156 32.4 95 10.3 6 6.5 9 14.8 266 17.1
Expelled 36 7.5 26 2.3 0 =~ 2 3.3 64 4.1
New Offense 22 4.6 109 11.9 14 15.1 3 4.9 148 9.5
Other 163 33.8 279 30.4 47 50.5 32 52.5 521 33.5
Missing Data (59) (135) (13) (25) (232)
Total 541 30.3% 1,053 59.0% 106 5.9% 86 4.8% 1,786 100.0%
1 The numbers and percents refer to school programs in a given

category. Percentages are based on those programs which have data

for the variable "reason for change."
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21.6 percent, and then only slightly rose again in the post-New Pride period to
23 percent.

When recording completion data about each school program, staff were
asked to indicate whether or not students had withdrawn from school when they
ended that program. Where these data were collected, records of schools
entered prior to New Pride showed that the student withdrew from school in 61.9
percent of the cases, for the intensive phase, 53 percent, for the foliow-up
phase, 39.5 percent and for post-New Pride schools, 25.9 percent.

It is clear from these data that many New Pride clients had a history of
difficulties in dealing with school. Many had dropped out altogether before being
admitted into New Pride. Those clients for whom we have complete records of
their school experience just prior to entering New Pride had been out of school
for an average of 16 weeks. Given this fact, it is very impressive that the
program was able to bring so many back into school, improve their attendance,

and increase the rate of their successful completions.
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SERVICES

All New Pride service staff were asked to fill out a service delivery report
for each discrete service they provided to clients. On this report they were to
document the type and duration of service, who was served, who provided the
service, and a few other pieces of information. Staff could also record activities
not related to a specific client, such as staff meetings or administration tasks.
By recording these, as well as client-directed services, the MIS provided sites
with a tool to track staff activities as well as client services. No site, however,
took full advantage of this staff tracking potential. All but one did use the MIS

to varying degrees of thoroughness to track client services.

The recording of educational services presented a special problem. While
tutoring services were not difficult to document individually, recording each
type of service provided to each student in the alternative school classroom, and
its duration, would have placed an impossible burden on both teachers and data
coders. Because of this, educational services provided in the classroom setting
were not documented discretely, but rather in terms of attendance figures, that
is, days present, absent, or tardy. Here educational services include learning
disability remediation, which was provided in the classroom setting as well.
Since these services were recorded differently than the other services, that is,
their individual service types and durations were not specified, they cannot be

presented in the following tables in the same way as the other services.

For any New Pride site to document fully all of the services which were
provided to clients, all service staff had to maintain a strong and continued
commitment to this task. It required sustained support from project
administrators as well. Of all the sites, Fresno maintained the most complete
documentation of services. While Fresno clients comprised only 12.1 percent of
all clients (excluding Georgetown clients, for whom no service delivery data
were entered), Fresno service delivery records comprised 28.7 of all such
records. Other sites (except Georgetown) documented services in varying
degrees of completeness. San Francisco did not record services during its first

year of operation, but did record them for the later cohorts. Pensacola staff
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recorded almost no educational/learning disability remediation services, although
many were provided. Camden staff recorded only a portion of the many services

they provided throughout the project's operation.

Table 47 presents the services delivered to clients by service type by site.
It shows the number and proportion of each sites' clients who received the
various kinds of services. While the data for educational and learning disability.
services are presented, these data are incomplete because they do not include
regular classroom services. All educational and learning disability services, the
discrete service delivery records plus the attendance records, are presented later
in Table 51.

As can be seen from Table 47, service delivery information was entered
into the data base for 94.7 percent of all clients from the 9 sites that
documented services. Despite the fact that this table does not include classroom
attendance data, the service type with the highest proportion of records (24.9
percent) is educational services. Counseling services were the second most
frequently recorded (22.5 percent), and this type was provided to the highest
proportion of clients, 85.5 percent. At two sites, Fresno and Providence,
counseling was provided to all clients. Intake and case work activities were also

recorded for high proportions of clients: 83.9 and 83.7 percent respectively.

The amount of services received by clients varies by service type and site.
These figures are broken-out in Table 48 and presented in the average number of

hours per client for those clients who received services.

Clients who received services in the category labeled "other client
services" received an average of 4#3.5 hours of service, the highest amount for
any type (excluding educational and learning disability services, which were
primarily recorded in the attendance data in days). Fresno clients were engaged
in these activities for the greatest amount of time: 120.2 hours per client who
received any of these services. Services in the "other" category include

recreation, court and health services, cultural enrichment, life skills, drivers'
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Table 47

Services Delivered by Type of Service

Sites
Type of Service Boston Camden Chicago Fresno Kansas City Los Angeles Pensacola Providence San Francisco Total2

Intake Activities

N of Records 216 1,323 363 1,823 637 351 2,202 1,098 3,782 11,395
9% of Site’s Records 2.2 12.1 1.5 3.2 4.0 8.9 12.0 8.8 23,6 7.3
N of Clients 33 162 84 129 67 44 147 119 131 917
% of Site’s Clients 70.2 92.6 59.2 97.7 58.8 75.9 97.4 100.0 84.5 83.9
Case Work Activities

N of Recerds 112 1,781 2,248 6,082 2,153 714 6,681 3,081 1,860 ' 24,712
% of Site's Records 1.2 16.3 9.3 13.6 13.6 18.1 38.3 24.8 11.6 15.83
N of Clients 25 142 107 132 73 47 140 119 128 915
% of Site's Clients 53.2 8l.1 75.4 100.0 64.0 31.0 92.7 100.0 82.6 83.7
Counseling

N of Records 1,685 4,755 3,728 9,053 541 489 6,528 5,364 3,070 35,213
" 9% of Site's Records 17.4 43.5 15.4 20.2 3.4 12.4 35.4 43.1 19.2 22.5
N of Clients 39 149 105 132 63 b4 146 119 137 934
% of Site's Clients 83.0 85.1 73.9 100.0 55.3 75.9 96.7 100.0 83.4 85.5
Educationl

N of Records 4,114 407 14,794 14,467 1,710 1,498 324 236 1‘,3148 38,898
% of Site's Records 42.4 3.7 61.2 32.3 10.8 38.1 1.8 1.9 © 8.4 24.9
N of Clients 40 66 121 109 37 38 4C 62 78 91
% of Site’s Clients 85.1 37.7 85.2 82.6 32.5 63.5 26.5 52.1 50.3 S4.1
Learning Disabilities!

N of Records 1,807 321 1,443 3,540 7,114 37 1 121 282 14,668
9% of Site’s Records 18.6 2.9 6.0 7.9 45.0 0.9 0.0 1.0 1.8 9.4
N of Clients 37 22 70 36 32 2 1 12 31 243
% of Site's Clients 78.7 12.6 49.3 27.3 28.1 3.4 0.7 10.1 20.0 22.2
Employment ,

N of Records 834 1,237 266 3,192 361 238 1,69 1,616 3,026 12,464
% of Site's Records 8.6 11.3 1.1 7.1 2.3 6.0 9.2 13.0 13.9 8.0
N of Clients 33 132 53 112 18 28 104 105 134 719
% of Site's Clients 70.2 75.4 37.3 84.8 15.8 48.3 63.9 88.2 86.5 65.3
Other Client Services

N of Records 928 1,099 1,342 7,002 3,304 608 993 924 2,647 18,847
% of Site's Records 9.6 10.1 5.5 15.6 20.9 15.5 3.4 7.4 16.5 12.1
N of Clients 36 131 110 129 40 39 129 108 131 853
% of Site's Clients 76.6 71.9 77.5 97.7 35.1 67.2 85.4 90.8 84.5 78.0
Total

N of Records 9,696 10,923 24,186 44,759 15,820 3,935 18,423 12,440 16,015 156,197
N of Clients 43 168 135 132 97 49 149 119 143 1,035
% of Total Clients 91.5 96.0 85.1 100.0 85.1 84.5 98.7 100.0 92.3 94.7

1

delivery records,

6-89

As explained in the text, figures for these services are incomplete as they do not contain records of classroom services.

The total client percentile figures are based on a total client population of 1,093, which excludes Georgetown clients who have no service




Table 48

Amount of Services Delivered
by Service Typel

Average Number of Hours Per Client

Other
Intake Case Work ' Client

Site Activities  Activities Counseling Employment Services
Boston 6.3 2.6 25.7 24.9 45.7
Camden 5.9 4.2 24.7 10.9 31.3
Chicago 5.8 21.4 34.7 7.1 29.8
Fresno 12.9 19.6 54.4 26.7 120.2
Kansas City 5.8 10.5 6.1 17 .4 55.0
Los Angeles 11.6 45.2 8.8 7.7 25.7
Pensacola 9.7 13.7 32.8 9.5 8.0
Providence 7.2 14,2 21.2 12.4 26.1
San Francisco 81.2 23.8 15.6 26.8 42.2
Total 18.7 16.5 27.5 16.7 43.5
1 Educational and learning disabilities have been omitted because most of

these services were recorded in classroom attendance data where they were
not distinguished by service type or duration.
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education, and school advocacy and reintegration services (see Appendix A, List

of Services).

Next to these "other" services, clients spent the most time engaged in
counseling: 27.5 hours per client who received any counseling service. Again,
the Fresno clients had the most counseling: an average of 54.4 hours. Since all
Fresno clients received counseling services, this figure is the mean for all clients
at that site.

For each service delivery record, staif were asked to indicate with whom
the service contact was made: the client, his/her family, the court or probation,
the client's case records, or some 'other' contact. For those records which had
these data, 79.9 percent of service contacts were with the client. The
proportion of the other types were as follows: family - 4.7 percent;

court/probation — 3.2 percent; case records — 7.2 percent; 'other' - 5 percent.

The service delivery record also containad data on the mode of service
delivery, that is, if the service was conducted in person, via telephone, or by
letter or some other means. For all records with these data, 83 percent of the
services were "in person," 8.2 percent by telephone, and 8.8 percent by letter or

some "other" mode.

As we discussed earlier in the chapter on the IISP, sites developed service
plans designed to meet clients' objectives. The eight sites which recorded IISP
data in the computer files (Boston and Georgetown did not) did so for differing
proportions of their clients, and many clients had incomplete plans. Not
infrequently, staff identified needs and set objectives, but planned no services to
meet those objectives (see IISP, Table 35). For the service plan data that are
recorded, we have examined the service delivery data to see which planned
services were actually delivered. This was done by matching planned services
with delivered services by client ID and service code (by specific rather than
generic service type, such as individual planned counseling rather than counseling
or vocational skills training rather than employment). These figures are
presented in Table 49.
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Table 49

Planned Services Actually Delivered!l by Service TypeZ by Site

Site

Other
Intake Case Work Client
Activities Activities Counseling Employment Services

N % N % N % N % N %

Camden
Chicago
Fresno
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Pensacola
Providence

San Francisco

3 75.0 & 66.7 107 79.9 29 39.2 19 48.7
1 5.3 5 83.8 47 53.4 & 50.0 15 37.5
14.100.0 102 98.1 174 90.6 56 74.7 17 45.9
I 33.3 66 48.9 55 50.9 6 6.3 29 26.9
3 100.0 4 100.0 15 53.6 16 61.5 12 54.5
4 57.1 8 72.7 248 87.0 130 52.8 20 27.0
I 14.3 1 100.0 110 90.9 84 27.8 13 43.3
23 85.2 & 61.5 &5 83.3' 87 88.8 44 59.5

Total

50 59.2% 202 70.6% &4l 79.5% 416 44,6% 169 39.9%

1 These figures represent the number and percent of planned services
that actually matched by client ID and discrete service type code
with delivered services.

Education and learning disability services are presented in Table 51.
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A higher proportion of planned counseling services were delivered than any
other type of service, with 841 or 79.5 percent of all planned counseling services
having matching service delivery records. Planned services that fall into the
"other" category were least often delivered (only 39.9 percent had matching
service delivery records). Since these were services not directly related to any
of New Pride's components, programs may have been unable to free the
resources required to provide these services. The next lowest category is

employment services, of which only 44.6 percent were delivered.

At Fresno and San Francisco, relatively high proportions of planned
services were actually delivered. At Fresno, over 90 percent of the intake, case
work, and counseling services that were planned were subsequently delivered. At
Kansas City, the proportions of planned services which were delivered were
relatively low. At that site, only 6.3 percent of all planned employment services
were recorded as having been delivered. Of course, in many of these cases,
planned services actually may have been delivered but not recorded by staff or
entered into computer files. Others may be explained because the program
failed to provide the services that had been planned.

Table 50 looks at these same data from another perspective. It presents
the proportion of delivered services that were planned on the IISP, once again
matching services by discrete service code and client ID. Among the service
types, the lowest proportion of delivered services that were planned in advance
is for intake activities: #.0 percent. This low figure is understandable, for most
intake activities occurred prior to the development of the IISP, and were used in
the development of that plan. Thus, the plan did not need to include services

which had already taken place.

The other types of services were provided, for the most part, after the IISP
had been created. Yet overall figures show that most of the services that were
delivered were not planned. This is quite appropriate for certain types of
services, such as unplanned counseling or crisis intervention, which by their

nature cannot be planned in advance. Most other types of services, however, can
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Table 50

Percent of Delivered Services That Were Planned

by Service Type
Other
Intake Case Work Client
. Activities Activities Counseling Employment Services

Site % % % % %
Camden 1.1 0.8 20.7 7.3 6.6
Chicago 4.y 2.3 16.0 6.4 2.2
Fresno 4.3 31.6 34.6 47 .3 5.3
Kansas City 0.5 77.9 46.8 51.2 41.6
Los Angeles 4.0 8.0 15.7 27.7 5.9
Pensacola 0.7 1.6 76.1 39.3 3.2
Providence 0.5 - 46.4 16.8 6.0
San Francisco 8.6 1.5 25.9 25.0 5.4

Total 4.0% 15.6% 37.8% 28.6% 11.5%
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be planned. These data would indicate that projects used the IISP in a limited

way to plan the treatment of clients.

The service type which has the highest proportion of delivered services
which were planned in advance is counseling. Even here, close to two-thirds of
all the counseling services provided to clients were not planned (as mentioned

above, some of these are necessarily unplanned).

"Other" client services was the service type second to intake activities in
the lowest proportion of delivered services having been planned. As Table 49
shows, this type had the lowest proportion of planned services which were
actually delivered. It appears that these services were more spontaneous than
the other types, yet clients received, on an average, more hours of these services
than of any other type of service (excluding educational services which, as was

explained, were primarily documented in days).

As discussed above, educational services were recorded in two ways. Some
were recorded in the same way as the other service types, by discrete records
identifying the specific service code and the duration of the service. Classroom
activities were recorded in days and not differentiated into specific service
types. Table 51 presents data on all educational services, combining the two

different kinds of records.

The first part of Table 51 shows the educational services, both regular and
learning disability remediation, which were planned for clients. Over the eight
sites which entered IISP data, educational services were planned for 52.6 percent
of the clients. Providence had the highest proportion of clients for whom these

services were planned, 89.1 percent, followed by Pensacola, with 73.8 percent.

The next section of this table presents data on those educational services
which were actually delivered. At the nine sites which recorded these data,
ed.:cational services were provided to and recorded for 71.6 percent ¢f the
clients. All but two sites, Pensacola and Kansas City, provided these services to

more clients than they had planned. The difference at Pensacola is a large one,
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Table 51

Educational Services

Educational ServiceslPlanned Clients with Planned Educational
Clients with Educational ServiceslDelivered Services Who Ruzceived
N Services _Planned Services N Services _Clients Served Educational Services?
Site Planned N %3 Delivered4 N %5 N %
Boston6 . 5,921 41 87.2
Camden 165 69 39.4 14,513 142 8l.1 64 92.8
Chicago 140 56 39.4 16,239 121 85.2 48 85.7
Fresno 252 62 47.0 28,000 120 90.9 6l 98.4
Kansas City 76 55 48.2 8,824 52 45.6 39 70.9
Los Angeles 63 23 39.7 3,001 42 72.4 22 95.7
Pensacola 350 119 78.8 325 41 27.2 37 31.t
Providence 406 106 89.1 18,162 116 97.5 105 99.1
San Francisco 93 60 38.7 6,680 108 69.7 59 98.3
Total | 1,55 5% 52.6% 101,665 783 71.6% s 7%
1 These include both regular and learning disability educational services.

Records of planned services and delivered services were only matched by client ID, as attendance records did not
specify individual service codes.

3 These percentages are based on the number of clients per site and, for the total, on the total number of clients at the
eight sites (N= 1,046).

This includes discrete service delivery records and attendance records (one for each day of school).

5 These percentages are based on the number of clients per site and, for the total, on the total number of clients at the
nine sites (N = 1,093).

6 Boston had service delivery data but no IISP data in the computer files.
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and can be explained by the fact that many services actually delivered there
were not recorded in the MIS computer files. It is unclear whether this was the
case at Kansas City as well, or whether the services themselves were not

delivered.

The third section of this table presents the number and percent of clients
with planned educational services who actually received some educational
services. The total figure for the eight sites with IISP data shows that 79.1
percent of those clients with educational services in their IISPs actually received
some type of educational service. Except for Pensacola, which recorded few
delivered educational services, sites served a high proportion of the clients for
whom they planned these services. At 5 of the 8 sites, over 90 percent of the
clients who had educational services in their plans received some of these

services.
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PROGRAM TERMINATIONS

In the New Pride data base, there are termination data for 1,035 or
89 percent of the 1,167 clients admitted prior to January 1, 1983 (see Table 52).
Three sites collected termination data on all clients in the target population. All
the other sites but one collected these data on a majority of their clients.
Georgetown is the exception, and they entered no termination data into the MIS

data base.

Table 53 shows a breakdown of the reasons for terminating clients by site.
Sites varied in how they defined these reasons. At some sites, a client was
considered to have completed the program if he or she received a year of
services. At other sites, when a youth was terminated from probation and
subsequently stopped participating in the program before a year, this termination
was also categorized as a program completion. In some of these cases, clients
may have received far less than 12 months of services. Sometimes it was
difficult to distinguish between a client and a program decision to terminate,
especially in cases where a client refused to attend regularly or to abide by
program rules. A judicial or probation decision to terminate usually came as a
result of a rearrest, but occasionally was the result of a client's good conduct,
which led to his or her probation being ended. The category "other" includes
such cases as the client being referred to a more appropriate program or the
youth's family moving from the area.

Overall, the most frequent reason for termination was program completion,
which applied to 45 percent of the clients for whom we have data. The second
largest category (26 percent) was a judicial or probation decision to terminate.
As can be seen in Table 53, there is a wide variation among sites in the

frequency of these and of the other reasons for termination.

After the New Pride programs had been in operation for some time, it
became clear that they needed some way to measure clients' terminations in
terms of whether they were successful or unsuccessful. The National Evaluators

also realized the value of such a measure in permitting a finer analysis of the
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Table 52

Clients with Termination Data by Site

Percent of
Site Clients Total Clients

Boston 36 76.6
Camden 175 100.0
Chicago 138 97.2
Fresno 131 99.2
Georgetown 0 -
Kansas City 113 99.1
Los Angeles 58 100.0
Pensacola 151 100.0
Providence 114 95.8
San Francisco 119 76.8
Total 1,035 88.7%
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Table 53

Reason for Termination by Site

Judicial/
Program Client Probation Program
Completion Decision Decision Decision Other Total
Site N % N % N % N % N % N %

Boston 3 1.5 1 3.8 11 42.3 11 #2.3 0 - 26 2.5
Camden 68 38.9 42 24.0 27 15.4 31 17.7. 7 4.0 175 17.1
Chicago 42 30.4 19 13.8 39 28.3 26 18.8 12 8.7 138 3.5
Fresno 59  45.0 1 0.8 41 31.3 8 6.1 22 16.8 131 i2.8
Kansas City 65 57.5 11 9.7 21 18.6 16 4.2 6o - 113 11.0
Los Angeles 3 13.8 0 - 8 13.8 40 69.0 2 3.4 58 5.7
Pensacola 84 55.6 1 0.7 52 34.4 10 6.6 L 2.6 151 14.7
Providence 66 57.9 i 0.9 36 31.6 7 6.1 4 35 114 .1
San Francisco 62 52.1 3 25 33 27.7 11 9.2 10 8.4 119 11.8
Total 457 44.6% 79 7.7% 268 26.1% 160 15.6% €l 6.0% 1,025l 100.0%
1 This is the total for whom we have data on termination reason. This information was missing from 10 termination

records.
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data. Originally the "reason for termination" variable had been designed solely
for informational purposes, and not as a measure of program success. Although
clients who éompleted the program could be considered successful terminations,
the other reasons listed included successful and unsuccessful, as well as neutral

reasons.

A decision was made to add a new set of codes to the termination
information which would evaluate the termination status of clients. These new

codes divided terminations into the following three categories:

1. Failure: Unacceptable reasons which included new
offenses, AWOLs, program decisions based on
inappropriate student conduct, or client decision (with one
exception - see "2.");

2. Neutral: Reasons such as moved or was transferred to a
more appropriate program, or client-decision when client
had a full-time job with a dependent family situation and
no reoffense; or

3. Success: Completed the program with no reoffense or
probation termination with no reoffense.

It was also decided that if the neutral category had the same relationship
to post-program recidivism as the successful or failure categories, it could be

combined with one or the other for analytic purposes.

Each termination was classified into one of these three categories based on
data already in the files and new information forwarded from the sites. All the
available sites checked the new codes to insure their accuracy. DBoston,
Georgetown, and Los Angeles could not provide this information so the majority
of their clients are missing termination status data and these sites are excluded

from the tables which present these data.

Table 54 shows clients' termination status by site for the seven sites where
these data were recorded for a majority of the clients. Overall, 49.7 percent of
these clients were considered successful terminations, 46 percent unsuccessful,

and 8.2 percent neutral. While the overall figures show a slight preponderance of
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Table 54

Termination Status by Site

Missing
Successful Neutral Failure Data

Site N % N % N % N -
Camden 65 39.2 5 3.0 9% 57.8 (9)
Chicago 40 29.0 14 10.1 84  60.9 (4)
Fresno 60  45.5 9 6.8 63 47.7 (0)
Kansas City 64  56.6 13 I1.5 36 31.9 (1)
Pensacola &7 57.6 4 2.6 60  39.7 (0)
Providence 66 60.6 4 3.7 39 35.8 (10)
San Francisco 78 51.0 27 17.6 48  31.4 (2)
-:I:otal 460 49.7% 76 8.2% 426  46.0% (26)
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successful terminations, at three sites (Camden, Chicago, and Fresno) there were

more terminations for unacceptable reasons.

Neutral terminations accounted for 8.2 percent of the cases. The three
sites with the highest proportion of neutral terminations, all over 10 percent, are
those that closed at the end of their third year of operation. The clients who had
not finished the program at the time of the sites' closures were included in the

neutral category, thereby inflating this category.

All sites reported that the beginning phases of their operations were filled
with the difficulties inherent in starting a new program. Inevitably the process
of setting up the components, training new staff, establishing procedures, and
forming linkages with the local justice system was chaotic. The first year of the

New Pride projects was a time of learning.

In Table 55, we have attempted to see whether clients admitted to New
Pride in different years differed in termination status. If programs did become
more effective over time at treating clients, one might expect to see an increase
in the proportion of successful terminations. In the overall figures, however, this
does not hold true. While the proportion of successful completions increases
from year one to year two, it falls in year three to a level below that of year
one. The large increase in neutral terminations in year three (an increase of 14
percent over year two) reflects those clients whose services were interrupted by

the closure of three sites.

These data also show, however, that the proportion of unsuccessful
terminations falls over the three years. Thus, while the data show no clear
evidence to support our hypothesis that as sites gained experience in operating a
New Pride program, the proportion of clients successfully terminated would

increase, they do indicate that programs had fewer failures over time.
The termination data can also be examined in relation to the amount of

time clients spent in New Pride (see Table 56). Clients who terminated

successfully spent an average of one year in New Pride and those who terminated
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Table 55

Clients by Termination Status by Site by Year

Successful Neutral Failure
Site N % N % N %
Camden Year ] 9 23.1 2 5.1 28 71.8
Year 2 38 39.2 1 1.0 58 59.8
Year 3 18 60.0 2 6.7 10 33.3
Chicago Year | 7 53.8 0 - 6 U46.2
Year 2 24 33.8 0 - 47  66.2
Year 3 9 16.7 14 25.9 31 57 .4
Fresno Year 1 12 37.5 2 6.3 18 56.3
Year 2 26 51.0 3 5.9 22 43,1
Year 3 22 44,9 4 8.2 23 46.9
Kansas City Year 1 8 42.1 2 10.5 9 47.4
Year 2 43 62.3 5 6.5 26 31.2
Year 3 8 47.1 6 35.3 3 17.6
Pensacola Year 1 24 77 .4 2 6.5 15 48.4
Year 2 48 6l.5 1 1.3 29 37.2
Year 3 15 46.7 1 3.1 16 50.0
Providence Year | 13 68.4 0 - 6 31.6
Year 2 37 69.8 1 1.9 15 28.3
Year 3 16 43.2 3 8.1 18 48.6
San Francisco Year 1 28 54.9 4 7.8 19 37.3
Year 2 28 53.8 6 11.5 18  34.6
Year 3 22 44.0 17 34.0 11 22.0
Total Year 1 101 47 .2 12 5.6 101 47 .2
Year 2 249  52.0 17 3.5 213 44.5
Year 3 110 40.9 47 17.5 112 41.6
1 Year one includes data for those clients who were admitted into the

prograrn in 1980, year two includes those admitted in 1981, and year
three those admitted in 1982.
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Table 56

Time in New Pride by Termination Status

Average Weeks in Program 1
by Termination Status

Site Successful Neutral Failure
Camden 51.3 34.0 27.3
Chicago 52.4 30.1 18.2
Fresno 50.4 22.0 30.4
Kansas City 47.0 34.5 24.6
Pensacola 54.4 21.8 20.9
Providence 52.7 - 38.8 24.0
San Francisco 53.6 17.5 17.5
Total 51.8 27.7 23.5
1 Average time is calculated in weeks and based

on the number of clients for whom we have
both termination dates and termination status
information (N = 956).
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unsuccessfully spent less than half that long, 23.2 weeks. The group of neutral
terminations were in the program an average of 27.7 weeks, or close to a month
longer than the group of failures; this is still far shorter than the time spent by

those classified as successes.

The figures for the successful and neutral terminations are consistent with
what could be expected concerning time in the program. It is not surprising that
clients considered to have terminated successfully completed the entire New
Pride program. Many of the neutral terminations were caused by events external
to the clients' behavior, that is, the family moving, sickness, or site closures.
Thus, it makes sense that the average of these occurances falls about half-way

through the program.

The time spent in New Pride by unsuccessful terminations, however, is
harder to disentangle, for it was affected by recordkeeping procedures at sites.
When clients failed to show up for services, some projects kept them "on the
rolls" for one or two months, in case they might return. In many instances, the
recorded termination date for clients who chose to leave or whom the project
decided to terminate was much later than the cessation of services.
Consequently, the average time actually spent in New Pride by unsuccessful

terminations may have been even less than 23 weeks.

In Table 57 we see the number and proportion of youth, by site, terminated
during the intensive phase and the follow-up phase, and the average amount of
time they spent in New Pride. Across the sites, one-third of all clients were
terminatsd during their intensive phase of treatment. In this as with most
variables, there is a wide range among the sites: 64 percent of the Boston
clients terminated during the intensive phase, while only 19 percent of the youth
at Providence did so. Clients terminated in this phase spent an average of
13.4 weeks at New Pride. The other two-thirds of our target population, who
terminated during their follow-up phase, spent an average of 47.6 weeks in New
Pride.
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Table 57

Time in the Program by Phase of Termination

Clients Terminated in
Intensive Phasel

Clients Terminated in
Follow-Up Phase?2

Average Average

Site Weeks Clients % Weeks Clients %
Boston 10.9 23 63.9 42.2 13 36.1
Camden 13.2 54 30.9 48.5 121 69.1
Chicago 12.9 64 46.4 43.5 74 53,6
Fresno 17.2 27  20.6 44.4 104 79.4
Kansas City 12.5 30 26.6 47.8 83 73.4
Los Angeles 15.4 36 62.1 41.4 22 37.9
Pensacola 13.6 45  29.8 51.6 106 70.2
Providence 12.5 22 19.3 48.9 92 80.7
San Francisco 12.5 43  36.1 49.8 76 63.9
Total By Phase 13.4 544 33.2% 47.6 691 66.83%

program longer than 25 weeks.
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CLIENT ASSESSMENT OF NEW PRIDE IMPACT

Information about a broad range of topics was solicited at program entry
and termination from the clients themselves. Using an Intake and Exit Survey,
clients were asked about their experiences with and attitudes toward work and
school. These survey data provide comparative data about the two areas. In
addition, client assessments of New Pride services and staff were gathered via
the Exit Survey. These give a picture of what clients considered important about

New Pride and how much they felt they had gained from the program.

The Intake Survey was to be completed by the client during the intake
phase and the Exit Survey was to be completed immediately before or after
termination from the program. Seventy-five percent of all clients completed an
Intake Survey, while only 43 percent completed an Exit Survey. The reason for
the low proportion of Exit Surveys is that many clients left the program
unexpectedly due to rearrests or going AWOL, and thus were unable or unwilling
to complete the survey. (See Appendix C for more details about the types of

clients who completed the two surveys.)

Some of the questions on the Intake Survey were repeated on the Exit
Survey, giving a pre and post-measure for these items. These provide
information about the impact of the New Pride program on certain cliert

attitudes and perceptions.

Work

According to the Intake Survey, 86 percent of all clients were unemployed when
they entered New Pride (see Table 583). Of those who had jobs, most were
working part-time. Only 4 percent of the clients had a full-time job at the time

of intake.

Youth who were employed at intake or within the previous six months were

asked how they had found their jobs. The majority, 56 percent, had located
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employment through the help of friends or relatives. Twenty-two percent found
their jobs through their own efforts, by applying directly to the employer,
following a lead from a newspaper or a sign in a window, or using the services of
an employment agency. Ten percent found jobs with the help of New Pride staff,
a figure which represents staff outreach to youth who were not yet officially

clients. Another 12 percent were helped by staff of other programs to find jobs.

As could be expected, most youth earned a minimum wage. Thirteen
percent earned below minimum wage (less than $2.50 per hour) and thirty
percent earned more ($3.50 and more per hour). For many of the employed
youth, this early job experience seems to have been a positive one; only
10 percent reported they didn't like their jobs much, while 45 percent said they

liked it very much.

At the time of intake into New Pride, 81 percent of all clients specified
that having a job was important or very important to them. Only 4 percent said
that .having a job now was unimportant. When clients were asked what their
actual chances were of getting the kind of jobs they wanted, their responses
varied a great deal. Only 46 percent of the youth said they thought their
chances were pretty or very good. Thirty-nine percent rated their chances as

fair, and 15 percent as not good.

Exit Survey data show that 30 percent of the clients who were surveyed
were employed at the time they were terminated from New Pride, as compared
to 13 percent at the time of intake (see Table 58). Forty-six percent of those

employed at termination had found their jobs with the help of New Pride staff.

Employed youth were earning higher salaries when they left New Pride
than they had earned when they entered the program. Less than five percent
were earning below $2.50 per hour (as compared to 13 percent at intake) and
44 percent were earning more than the minimum wage (as compared to

30 percent).

6-109




Table 58

Intake and Exit Survey Employment Comparisons

Intake Exit
Survey Survey
N % N %
Do you have a job now, not No Job 735 86.1 347  69.5
counting work around the house? Part-time &7 10.2 929 19.8
Full-time 32 3.7 33 _l0.6
Total 854 100.0% 499 100.0%
What is (or was) your hourly $2.49 or less 43 12.7 7 4.5
wage? $2.50-$3.49 193 57.1 80 51.9
$3.50 or more _102 _30.2 67 _43.5
Total 338 100.0% 154 100.0%
How well do you (or did Not much 36 10.3 12 7.9
you) like this job? So-so 155 44.3 63 4l.4
Very much 159 45.4 77 50.7
Total 350 100.0% 152 100.0%
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Clients were more satisfied with their jobs at termination than at intake.
Over half of the clients surveyed at termination who had jobs said they liked
their jobs v'ery much. Most youth felt more positive about their future
employment picture due to the help they received from the program, for
69 percent thought that their chances of getting the kind of jobs they wanted had

improved after having been in New Pride.

Education

At intake, New Pride clients were asked how much they liked school. Their
attitudes were relatively neutral: half of those surveyed said they liked school
somewhat, one-quarter said they didn't like it, and one-quarter said they liked it

a lot or very much (see Table 59).

Despite their lukewarm attitudes towards school, most clients hoped to
continue their formal education. Thirty-five percent said they wanted to
graduate from high school and an additional 4! percent said they wanted to
continue their education past high school. When asked on the Intake Survey how
much education they expected to get, responses were less optimistic. While the
same proportion of youth expected to graduate from high school, only 32 percent
expected to continue their schooling past that point. Five percent more youth
expected to drop out of high school than wanted to, and 3 percent more expected
to finish their education with a GED. Overall there were significant differences
between clients' desires for education and their expectations for further

educationl.

Sixty percent of those who took the Exit Survey reported that their
feelings about school had changed since coming to New Pride. Yet when asked
how well they like school now, at termination from the program, only 4 percent

more than at intake said they liked it a lot or very much.

1 Pairwise t = 9.71, df = 847, p< .0001
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Table 59

Intake and Exit Survey Education Comparisons

Intake Exit
Survey Survey
N % N %
How do you feel about going Not at all, not
school now? I like school. . very much 217 25.1 110 22.0
Some 435 50.4 250 49.9
Quite a lot;
very much 211 24.5 141 28.1
Total 863 100.0% 501 100.0%
| How much education would you Drop out before
like to get? high school
graduation 31 3.6 26 5.2
Drop out but
get GED 176 20.5 125 25.2
Graduate from
high school 301 35.1 127  25.6
Vocational or
business school 101 11.8 86 17.3
Some college or
junior college 91 10.6 47 9.5
Graduate from
4-year college 89 10.4 55  1l.1
Advanced or
professional
degree 68 7.9 31 6.2
Total 857 100.0% 497 100.0%
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Basically, program participation appeared to promote a rearrangement in
the educational goals of clients. On the Exit Survey, 10 percent fewer clients
indicated théy wanted to finish high school, and 2 percent fewer wanted to go to
college or get professional degrees. On the other hand, 5 percent more wanted
GEDs and 6 percent more wanted to pursue some line of vocational training or go
to business school instead. These changes may reflect more realistic goals for
the clients involved, and be an effect of the counseling they received at New
Pride. Seventy-nine percent of the young peéple leaving the program (from
whom Exit Surveys were collected), a significant number of these youth,
indicated that they believed their chances of getting the kind of education they

wanted had improved as a result of being in New Pridel.

Clients were asked on both the Intake and 1.e Exit Surveys how many
teachers or counselors had taken a real interest in iheir lives and how they felt
about the help their teachers and counselors had given them. On the Intake
Survey, 21 percent replied that no teachers or counselors had taken any real
interest, while this proportion had dropped to 3 percent at termination. At
intake, 27 percent replied that 4 or more teachers or counselors had been
interested in their lives, while this rose to 56 percent at the time of leaving New
Pride. Besides feeling that more teachers and counselors had been interested in
them, more clients perceived that the heip of these adults had been beneficial.
On coming to New Pride, 40 percent of the clients reported that such help
usually made things better. After New Pride, 59 percent felt this way.

Client Satisfaction

When they came into the program, youth were asked what they expected to
receive from it. Forty-seven percent listed instrumental gains (tangibles such as
jobs, school credit, etc.). Thirteen percent listed affective gains such as insight

into themselves or friendship. Thirty-four percent expected both types of

1 Pairwise t=42.93, df = 495, p< .0001
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benefits. When administered the Exit Survey, clients were asked what they
actually received by participating in the program. Only 19 percent indicated
instrumental gains alone, while 2.5 percent replied "affective gains" and
41 percent "both."

The Exit Survey polled clients on the amount of help they had received
from the different types of services at New Pride (see Table 60), and on whether
these services had met their specific needs (see Table 61). Counseling services
were rated the highest in terms of having helped clients a lot, followed by
educational and recreational services. In Table 61, the largest proportion of
clients indicated that New Pride staff had helped them to feel better about
themselves, which reinforces the value they placed on the program's counseling

services.

Three-fourths of all clients surveyed at termination said that New Pride
had been able to help them with all of their needs and problems. Those who
indicated they had needs or problems that New Pride was unable to address were
asked what these were. These clients cited personal and family problems, and in

particular, finding a place to live independently and getting a job.

Youth were also asked to indicate how satisfied they were with the efforts
of the New pride staff to help them and the quality of interaction they had with

the staff (see Table 62). Their responses were overwhelmingly positive.

When asked how helpful the program had been to them generally, less than
3 percent thought it had not heen helpful. Twenty-eight percent felt it had been
of some help. Another 26 percent said it had been moderately helpful, while
44 percent felt it had been very helpful. Altogether, 90 percent of all clients
who were administered the Exit Survey said they were glad that they had come
to New Pride, and 91 percent said they would recommend the program to a

friend in trouble.

To put this degree of satisfaction into perspective, it must be borne in

mind that a large proportion of youth (46 percent) saw themselves as having been
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Table 60

Client Satisfaction with New Pride Services

Degree of Help by Pez‘centl

More  Services
Helped Some No Harm than Not
Type of Services A Lot Help Help Good Received
Counseling 51.5% 42.9% 3.8% 0.9% 0.9%
Educational 41.0 47.3 6.3 0.9 4.5
Special Ed/Learning
Remediation 24.5 31.7 11.0 0.2 32.6
Employment 34.0 34.2 17.5 0.9 13.4
Cultural Activities 26.4 42.3 13.5 0.7 17.1
Health Services 18.9 31.2 13.9 0.5 35.5
Recreation 37.6 41.5 i0.1 0.9 9.9
Other 17.5 20.0 6.2 2.5 53.8
1

All figures represent percentages rather than numbers of clients, as a
different number of clients rated each type of service.
numbers differed because of a varying amount of missing data for
each service type. Percent figures for each type of service are based

on the total number of responses for that type.
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Table 61

Client Assessment of Needs Addresssed
by New Pride Staff

Need Addressed
by Percent!

Need Yes No
Get class credit . 66.7% 33.3%
Get into vocational training 35.2 64.8
Learn how to get a job 77 .3 22.7
Get job training 51.2 48.8
Find out about job openings 74.2 25.8
Get a job 57.0 43.0
Discover career goals 54.5 45.5
Help at juvenile court 75.1 24.9
Accompany to see lawyer 37.1 62.9
Accompany to court hearings 70.6 29.4
Deal with money problems 46.9 53.1
Deal with transportation problems 77 .8 22.2
Find hobbies 51.3 48.7
Physical health problems 43.7 56.3
Family problems 64.2 35.8
Other personal problems 62.4 37.6
Feel better about self 79.1 20.9
Leave home 12.8 87.2
Find a place to stay 15.9 4.1

L All figures represent percentages rather than numbers of clients, as a

different number of clients rated each need. These numbers differed
because of a varying amount of missing data for each need. Percent
figures for each type of need are based on the total number of
responses for that need.
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Table 62

Client Satisfaction with New Pride Staff

Degree of Satisfaction by Percen‘cl

Satisfied
Not at All-  Somewhat or Very
Staff Performance and Interaction Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
Courtesy staff showed you 2.4% 14.3% 383.3%
How well staff did jobs 4.8 11.7 83.5
Amount of time you and your counselor
spent together 4.3 15.5 80.2
Amount of time you and other staff
spent together 7.6 22.0 70.4
How much you could trust your
counselor 4.3 11.5 84.1
How much you could trust other staff 3.6 25.5 65.9
How much staff supported you in your
goals 8.6 19.8 71.6
Concern staff had for you 5.7 11.7 82.6
Your counselor's efforts to follow
through on plans 3.8 11.7 4.4
Efforts of other staff to follow through
on plans 6.9 22.6 70.5

1 All figures represent percentages rather than numbers of clients, as a

different number of clients rated each item. These numbers differed
because of a varying amount of missing data for each item. Percent
figures for each item are based on the total number of responses for
that item.
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sent to New Pride under court order, through family pressure, or both, that is, as
not having any choice in the matter themselves. Only 24 percent indicated that
they had any part at all in the decision to participate. In this context, the

clients of New Pride have judged its contributions very favorably.
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF NEEDS, SERVICES, AND OFFENSES

List of Needs

Code Description

1000 Famil

1010 Relationship with Mother

1020 Relationship with Father

1030 Relationship with Siblings

1040 Relationship with Other Family/Guardians

1050 Relationship within Family Unit

2000 Emotional Development

2010 Need for Psychological Assessment

2020 Individual Mental Health Needs

2030 Family Mental Health Needs

2040 Low Self-esteem

2050 Exaggerated Self-confidence

2060 Other View of Self

2070 Fear of Involvement or Success in School

2080 Fear of Involvement or Success in Job

2090 Fear of Involvement or Success in Social Situations
2100 Has Difficulty Accepting Compliments

2110 Has Difficulty Accepting Criticism

2120 Unaware of Own Emotions

2130 Problems with Impulse Control

2140 Afraid to Express Emotions

2150 Appears Overly Anxious

2160 Denies any Dependence on Others

2170 Shows Excessive Dependence on Others

2180 Demands Excessive Amount of Attention

2190 Appears Shy or Withdrawn

2200 Appears Fearful

2210 Appears Depressed

2220 Appears Excessively Angry

2230 Behaves Aggressively

2240 Acts Destructively

2250 Sets Self Up to Fail

2260 Inflicts or Threatens Self-injury

2270 Has Attempted or Threatened Suicide

2280 Exhibits Bizarre, Unrealistic, or Delusional Behavior
2290 Rejects Responsibility

2300 Is Not Fully Aware of Responsibilities

2310 Exhibits Manipulative Behavior

2320 Cannot Foresee Consequences of Particular Behaviors
2330 Deliberately Gives Inaccurate Information

2340 Needs Help Adjusting to Death of Relative or Friend
2350 Needs Help Adjusting to Divorce

2360 Needs Help Adjusting to Separation

2370 Needs Help Adjusting to Major Move

2380 Needs Help Adjusting to Out of Home Placement
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Code Description

3000 Social

3010 Lacks Basic Survival Skills

3020 Lacks Basic English Skills

3030 Lacks Skills in Managing Personal Finances

3040 Lacks Socializing Skills

3050 Has Trouble Working Cooperatively With Others

3060 Has Difficulty Relating to Authority Figures

3070 Has Difficulty Developing Positive Sexual Relationships

3080 Does Not Hear Verbal Cues

3090 Does Not Understand Non-Verbal Cues

3100 Has Problems With Substance Abuse

4000 Physical

4010 Vision Examination

4020 Auditory Examination

4030 Physical Examination

4040 Dental Evaluation and Treatment

4050 Dermatology

4060 Drug/Alcohol Assessment

4070 Contraception/Abortion

4080 Pre-/Post-natal Care

4090 Has Needs Relating to Use and/or Care of Glasses or

Other Physical Aids
4100 Needs Information About Physiology of Sex, Birth
Control, or VD

4110 Needs Help with Personal Hygiene

4120 Has Dietary Problems

5000 Education

5010 School Program is Inappropriate

5020 Has Difficulty Coping With Academic Failure

5030 Has Difficulty Coping With Academic Success

5040 Is not Aware of Teacher Expectations

5050 Is not Aware of Academic Deficiencies

5060 Is not Aware of Academic Strengths

5070 Acts Inappropriately With School Personnel

5080 Has Behavioral Problems in School Setting

5090 Has Problems with School Attendance
Education - Specific Academic Needs

5500 Attention: Audio

5510 Attention: Visual

5520 Attention: Haptic

5530 Attention: Social
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Code Description

5000 Education - Specific Academic Needs Continued
5540 Discrimination: Audio

5550 Discrimination: Visual

5560 . Discrimination: Social

5570 Figure Ground: Audio

5580 Figure Ground: Visual

5590 Closure: Audio

5600 Closure: Visual

5610 Perception: Audio

5620 Perception: Visual

5630 Perception: Haptic

5640 Perception: Social

5650 Visualization

5660 Memory: Audio

5670 Memory: Visual

5630 Memory: Haptic

5690 Cognition: Academic

5700 Cognition: Language

5710 Cognition: Social

5720 Cognition: Informational
5730 Cognition: Developmental
5740 Reading: Decoding Skills
5750 Reading: Comprehension
5760 Spelling

5770 Math: Computational

5730 Math: Numeral Measurement
5790 Math: Geometric

5800 Math: Time

5810 Language: Morphology

5820 Language: Semantics

5830 Language: Comprehension
5840 ' Language: Expressive

5850 Adaptive Physical Education: Gross
5860 Adaptive Physical Education: Fine Motor
5870 Social Studies

5880 Science

6000 Employment

6010 Lacks Motivation to Work
6020 Needs Pre-Vocational Skills
6030 Vocational Training Needs
6040 Exploration of Career Interests
6050 Career Planning

6060 Job Placement
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Code Description

7000 Legal

7010 Needs Help Interpreting Court Objectives

7020 Needs Help Adjusting to Probation Responsibilities
7030 Needs Support in Making Scheduled Court Appearances
7040 Needs Defense Attorney, Advocacy Resources
7050 Needs Agency Advocacy in Court

3000 Transportation

8010 Needs Transportation to and from Court

3020 Needs Transportation to and from Program

8030 Needs Transportation to and from Work

8040 Needs Transportation to and from Clinic
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List of Services

Code Description

1000 Intake Activities

1100 Court Liaison

1200 Home Visits

1300 School History Documentation
1400 Diagnostics

1500 Intake Assessment and Planning
1600 Orientation

2000 Case Work Activities

2100 Supervision

2200 Case Staffing

2300 Case Notes/Case Management
2400 Transportation

3000 Counseling

3100 Individual Counseling (Unplanned)
3200 Individual Counseling (Planned)
3300 Individual Counseling (Crisis Intervention)
3400 Group Counseling (Unplanned)
3500 Group Counseling (Planned)

3600 Group Counseling (Crisis Intervention)
3700 Family Counseling (Unplanned)
3800 Family Counseling (Planned)

3900 Family Counseling (Crisis Intervention)
4000 Education

4050 General Thinking Skills

4100 Language/Reading Skills

4200 Mathematical Skills

4300 Physical Education

4400 Health Education

4500 Physical and Biological Sciences
4600 Social Sciences

4700 History

4300 Creative Arts

4900 Academic Subject Tutoring

4950 GED/Proficiency Instruction

6-123



Code Description

5000 Learning Disabilities

5100 Language/Reading Remediation
5200 Mathematics Remediation

5300 Motor Remediation

5400 Process Remediation (auditory, visual, haptic)
6000 Employment

6100 Prevocational Skills

6200 Vocational Skills Training

6300 Job Placement Services

6400 Career Awareness Services
6500 Job Counseling and Advocacy
7000 Other Client Services

7100 Court Services

7200 Health Services

7300 Recreation

7400 Cultural Enrichment

7500 Life Skills training

7600 Drivers Education

7700 Referral: Education

7800 School Advocacy

7900 School Reintegration

3000 General/Administrative

8100 Job Development

8200 Volunteer Recruitment/Screening
3300 Volunteer Orientation/Training
8400 Staff Development

8500 Staff Meeting/General Planning
3600 Program Liaison

700 Community Relations

8300 Policy Board Activities
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List of Offenses

Code Literal Description

1000 Homicide

1100 Murder I (Premeditated)

1200 Murder II (Intention, No Premeditation)

1300 Murder 11

1400 Criminal Negligence (resulting in death to another)

1500 Manslaughter (all degrees)

2000 Assault

2100 Aggravated Assault — Attempted Homicide

2200 Assault with a Deadly Weapon

2300 Battery

2310 Aggravated Battery

2400 Other Assault

2500 Assault and Battery

2600 Assault on a Police Officer

3000 Rape

3100 Forcible Rape

3200 Statutory Rape

3300 Sex Offenses other than Rape (Attempted Rape, Sodomy,
Carnal Knowledge, Indecent Liberties, Enticement for Indecent
Liberties, Incest)

3400 Commercial Sex Offenders

4000 Kidnapping

4100 Kidnapping for Ransom

4200 Hijacking Public Transport

4360 Other Kidnapping

5000 Robbery

5100 Armed Robbery

5200 Other Robbery

6000 Arson

6100 Willful Arson

6200 Other Arson
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Code

Literal Description

7000

7100
7110
7200
7220
7222
7224
7230
7300
7310
7320

7400
7410

7420
7500
7600
7700

3000

8100
3200
8300
8400
8500
3600
8700
8800

9000

9010
9020
9030
9100
9200
9300

9400
9500
9600

Property Crimes

Motor Vehicle Theft

Unauthorized Use of a Motor Vehicle

Burglary

Breaking and Entering

Breaking and Entering — Day

Breaking and Entering — Night

Possession of Burglary Tools

Counterfeiting

Aggravated Forgery

Forgery (Other Theft by Check, Uttering a Forged Instrument,
Credit Card Fraud)

Aggravated Larceny, Felony Theft (which carries a penalty
exceeding one year)

Other Larceny, Shoplifting, Petty Theft (theft which carries a
penalty of less than one year)

Larceny, Unspecified Amount

Possession of Stolen Property

Vandalism

Trespassing

Drug Offenses

Heroin (smuggle, sell)

Opium, Cocaine, and other "hard" drugs (smuggle, sell)
Heroin (possession, use)

Other "hard" drugs (possession, use)

Marijuana (smuggle, sell)

Marijuana (possession, use)

Inhalants (possession, use)

Other Drug Offenses

Other Offenses

Resisting Arrest

Interfering with a Police Officer or an Investigation

Perjury

Riot

Weapons Offenses (other)

Other Misdemeanor Offenses (Criminal Mischief, Disorderly
Con;iuct, Harassment, Verbal Assault, Loitering, Trespassing,
etc.

Drunkeness

Gambling

Reckless Driving
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Code Literal Description

9610 Driving While Intoxicated

9620 Other Driving Offenses (Driving without a License, Insurance,
Helmet, etc.)

92800 Violation of Probation

9810 Violation of Parole

9820 Violation of Court Order/Contempt of Court

9850 AWOL

9860 Escape/Attempted Escape

9900 Status Offenses
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NEW PRIDE
SITE

Boston

Camden

APPENDIX B: JOBS HELD BY NEW PRIDE CLIENTS

- JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF
JOBS

Auto Mechanic Trainee
Bike & Ski Repair Trainee
Clear Land for Park

Cook Fast Foods/Cashier
Counter Helper

General Daycare

General Factory Help
General Helper I
Maintenance Work

Office Assistant

Office Work

Refinishing Furniture

Trainee

Trainee - Ski & Bike Repair

Unskilled Office

Washer of Cars

fu—y
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Animal Caretaker
Assistant Manager
Attendant
Bookkeeper

Brick Layer
Busboy

Caretaker
Carpenter's Helper
Carwasher
Cashier

Clerk

Cook

Counselor Aide
Counter Person
Counter Service
Dietary Aide
Dishwasher
Fencer

File Clerk

Fish Keeper

Food Preparation
Gardener
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NEW PRIDE
SITE

Camden

Chicago

JOB DESCRIPTION

Continued

Gas Station Attendant
Hotdog Vendor
Janitor

Kennel Worker
Kitchen Aide

Kitchen Clerk
Kitchen Help

Laborer

Landscaper
Landscaping

Loader

Log Splitter

Maid

Maintenance Engineer
Packer

Painter

Painter's Helper
Pipefitter

Pizza Maker

Porter

Press Mechanic
Prasser

Recreation Supervisor
Recreation Aide
Roofer's Helper

Salad Boy

Sandwich Maker
Sandwich Maker-Luncheonette
Short Order Cook
Spooler

Stockboy

Vendor

Waiter
Waiter/Kitchen Help
Waitress

Warehouse
Waterproofer

Auto Mechanic
Clerk

Clerk Assistant
Construction Helper
Cook

Cook Restaurant
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NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF

SITE JOBS
Chicago Continued
Food Service
Janitorial
Library Clerk
Maintenance 1

Maintenance Assistance
Mechanic Helper

Packer

Records Department Assistant
Retail Assistant

Security Maintenance

Service Technician

Stock Clerk

Student Aide

Tutor

bt et ot e e e et N bt e \J) b b N

Fresno

Auto Detailer

Auto Maintenance Assistant
Auto Mechanic

Body & Fender

Box Maker

Busboy

Car Washer

Career Awareness
Cashier, Cook

Cashier, Cook, Clean-Up
Cashier, Food Worker
Clerical

Clerical Aide

Clerical Assistant
Construction

Cook, Cashier, Clean-Up
Cook, Wash, Clean Tables
Cook's Assistant
Delivery

Demolition Team

Dish Washer

Dog Trainer

Energy Aide

File Clerk

File Room Aide
Gardener's Aide
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NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF
SITE JOBS

Fresno Continued

Groundskeeper's Aide
GED & Mechanic Training
Illustrator

Janitor
Janitor/Warehouse Man
Janitorial Aide
Janitorial Training
Kitchen Aide

Lab Aide

Laborer

Landscape Assistant
Landscaping

Lawn Care

Loader

Maintenance Aide
Maintenance Assistant
Mechanic's Aide
Medical Supply Technician
Nutritional Aide
Office Aide

Office Assistant
Office Clerk

Pet Shop Attendant
Picketer

Printer's Trainee
Printing Assistant
Receptionist
Recreational Aide
Restaurant Helper
Station Attendant
Sterilizer

Stock Boy

Teacher's Aide

Trainee

Upholsterer

Upholstery Trainee
Warehouse Man/Janitor
Yard Maintenance
Yardwork

o
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NEW PRIDE
SITE

Georgetown

Kansas-City

JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF
JOBS

Academic i
Cashier/Checker

Clerical/General Maintenance
Construction/Maintenance/Trainee

General Maintenance |
Maintenance Training

New Home Finishing

Paint/Plasterer

Solar Energy Trainee

Stock Clerk

p— TN e WO e N = N

Army Recruiter
Busboy/Cleaner

Busboy

Busboy/Cook

Busgirl

Car Cleaning Technician
Cleaning Technician
Clerk

Construction
Construction/YCCIP
Construction/SYEP
Construction/YCCIP
Cook

Cook/Busboy

Dairy Queen

General Labor
Household Moving

Ice Cream Vendor

Job Corps

Job Search

Job Search/Shop Labor
Kitchen Supervisor
Laborer

Lineman

Maintenance
Maintenance/Soccer Field Lining
Maintenance/Soccer Fields
Mechanic

e
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NEW PRIDE
SITE

Kansas City

Los Angeles

Pensacola

JOB DESCRIPTION

Continued

National Guard/Supply
Newspaper Delivery
Photo Processor

Plant Helper

Receiving Clerk

Sales Clerk

Screw Machine Operator
Shop Labor/Job Search
Shop Labor/Job Skills Class
Shop Laborer

Steward
Stocking/Maintenance
Stockman

Teacher Aide

Weed Cutter/SYEP
Work Crew

Youth Supervision

Assembler

Assembler and Clerical
Carpenter Apprentice
Firefighter

Janitorial

Laborer

Painter

Press Trainee

Trainee

Busboy
Busboy/Dishwasher
Carpenter's Helper
Cashier/Cleanup
Cemetery Cleanup
Cleanup
Cleanup/Construction Worker
Cleanup Helper
Cleanup/Construction
Cleanup/Painting
Cleanup/Pottery
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NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION
SITE

Pensacola Continued

Cleanup/Light Work
Clerical

Construction Work
Cook

Cook/Counter Helper
Cook/Maintenance
Counter Helper
Counter/Cook
Custodial Worker
Delivery
Delivery/Custodial
Delivery/Kitchen Help
Dishwashing
Distributes Mail/Filing
Docks Worker

Fish Market Helper
Fork Lift Operator

Gas Station Attendant
General Construction
General Maintenance
Greenhouse Worker
Helper

Housekeeping
Janitorial

Janitorial Cleanup
Janitorial Helper
Janitorial/General Maintenance
Janitorial/Lawncare
Janitorial/Mechanic Helper
Jewelry

Kitchen Help

Kitchen Worker
Laborer

Lawn Care

Lawn Care Worker
Lawn Care/Janitorial
Lawn/Maintenance
Laying Flooring
Leather Working/Shoe Repair
Maintenance
Maintenance Worker
Maintenance/Carpentry
Maintenance/Child Care Helper
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NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF
SITE JOBS

Pensacola Continued

Maintenance/Grounds
Mechanic Helper
Mechanics/Painting
Mover

Paint and Body Worker
Paint/Maintenance
Painting
Painting/Carpenter Helper
Potter's Helper
Receptionist
Recreation Helper
Roofing

Shoe Repair

Stock Clerk

Unloading Trucks
Warehouse

Warehouse Labor

Yard Maintenance
Yard Worker

OO0 N e D) P e st g bt e DN e ofT e e N = U

Providence

Assembler

Auto Mechanic Helper
Autobody Helper
Baker's Helper

Bench Worker
Building Maintenance
Busboy

Carpenter's Helper
Child Care Aide
Child Care Worker
Clerical Training
Cook's Helper
Counter Clerk
Electrician's Helper
File Clerk

Food Service Worker
Fundraiser/Canvasser
Furniture Refinisher
Gas Attendant
General Laborer
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NEW PRIDE
SITE

Providence

San Francisco

JOB DESCRIPTION

Continued

Greenhouse Worker
Ground Maintenance Helper
Grounds Keeper

Janitor

Kitchen Helper

Laborer

Laundry Worker

Library Aide

Machine Operator
Machine Operator/Grinder
Maintenance Helper
Maintenance Worker
Mechanic's Helper

Nursing Assistant

Office Worker

Painter's Helper

Plumber's Helper
Receptionist-Hairdresser's Helper
Recreation Aide

Roofer's Helper

Shipper & Plater's Helper
Special Project Worker
Stock Clerk

Storekeeper

Teacher's Aide
Transport/Delivery
Transporter

Welding Training

Aide/Assistant Office Worker
Art Teacher's Aide

Audio Technician

Building Float

Camera Person

Camera Technician

Car Wash

Car Wash, Detailed Cleaning
Child Care

Child Care Aide

Child Care Worker

Clerical
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NEW PRIDE
SITE

San Francisco

JOB DESCRIPTION

Continued

Clerical Aide

Clerical Assistant

Clerical & Maintenance
Clerical & Managerial
Clerical & Program Aide
Clerical/Computer Trainee
Clerical: Filing, Phones
Clerk

Computer Assembly
Computer Training
Construction

Construction Assistant
Control Worker

Cook

Cook's Assistant

Counselor

Curatorial Aide

Delivery Boy

Film Development

Float Construction
Florist's Assistant

Gas Attendant

General Maintenance Assistant
Gym Assistant

House Manager Aide
Infant Care Center

Janitor

Junior Life Guard

Kitchen Aide

Layout Assistant

Legal Clerk

Light Construction

Locker Room Attendant
Light Construction, Maintenance
Maintenance

Maintenance Assistant
Maintenance Work in Recreation Room
Mechanic's Assistant
Medical Technical Aide
Mover/Household Goods & Office Supplies
Mover

Museum Aide

Nurse's Aide

Office Assistant
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NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF
SITE JOBS

San Francisco  Continued

Phone/Counter
Production Assistant
Program Completion Leader
Receptionist
Receptionist/Trainee
Recreation
Recreation Aide
Repair Shoes

Sales

Set-Up Crew Member
Shipping Clerk

Stage Assistant
Stage Hand

Stock Clerk
Stockroom Clerk
Student Leader
Supervisor's Aide
Teaching Assistant
Teaching Assistant, Art
Technical Aide
Technical Assistant
Technical Trainee
Technician
Telephone Sales
Theatrical Assistant
Tickets/Guard
Trainee

Tutor

Video Technician
Warehouse Worker
Workshop Assistant
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APPENDIX C: SAMPLE COMPARABILITY
AND THE RESULTS OF DIAGNOSTIC TESTING

Some of the data presented in the Chapter "Client Profiles" were drawn
from a data file called "client demographics" which represents all clients
admitted into the program by January 1, 1983. Some were drawn from a "client
characteristics" file which represented only 937 of the 1,167 «clients
(80.3 percent). Still other data came from the Intake and Exit:Surveys. The data
base contains Intake Surveys for 870 clients (74.6 percent), and Exit Surveys for
503 (43.1 percent). Therefore, in order to assess sampl~ comparability (whether
the cases for whom we have these data are representative of all clients), we
compared clients for whom there is information in these files to the total group

of all clients on three key background variables: age, sex, and ethnicity.

For clients with data in the "client characteristic" file, the average age at
intake was 16.3 years, the same as that of the total group. For‘cymine percent
were black (compared to 53 percent of the total group), 31 percent were white
(compared to 28 percent of the total group), and 16 percent were Hispanic
(compared to 15 percent of the total group). Ninety-two percent were male and

eight percent female, the same proportion as that of the total client population.

For clients with Intake Survey data, the average age at intake was
16.2 years. Forty-nine percent were black (again, compared to 53 percent),
30 percent were white (compared to 28 percent), and 17 percent were Hispanic
(compared to 15 percent). Ninety-two percent were male and eight percent

female, the same proportion as the entire set of opened cases.

While Exit Survey data were entered for only 43 percent of out target
population, the sample was only slightly different from the other groups on the
index variables. The average age at intake for clients with Exit Survey data was
16.2 years and there was a slightly larger proportion of males (93 percent as
compared to 92 percent). Exit Surveys wer. collected and analyzed from five
percent more whites, seven percent fewer blacks, and three percent more

Hispanics than in the total group.
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Table 63

Clients with Client Characteristics, Intake Survey
and Exit Survey Data

Client Intake Exit
Characteristics Survey Survey

Site N % N % N %
Boston 19 40.4 1S9 40.4 5 10.6
Camden 146 83.4 142 81 1 108 61.7
Chicago 106 74.6 120 84.5 70 49.3
Fresno 132 100.0 130 98.5 98 74.2
Georgetown 2 2.7 0 - 0 -
Kansas City 99 86.8 82 71.9 40 35.1
Los Angeles 46  79.3 46 79.3 9 15.5
Pensacola 151 100.0 123 8l1.5 53 35.1
Providence 108 90.8 97 91.5 80 67.2
San Francisco 128  82.6 111 71.6 40 25.8
Total 937 30.3% 870 74.6% 503 43.1%
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Level It

Level II:

Level III:

Level IV:

Table ¢4
Original Replication Diagnostic Battery

Mandatory for All Clients

According to the "Training Manual Volume III, Diagnostic
Services," 1/6/80, the Level I battery consisted of:

- Auditory and Vision Acuity Screening

- Miskimins Self-Goal-Other Discrepancy Scale

— Wide Range Achievement Test (all subtests)

— Informal Learning Disabilities Screening Battery (This consists
of a shortened version of the Malcomesius and the Clinical
Evaluation of Language Functions (CELF) Screening Test -
Advanced Level)

- Diagnostic Questionnaire

Level II testing was mandatory for all clients in these tests:

-  WAIS or WISC-R

~ Woodcock Reading Mastery Test

In addition, the remainder of Level Il is recommended for those
clients who score below the 25th percentile on the WRAT and/or

exhibit significant processing problems on the LD Screening
Battery:

-~ Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test

Required for all clients in this level:
— Key Math Diagnostic Math Test

The remaining Level! Il tests are recommended according to the
following criteria:

—~ If "classified as LD" then "needs Level Il for programiming
purposes”

— If "classified as possible LD" then "needs Level Il for
verification of processing problems as well as for programming
purposes.”

The remainder of this battery consists of:

— Detroit Test of Learning Aptitude (DTLA)

~ Lindamood Auditory Conceptualization Test (LAC)
~ Beery Test of Visual Motor Integration (VMI)

— Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test {(Wepman)

The Indepth Language Battery (Level IV) consists of:

— CELF (Indepth Battery)

- PPVT

~ DTLA Subtests

~ Boston Diagnostic Aphasis Examination (optional)
-~ Speech Fluency Battery (optional)

— Informal Voice Battery (optional)

-~ Oral Peripheral Exam (optional)

—~ Hunt Sentence Combining Test (optional)

- Reading Miscue Inventery (optional)

The Projective Psychological Assessment (Level IV) consists of:
- TAT

-~ Boston College Guess Why Questionnaire
~ Sentence Completion

~ Figure Drawing 6-141
— Rorschach (optional)




While clients with Client Characteristic, Intake Survey, and Exit Survey
data are quite similar to the total target population on the key variables of age
and sex, there are some ethnic differences among these groups. These ethnic
differences are due primarily to ethnic variations among sites. As Table 63
indicates, those sites with the highest proportion of black clients (Boston and

Georgetown) are underrepresented in these three files.

Diagnostic Testing

As discussed in the chapter on Diagnostic Testing, the Diagnostic Testing
Battery included in the Replication model was revised in 1981. The original

battery is presented in Table 64 , and the revised version in Table 65 .

Also noted in that chapter was the fact that some clients were not given
all the required tests. Table 66. shows the number of clients ever tested and the
number of test scores entered into the data base. Over all replication sites, 87.4
percent of the clients had at least one test score recorded. At Fresno, every
client had some test scores recorded. Georgetown was the only site where a
minority of the clients were tested; only 25.7 percent of the Georgetown clients
had any test scores entered into the MIS. Of all the sites which continued to
operate past their second year, Chicago had the lowest proportion of clients with
recorded test scores (76.8 percent). At this site they experienced problems with
their MIS computer file, having lost all their scores records in 1981. Their

evaluator was able to retrieve or reenter only a portion of the lost records.

Tables 47 and 68 show the number and proportion of clients ever given
the specific diagnostic tests, broken down by New Pride site. The first six tests,
presented on Table 67 were required by the model to be administered to all
New Pride clients. All of these tests fell far short of having been given to all
clients, yet at some individual sites, particularly Fresno, Pensacola, and San
Francisco, a large proportion of clients were given all the mandatory tests.
Table 68 presents tests which were optional except in the case of clients either
suspected of or identified as having learning disabilities.

6-142




Table 65

Revised Replication Diagnostic Battery

Testing Battery: Effective immediately all sites shall administer all tests
according to the agreed level and sequence as follows:

Level I:

L.

Level II:

Level I:

S

Level IV:

Diagnostic Questionnaire (Core questions No. 13-22). Diagnosticians
may rephrase questions to the degree that they feel comfortable,
however, core questions 13-22 are mandatory. The rest of this
questionnaire should be used as a guide. Further development of this
questionnaire will be an ongoing project for the National Committee.
(Not required to report to National Evaluator.)

Acuity Tests

Weschler Intelligence Scales
WISC-R (under 16 years) or WAIS (16 years and older)

WRAT

Conclusions Based on Approach to Testing Checklist and Diagnostic
Observations

Woodcock Reading (required for all clients, pre and post)
Key Math (required for all clients, pre and post)

LD Screening Battery: Malcomesius or Slingerland selection
determined by reading level and CELF Screening Test.

Bender Visual Motor using Watkins system.

Conclusions Based on Approach to Testing Checklist and Diagnostic
Observations.

Detroit Tests of LD (10 subtests)
VMI (optional)

Wepman (optional)

Lindamood (optional)

Conclusions Based on Approach to Testing Checklist and Diagnostic
Observations.

As stated in the original manual.
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Table 66

Scores Records and Clients Tested

Clients with at Least
One Test Score

Site Test Scoresl N %
Boston 1,871 38 80.9
Camden 12,489 156 89.1
Chicago 7,151 109 76.8
Fresno 13,359 132 100.0
Georgetown 201 19 25.7
Kansas City 8,429 108 .7
Los Angeles 3,174 42 72.4
Pensacola 16,184 150 99.3
Providence 3,117 114 95.8
San Francisco 16,612 152 98.1
—Total 87,587 1,020 87.4%

These are the total number of test scores that were
entered into the SCORES file. They include some
redundant, out-of-bounds, and invalid scores, all of which
were removed before analyzing scores of individual tests.
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Table 67

Clients Ever 'l'estedl by Required Test

Visual

Auditory

Woodcock

Keymath

Acuity Acuity IQZ WRAT Pre PrelPost3 Pre l-"re/Post:3
Site N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Boston 12 255 12 25.5 27 57.% 32 68.1 13 27.7 0 - 22 46.8 0 -
Camden 34 19.4 40 22.9 59 33.7 121 69.1 132 75.% 66 37.7 134 76.6 64 36.6
Chicago 9 6.3 9 6.3 60 42.3 62 43.7 385 59.9 19 13.4 93 65.5 22 15.5
Fresno 112 84.8 78 59.1 127 96.2 111 84.1 124 93.9 83 62.9 125 94.7 83 62.9
Georgetown 0 - 0o - 0 - 0 -~ 19 25.7 1 1.4 0 - 0 -
Kansas City 78 68.4 78 68.4 99 86.8 104 91.2 90 78.9 57 56.0 8 75.4 57 50.0
Los Angeles 32 55.2 32 55.2 37 63.8 42 72.4 37 63.8 2 3.4 37 63.8 | S 4
Pensacola 138 91.4 133 83.1 131 86.8 140 92.7 142 %4.0 90 59.6 140 92.7 92 60.9
| Providence 64 53.8 44 37.0 80 67.2 79 66.4 83 73.9 40 33.6 84 70.6 45 37.8
: San Francisco 133 85.8 138 89.0 140 90.3 149 96.1 148 95.5 101 65.2 121 78.1 71 44.5
6§2 52.4% 564 48.3% 760 65.1% 840 72.0% 878 75.2% 459 39.3% 842 72.2% 435 37.3%

‘ Total

IQ tests include both WISC-R and WAIS.

Some of these were administered less than three months apart, and so could not be analyzed.

The number of clients ever tested includes those with a valid or an invalid score. The percent of clients by test type is
calculated in relation to the total number of clients by site or over the entire replication.
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The identification and remediation of learning disabilities was an important
part of the New Pride model. While all but one site did diagncse a proportion of
their clients as learning disabled, it is revealing to examine the testing data on
which they based their diagnoses. Table 26 shows the number and percent of
learning disabled clients who received any testing. Tables 69 and 70 show the
number and percent of learning disabled clients given the various tests in the
battery. While Table 69 includes those tests mandated for all clients,
Table 70 includes tests particularly targeted to clients suspected of having
learning disabilities. As this table indicatés, very few clients identified by sites
as being learning disabled were ever fully tested. For the great majority, their
diagnoses must have been based primarily on the results of the mandatory tests

and on previous school records.
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Table 63

Clients Ever Testedl by Test

Slinger- Detroit
Malcomesius land Bender Pre Pre/Post Beery Wepman Lindamood

Site N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Boston 10 21.3 o - 6 - 1 2.1 0o - 1 2.1 1 2.1 0 -
Camden 0 - 0 - [ 6 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Chicago 0 - 0 - 0 - [ —— o - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Fresno 30 22.7 0o - 29 22.0 4 3.0 0o - 0 - 1 0.8 0 -
Georgetown 0 - 0 - 0 - 6 - 0o - 0 - 0 - 0 v -
Kansas City 0o - 0 - 0 - 5 &4 2 1.8 I 0.9 1 0.9 0o -
Los Angeles 3 13.8 0 - 31 53.4 1 1.7 o - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Pensacola 18 11.9 7 4.6 31 20.5 25 16.6 10 6.6 5 3.3 9 6.0 5 3.3
Providence 5 4.2 0 - 5 4.2 0 - 0o - 5 4.2 0 - 0 -
San Francisco 1z 7.7 24 15.5 36 23.2 34 21.9 10 6.5 0 - 0 - o -
Total 83 7.1% 31 2.7% 132 11.3% 70 6.0% 22 1.9% 12 1.0% 12 1.0% 5 0.4%
1

calculated in relation to the total number of clients by site or over the entire replication.

The number of clients ever tested includes those with a valid or an invalid score. The percent of clients by test type is
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Table 69

LD Clients Ever Tested! by Required Test

Visual

Keymath

1 Auditpry 3 Wocdcock 4

2 Acuity Acuity 10 WRAT Pre Pre/Post Pre Pre/Post

Site N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

Baston 2 22.2 2 22.2 8 83.9 8 88.9 2 22.2 0 - 2 22.2 0 -
Camden 2 6.1 3 9.1 5 15.2 21 63.6 27 79.% 21 61.8 27 79.4 20 58.8
Chicago 0 - 0 - 1 8.3 1 8.3 H 91.7 4 33.3 12 100.0 4 33.3
Fresno 54 88.5 35 57.% 57 93.4 51 83.6 59 96.7 39 63.6 59 96.7 39 63.9

Georgetown 0 - 0o - o - 0o - I 25.0 0 - 0 - 0 -
Kansas City 23 67.6 22 64.7 29 85.3 31 91.2 32 94.1 22 64.7 22 64.7 16 47.1
Pensacola 24 82.8 23 79.3 25 86.2 25 86.2 29 100.0 22 75.9 29 100.0 20 69.0
Providence 24 55.8 16 37.2 30 69.8 26 60.5 37 82.2 18 40.0 33 73.3 18 40.0
San Francisco 54 94.7 55 96.5 54 94.7 57 100.0 56 98.2 33 57.9 42 73.7 24 42.1

Total 183 65.8% 156 56.1% 209 75.2% 220 79.1% 254 89.1% 159 55.8% 226 79.3% 14l 50.7%

i The number of LD clients ever tested includes those with a valid or an invalid score. The percent of LD clients by test
type is calculated in relation to the total number of LD clients by site or over the entire replication (see Table 26).

2 Los Angeles is not listed because they did not diagnose any clients as LD.

3 IQ tests include both WISC-R and WAIS.

4 Some of these were administered less than three months apart, and so could not be analyzed.
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Table 70

LD Clients Ever Tmstedl by Test

Slinger- Detroit
2 Malcomesius land Bender Pre Pre/Post Beery Wepman Lindamood

Site N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Boston 5 55.6 0o - 0 - 1 11.1 0 - 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 -
Camden 9 - -~ 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0o - 0o - 0 -
Chicago 0 - 0 - 0 - ] - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Fresno 27 44.3 0 - 26 42.6 4 6.6 0 - 0 - 1 1.6 0 -
Georgetown 0 - 0 - ¢ - 0 - 0 - 0 - ¢ - g -
Kansas City 0 - 0 - 0 - 5 14.7 2 5.9 1 2.9 1 2.9 0 -
Pensacola 14 48.3 6 20.7 21 72.% 22 75.9 10 34.5 310.3 8 27.6 4 13.8
Providence 3 7.0 6 - o - 0o - 0 - 2 4.7 0 - o -
San Francisco 6 10.5 18 31.6 24 42.1 29 50.9 9 15.8 0 - 0 - 0 -
Total 55 19.8% 24 3.6% 71 25.5% 61 21.9% 21 7.4% 7 2.5% 1l 4.0% 4 1.4%
i The number of clients ever tested includes those with a valid or an invalid score. The percent of clients by test type is

calculated in relation to the total number of clients by site or over the entire replication (see Table 26).

2 Las Angeles is not listed because they did not diagnose any clients as L.D.
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CHAPTER SEVEN:
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THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM

A primary criterion for measurement of success of New Pride programs is
whether or not they reduce the amount of expected recidivism in the sample of
clients below that of some untreated control group. Or, in the absence of such a
finding, whether the "seriousness" of the offenses committed has changed for the
better. A reduction of violent assaults among serious offenders would be
considered a successful outcome. The previous presentations have introduced
the New Pride program, described its implementation, explained the data
acquisition process with the management information system, and presented the
basic descriptive data gathered on New Pride clients. This chapter presents the
measures of recidivism used as the primary outcomes by which to determine the
success of the New Pride programs. Toward this end, the first part of this
chapter presents descriptions of the measures with rationales for their selection.
An outline of the analytic tools and their measurement needs is portrayed. The
development of an adequate control or comparison group is outlined, and a study
of possible biases and problems of analysis is thoroughly depicted. In PartII of
this chapter the actual analyses themselves are presented, fully informed by the

considerations in Part I.

Part I. Issues in the Measurement of Recidivism
A Choice of Measures

The New Pride data base is uniquely suited to answering a variety of
questions about the criminal histories and subsequent recidivism of New Pride
clients. Comprehensive criminal history data are available in the Juvenile
Justice file (see Chapter 6, pp. 121-122) on 99 percent of the treated subjects,
from the seven sites that remained in operation past their second year. These
data represent filed petitions and adjudicated offenses from the time of each
subject's first encounter with the court system to the last point of follow-up,
December 31, 1983. Additional offenses for which petitions may not have been

filed or which did not result in adjudication are also available for most of these
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subjects. Each recorded offense includes the charge, the date of the offense, the
arrest date, whether or not a petition was filed, the petition filing date, whether
the charge was adjudicated, the adjudication date, the dispositio'n, whether the
charge was adjusted, and a number of other items. The breadth of these data
allows consideration of the effects of selecting different measures of recidivism

on the computation of recidivism rates and other measures of recidivism.

It is possible to consider as measures of recidivism all offenses reported on
court records, all petitions filed, all adjudications, or all adjudications leading to
incarceration. Each measure progressively indicates greater system penetration.
In selecting which measure to use, we wanted one at a minimum level of system
penetration. We wanted to measure, as easily as possible, the criminal behavior
of youths rather than the charging behavior of the courts. To this end, the basic
measure of recidivism which was selected is the petitions filed, that is, rearrests
that are referred by police to the courts for action and which have resulted in

new charges.

There are two reasons why we chose to use offenses for which petitions
were filed rather than all reported offenses as our measure. The first is that the
decision by the prosecutor to charge an individual with a new offense was likely
to screen out the more trivial arrests and other arrests for which there was
insufficient evidence to convict (or to find a "determination of guilt" in a
juvenile court). This was considered a worthwhile screening of the population
under study because multiple offenders are often watched more closely and
arrested more often than others of their age group who do not have records. The
second reason involved the difficulty of obtaining permission to access police
files directly, particularly in those cities in which there are multiple police and
sheriff's departments, along with the concomitant strategic problems of
accessing such reports when they are located in many oifices spread over wide
geographic areas. Generally speaking, measures involving earlier decision points
are superior to other types of recidivism measures (Lerman, 1973:59). For these
reasons, arrests which result in new petitions in juvenile courts or indictments in

adult courts are considered to be the primary measure of recidivism.




As well as using all petitions filed as our primary measure of recidivism,
consideration will be given to offenses which lead to adjudications. These two
offense measures may, depending on the analysis procedure selected, be regarded
as dichotomous indices, e.g., whether or not a subject had a filed petition or
subsequently adjudicated offense after leaving the New Pride program; as
counts, e.g., the number of filed petitions or adjudications a subject had after
leaving New Pride; or as latency measures, e.g., the time to the first filed
petition or adjudication for the individual. °In addition, two other related
measures can be briefly considered: offense seriousness and incarcerations. The
former measure helps characterize the most serious charge that led to the filed
petition or adjudication. The latter measure is determined by whether or not a

disposition involving some form of long-term incarceration is recommended.

Seriousness Scores

In addition to the number of offenses committed, information was obtained
on the types of offenses that were committed. Assume for the moment that the
experimental and comparison s;ubjects committed equal numbers of offenses
during the follow-up. Assume further, however, that the offenses committed by
the experimental subjects were all status offenses while those committed by the
comparison group members were all serious violent offenses. Given this
possibility one may desire to measure the impact of the program in terms of the

quality of the new offenses.

The use of mean or cluster scoring allows an estimate of the seriousness of
the offenses committed by the subjects of this research in a relatively simple
fashion. A variant of the seriousness scoring system originally created by Sellin
and Wolfgang (1964) has been applied to juvenile justice history data. The index
itself measures the amount of harm done in a criminal event as a function of
modifiers such as the number of victims of minor or major injury, the number of

victims of forced sex, the number of victims of intimidation, etc.
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In cluster scoring, each type of crime has a certain seriousness score and
this score is applied to all offenses of that type. Mean seriousness scores are
based on scores from previous research on similar subjects. The most
appropriate source of such information is the series of cohort studies conducted
in Philadelphia by Wolfgang and his colleagues. These studies have generated a
data base in which well over 40,000 juvenile offenses have been scored for their
seriousness, each of which captures the variation in seriousness that surrounds
specific offenses. The availability of seriousness scores allows measurement of
the impact of the program in terms of the quality as well as the quantity of

delinquency.

Incarcerations

It is possible to consider the measurement of incarcerations as an index of
recidivism in the analyses to be presented, although it is a measure frought with
difficulties for reasons given above: The less system penetration involved with a
measure of recidivism, the more reliable that measure is likely to be (see
Lerman, 1975:59). Department of Corrections commitments and other forms of
long-term incarceration both follow upon and indicate a great deal of system
penetration. However, their measurement is useful because of the potentially
confounding influence of such commitments upon other measures of recidivism.
It is quite possible, for example, that an increase in incarceration rates for a
group of subjects could give the impression of a decrease in recidivi‘sm, when in
fact the decrease is actually due to the withholding of opportunities to

recidivate from this group.

The need to control for incarceration is outweighed by the fact that the
New Pride programs were conceived as alternatives to other community-based
programs for juvenile delinquents, as well as to incarceration in both local and
state institutions. With such a purpose, controlling for rates of incarceration
would defeat the comparison originally intended. For the analyses to be
presented, incarcerations will not be controlled. We will adhere to the definition

of New Pride as an alternative to all other forms of disposition for serious and
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chronic juvenile offenders, and test for the effectiveness of the program in this
context. Some ancillary analyses will be presented which describe the effects of
incarceration on recidivism.

A Choice of Analysis Procedures

One of the difficulties in analyzing recidivism is the variety of ways in
which such analyses may be performed, each one answering a slightly different
question. This difficulty is aggravated by the somewhat vague form the
definition of recidivism takes, the "repeated or habitual relapse into crime
(Barnhart and Stein, 1963)." The multiple definitions of officially recorded crime
used in various studies, ranging in system penetration from re-arrests to parole
violations, can be mistakenly viewed as equivalent. What a "crime" is in terms
of the New Pride replication study has been discussed. The methodological
éhallenge in measuring recidivism lies in determining how to measure the

"repeated habitual relapse" back into criminal activity.

New Pride clients are known habitual offenders, at least insofar as they
enter the program with an overall average of 15.1 prior offenses appearing in
their court records, 8.8 of which have been sustained in court.® Given the New
Pride data base on juvenile justice histories, "relapse into crime" is measured in
four ways:

These figures are based on data in the Offenses file, which includes a
complete oifense history for each client. For purposes of the analyses
which follow, only the most serious charge in a single criminal event, which
might have incurred several charges, is counted. These data are contained
in the Juvenile History file. When a petition is filed or adjudicated, it may
have several charges alleging past crimes. Only the most serious charge is
counted. For purposes of determining New Pride eligibility, generally,
three adjudications meant three separate court actions on different dates,
though they might have disposed of many more offenses. The same
conservative measures are used in these analyses.




I.  Whether or not the client recidivates after entering or
completing the program,

2. How many times each client recidivates after entering or
" completing the program,

3. Latency to the first offense after entering or completing
the program,

4. Number of clients recidivating over time after entering or
completing the program.

Each of these approaches has its own unique problems and benefits for analysis.
These will be discussed after a consideration of censoring in the New Pride data

base.

A sample is censored if data on subjects are restricted to limited periods of
time either by being tracked from different start times (left censoring) or to
different end times (right censoring). The New Pride data is right censored (see
Lawless, 1982, for a discussion of censoring patterns). Youth are tracked from
their case action date, which gives them all the same effective start time, to
December 31, 1983, the last date of follow-up. Since the actual start dates vary
relatively uniformly from June, 1980 to December 31, 1982, the time to the last
date of update (the time of follow-up) varies between one and four years. A
client entering in December of 1981 would be followed for two years, after
which data on his/her subsequent recidivism would be unavailable. A client
entering in December of 1982 wouuid be followed for only one year. All other
thing-s being equal, the subject followed for two years will be more likely to

recidivate than the subject followed for one year.

The problem of censoring is particularly salient when different groups of
subjects are being compared. If one group has substantially less follow-up time,
this group will have a lower recidivism rate than the other, even if the groups
are otherwise completely equivalent. So time to follow-up must be accounted

for in every analysis of recidivism after New Pride.




Analysis One:  Whether or Not The Subject Recidivates

In this analysis a simple head count is taken of subjects who did or did not
recidivate after the New Pride program. Differences between groups are
determined by finding what proportion of subjects recidivated at least once in
each group. In principle a simple Chi-Square test can be used to test group
differences. Differentials between groups in censoring patterns (time to follow-
up), however, require that a more complex analysis procedure be applied to the
data. Additionally, the dichotomous nature of the dependent measure requires
the selection of an analysis procedure capable of dealing with the heterogeneous
variances of probability distributions. It also allows inclusion in the analysis of
many other interval scale independent measures (such as time to follow-up). For

these reasons a linear-logistics model is used to analyze these data.*

Analysis Two: How Many Times Each Subject Recidivates

This measure would again appear to be straightforward. One should be able
simply to calculate a t-test between groups based on the average number of new
offenses. However, a major problem with this approach is that the distribution
of counts is very highly skewed, with most subjects having no new offenses or
only one. For the first year after program entry, only 17.2 percent of New Pride
clients had more than one new petition filed, while 11.0 percent had more than
one new adjudication. The lack of variability in the number of reoffenses, above
the simple dichotomy dealt with in Analysis One, suggests that this approach to
analyzing recidivism may not be very fruitful. Nevertheless, some brief analyses
of these data are informative and will be retained as part of the analysis of

recidivism.

* The maximum likelihood estimation procedure for fitting logistic functions

to data provides unbiased efficient estimates of model parameters.




Analysis Three: Latency to the First Offense

This analysis bears some resemblance to Analysis One in that the
proportion of individuals recidivating in any group is one concern. in addition,
for each recidivating event, the latency, or time to the event, is of importance.
The concern of this analysis is to obtain a projection of recidivism over time
after New Pride. In survival function analysis, "survivors" are defined as those
clients who do not recidivate after their New Pride experience. As time goes on
it is expected that there will be fewer "survivors" or, conversely, cumulatively
more recidivators,

To clarify the relationships addressed by this analysis, refer to Figure l.
These graphs depict a hypothetical survival function based on recidivism after
the New Pride program (top graph) and its corresponding failure function
representing cumulative failures (recidivations) over time (bottom graph). The
two graphs show on the ordinate the proportion surviving or failing out of the
whole sample for two theoretical groups (Group 1 and Group 2) over time. Time
is described from the zero point on the graph through time t 1 and ts and on to
infinity.

The two hypothetical functions are complementary. The proportion
surviving, p(s), is the complement of the proportion failing, p(f), such that
p(s) = | - p(f). The functions for the two groups are different and, of course,
cumulative over time. The two points in time crossing both functions show what
would happen if the number of recidivators (Analysis One), a cross section, was

calculated at either point in time. At time t,, Group 2 has recidivated more

19
than Group 1, while Group 1 has more survivors than Group 2. At time t2,
Group | has recidivated more than Group 2, with Group 2 having more survivors

than Group 1. Thus, if applied at different points in time, Analysis One can
provide contradictory results. Analysis Three, the analysis of survival functions




Figure 1
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(or failure functions), obviates this problem by describing the situation over time

rather than concentrating on any arbitrary cross section.®

Analysis Four: The Number of Subjects Recidivating Over Time

Analysis Four examines the number of subjects recidivating in intervals
over time using a discrete time series design. Analysis Four overcomes the
distributional problems of Analysis Two by looking at the number of subjects
recidivating in any given time interval (e.g., months) at successive discrete
points in time. The expectation is that these rates will decline over time
differentially for the groups being compared. Differences in time to follow-up
for subjects is not a problem with this analysis because month-to-month

variations in sample sizes can be controlled statistically.

The advantage of the time series design is that a representation of
recidivism rates from month-to-month can be presented for groups over a long
period of time. The groups can be compared on the basis of their relative rates
of observed recidivism, as well as on the basis of recidivism rates projected for

the future. As for ary time series design, an underlying model of some sort must

" be assumed for the data. The underlying model for the time series data will be

presented later on.

The pattern of censoring in the data is not a problem in survival function
analysis as long as product limit estimates are used in constructing the
functions (see Lawless, 1982; Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 1982; Dixon, 1981;
Maltz and McCleary, 1977). These estimates take into account the decline
in sample size over time. The only problem with this approach is that the
estimates of the functions increase in error as the sample size decreases.
This problem can be dealt with statistically. Differences between groups
can be evaluated over the whole time period rather than at only one cross-
sectional point. And the functions can be evaluated parametrically by any
one of a variety of procedures.
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Problems of Experimental Control

No matter how defined, the most difficult problem in using recidivism as a
primary outcome measure is finding an equivalent groﬁp with which to compare
the performance of the treatment group. The ideal solution is always a true
control group. This solution, however, requires a random assignment of
individuals to the comparison and treatment groups at the point of program
entry. Although satisfying methodologically, such a process is usually very
unsatisfactory to members of the judicial system responsible for the disposition
of juvenile offenders. Furthermore, clients in the New Pride program were such
serious offenders that every eligible referral was needed by the projects if they
were going to operate at full capacity.

The New Pride programs were established to deal with serious and chronic
juvenile offenders, delinquents with three or more adjudicated offenses. Courts
that referred subjects to New Pride did not do so to have them end up in a no
treatment control group. Rather, projects accepted the subjects referred to
them in an unconstrained manner as long as the subjects met the intake
criterion. This meant that a randomly assigned control group was impossible to

define.

In lieu of a true experiment, the next best alternative is to construct a
matched comparison group from contemporaneous, though eligible youth who are
not referred to the New Pride projects. This requires that there be a large
enough population of delinquents at each location, such thﬁt not all of the most
serious offenders are absorbed into the program. It also requires that some
consideration be given to certain crucial dimensions of the treatment group that

are to be matched in the comparison group.

The features given primary consideration in the New Pride evaluation were
two variables thought to be closely related to recidivism rates: age and number
of prior offenses. The age of each subject at entry to the New Pride program is
an important variable because of the very strong maturation effect observed for

offense rates among juvenile offenders (Halatyn, 1979; Bureau of Justice
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Statistics, 1983). Rates of property crime activity increase dramatically to
about age 16 and drop in half by age 20. Since there is much more property
crime than violent crime, if a treatment group with an average age of 16 years is
tested against a comparison group with an average age of 17, the comparison
group is quite likely to have a lower recidivism rate. Similarly, the ability of
number of prior offenses to predict subsequent recidivism has been suggested in
a number of studies (Monahan, 193.; Wolfgang, 1972; Petersilia et.al., 1977).
Assuming that the number of prior offenses does predict subsequent recidivism,
if the treatment group has a greater number of priors on average than the
comparison group, the comparison group can be expected to have a lower

recidivism rate.

Number of offenses and age are obviously closely related variables. The
maturation effect predicts this. Nevertheless, given the New Pride intake
criterion of three prior adjudications, the number of priors for each subject’is
relatively fixed while the age at program entry is relatively free to vary. The
two variables may be decorrelated in these analyses providing independent
predictions from each. Both measures, however, raise an additional complex
measurement problem in program evaluation discussed by McCleary, Gordon,
McDowall and Maltz (1979). These authors have demonstrated that selecting
subjects during their peak offending period, or even at the time of any offense,
will inevitably lead to a decline in recidivism rates (regression to the mean)
subsequent to intake. The problem is aggravated when, as in this study, subject
intake is the reference point from which subsequent recidivism is measured. All
of the subjects in this case are aligned at periods of offense activity, so that
dramatic declines in recidivism can be expected due to simple regression to the

mean.

Let us briefly summarize the situation. First, the maturation effect
predicts increases and decreases in recidivism rates which must be accounted for
in the match. Second, the prediction from number of prior oifenses, although
age-related, will also require control in the match. Third, there is a problem
encountered whenever subjects are selected or lined up.at a time of offense

activity, caused by regression to the mean. This third problem will be assumed
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accounted for by the construction of a comparison group along the same
parameters used to originally select the treatment group. If each comparison
subject is selected to represent matched clients of a certain age and a given
number of priors, the comparison group will also show the expected decline in
recidivism rate. Then the effect of regression to the mean will be equally
troublesome in both groups, and the comparison between the groups will remain

unbiased by this statistical artifact.

The Dilemmas of Sampling

The New Pride clients are juvenile offenders referred by the local court
system from each locale's population of juvenile delinquents. Therefore,
comparison groups must be constructed from either the remaining offendérs not
sent to the projects, or from an historically older sample of subjects, e.g.,
subjects passing through the court system earlier. The use of historically drawn
comparison subjects is fraught with difficulties, not the least of which is the
possibility that the court system has changed over the intervening years in its
processing of juvenile offenders. A shift toward tougher enforcement of
penalties for delinquent behavior may lead to an increase in filed petitions and
sustained adjudications over time. The historical comparison group would thus
have an artificially reduced probability of recidivism due to shifts in system

‘practices.

To avoid the problems of historically drawn comparison groups, an effort
was made to draw contemporaneous comparison groups from all the sites. In this
way the processing of both treatment and comparison groups would be roughly
the same in the court systems. This procedure is itself, however, not free from
other sampling problems. First, the selection of the most serious chronic
offenders for the New Pride group naturally tends to lower the seriousness and
chronicity of the remaining sample available for the compariscn group. Second,
given the natural correlation of age with number of offenses, the older an
offender is, the more likely he will meet the New Pride criterion for entry. This

means that ds time passes, subjects in the comparison group may be absorbed
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into the treatment group. This tendency renders the available pool of
comparison subjects younger and less chronic offenders. If a project is
particularly efficient at identifying and obtaining serious offenders for its
program, it does so at the risk of creating a less serious ccntemporaneous
cmparison subject pool. Thus, it is more difficult to obtain an adequate match

between the comparison and treatment groups.

The New Pride Experience

In application, the construction of the comparison group required only one
site to draw an historical comparison group: Kansas City. At that site the
treatment group was absorbing nearly all of the serious offenders from the court.
Consequently, there were few serious offenders to comprise a comparison group.
The Kansas City comparison group was drawn from a sample of subjects
available two years before.

In constructing the matiched comparison group a large pool of comparable
subjects should be available. The sample needs to be approximately 150 percent
of the size of the treatment group. Most sites were unable to generate a
comparison group large enough to meet this goal. Oniy one site, Fresno,
managed a comparison group of this size. At Fresno the comparison group was
so similar to the treatment group that a complete match was easily obtained. At
the other sites discrepancies between the treatment and comparison groups and
too few comparison subjects reduced the probability of obtaining a completely
adequate match. Descriptions of the matching procedure and its effectiveness
appear in the next section.

MATCHING PROCEDURE
As noted by several researchers (McCleary, Gordon, McDowall and Maltz,

1979; Burton, 1980), a number of problems confront the analysis of the impact of
program participation in a simple before-after time series design that studies
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only the behavior of a treatment group. In order to control for some of these
problems, a comparison group was developed at each site where New Pride was
replicated. This approach enabled us to analyze the recidivism data within the
framework of a simple experimental design. By' controlling for site-to-site
differences in juvenile justice decision-making, we can more safely assume that
whatever problems occur in the analysis of the New Pride subjects will also
occur .in the analysis of comparison group subjects. Hence, differesnces between
the two will more likely be due toc differences in program impact rather than
either methodological artifact or procedures of the administration of justice

unique to each jurisdiction.

On June 5, 1984, a complete pull of data from the Client Demographic and
Juvenile Justice History files at all sites was made. Treatment group subjects
selected for analysis had to have begun their participation in the New Pride
progrefm by December 31, 1982 in order to assure at least a year of time to
follow-up the official records of each youth. It had been requested of local
evaluators that all client and comparison group oifense data be brought up-to-
date as of December 31, 1983. This represented the last point at which all

records in the Juvenile History file were to be completely updated.

Evaluators tracking youth In six cities were able to provide exhaustive
updates of all petitions/indictments and adjudications/convictions recorded to
that date for every mernber of both groups. The files of many youth were
updated through later months. In Pensacola, the last date of comprehensive
update was November 30, 1984, a difference of 6nly a month. New Pride
projects in Boston, Los Angeles, and Georgetown were closed earlier in the
replication initiative, before any meaningful comparison group information could
be collected.

For ail subjects' records, dates were used as follows: (l) Case action date
was taken as the date of program eniry. In its absence, the date of referral to
the program was used. (2) The offense date was used as the date of offense. In
the absence of this date, the arrest date was used, and in the absence of both of

these, the petition-filed date was used. Screening the juvenile justice history
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data in this way resuited in the loss of 134 records (0.6 percent of 22,135 total
records), 12 subjects (0.5 percent of the 2,579 total) from the analysis, and
required the use of the "back-up" date in less than 4.6 percent of the records. In
this respect the data on comparison and treatment subjects was remarkably
clean. The 12 subjects removed from the set had missing offense dates for more

than 25 percent of their records.

After merging: the cleaned juvenile history data with the client
demographic data, the result set contained a total of 976 New Pride clients and
1,128 comparison subjects from the seven sites. Although the number of subjects
per site changes in subsequent analyses as further restrictions on the data are
assumed, the Iinitial, "clean," site-hy-site breakdown appears in Table l. Note
that the Pensacola comparison group subjects now fulfill the basic requirements
for similarity between comparison and treatment samples despite their earlier
failure to do so. After great delays, Pensacola finally managed to come up with
a comparison group contempcraneous in age with the New Pride group. Prior to
November of 1983, Pensacola had identified only 40 comparison subjects, all of
whom -had been rejected by the project, so there were sam{:ling biases not
correctable through any matching procedure. These subjects are not included in

the current available comparison group sample.

Development of the Comparison Group Match

Although comparison subjects are drawn, at the site level, frorn the same
court jurisdictions as the treatment subjects, the two groups may not adequately
match on two variables of considerable importance. The {first of these variables
is the number of adjudicated offenses. The number of adjudicated offenses in
the criminal histories of comparison subjects must correspond to the number for
treatment subjects so that we are examining the histories of equally chronic
offenders. The second variable crucial to the match is the age of the treatment
subject at their last adjudicated offense prior to program entiry and the age of
the comparison subject at his or her corresponding offense. For example, if a

treatment subject has three adjudicated offenses prior to entering New Pride and
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Table 1

Initial Available Treatment and Comparison Subjects

for Matching Procedure

Site

Treatment N Comparison N
Camden 172 141
Chicago 142 33
Fresno 130 302
Kansas City 113 118
Pensacola 150 170
Providence 118 130
San Francisco 151 129
Total 976 1, 128
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was 16 at the time of the last offense, a matching comparison subject must be
selected who was 16 at the time of his or her third adjudicated offense. These
offenses, the last adjudicated offense for the client and the prior to entry
corresponding offense of the comparison subject represent for each subject the
matched offense.* The key to this match is to establish for each selected
comparison subject a hypothetical date of entry {or case action date) after the -
matched offense (the one corresponding in terms of number of priors and age at
offense matched to subjects in the treatment group).

The procedure is best explained by presenting an example of its application
to one site's data. Table 2 presents the data from the treatment group to be
matched by selections from the comparison group at the Fresno site. The table
is a representation of the distribution of the number of adjudications
immediately prior to the case action date and the age of subjects at the last
prior (the matched offenses). The column labeled Priors is the number of prior
adjudications presented by subjects in the treatment group at Fresno. Thus, one
subject had two prior adjudications before the case action date and 41 subjects
had three. The row labeled Age at Last Prior Offense presents the integer age
of clients at the last adjudication before the case action date. In Fresno, one
subject had two priors, the last of which was at the age of 15; 18 subjects had
three priors, the last at the age of 16; and three subjects had six priors the last

at the age of 16. Fresno's full complement of 130 subjects are represented here.

When selecting subjects for the comparison group there are two steps
corresponding to the two variables to be matched. First, comparison group
candidates must be found having at least the number of adjudicated offenses
corresponding to the number of priors for a treatment subject. If we were trying
to match a subject with three priors at the integer age of 16, we would look at

only comparison subjects with three or more available adjudications. Second,

Note that the prior number of offenses are measured before program entry,
not before the offense that resulted in referral to the project (the
presenting offenses). Between the presenting offense and case-action
dates additional offenses may have been committed. They count as priors.
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Table 2

Age at Last Prior Offense by Number of Priors Distribution
Fresno Treatment Group

Number of Age at Last Prior Offense

Priors i2 13 14 15 16 17 Sum

1 1 1

2 1 1

3 2 6 9 18 6 41

4 3 8 9 11 7 38

5 4 8 6 4 22

6 2 7 3 i 13

7 1 2 4 2 1 10

g 1 1

9 2 2

10 1 1
Sem 1 5 22 &l s 2l 130
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once this set of comparison subjects is found, we would find the comparison
subjects who had their third adjudication at age 16. Out of this set, then, we
would randomly select the comparison subject to be matched to the treatment

subject at the third offense.

The procedure used to perform the matching is basically the two steps
described above repeated until all possible matches have been made. The
procedure as described, however, only works if there is a large comparison group
available which bears some similarity to the treatment group in terms of age and
number of adjudications. At some sites the comparison groups are smaller than
the treatment groups and/or display markedly dissimilar values on the matching
variables. At Chicago, foz example, the comparison group overall is about half
the size of the treatment group (83 as opposed to 142 subjects) and presents
fewer total adjudications per subject (average of 3.96) than the treatment group
(average of 4.37 overall). These differences are largely due to the referral of

the most serious offenders to the New Pride program.

In order to deal best with these problems, the procedure for matching
incorporates three modifications. First, more flexibility was introduced to the
match. Age at matched offenses were considered acceptable (after exact
matches became impossible) with ages in the comparison group of plus-or-minus
one year. Second, the matches were performed proportionately: if 30 percent of
the treatment group had three adjudications by the age of 16, then the
comparison group was matched successively to preserve 30 percent of its
subjects for this age/offense match. This change allowed the comparison group
to be smaller than the treatment group while still retaining the same form of the

number of priors and age at matched offense matrix.
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In practice with these data, 25 percent of the comparison group is matched
proportionately to the treatment group in four separate cycles.® Each cycle
involved the sequential matching of subjects from the younger to the older ones
and from those with fewer to those with greater numbers of prior adjudications.
Each procedure was terminated on the cycle in which three or more failures to
match occurred. Because of the order in which the samples were matched,
match failures tended to occur in finding comparison subjects with more priors
and greater age. The random sampling of comparison subjects with lower
numbers of priors was equally likely to eliminate subjects with man- 3s well as
with few previous adjudications. Thus a comnparison subject with ten offenses
could have been matched at his third offense, eliminating him as a candidate for
matching at any of his later offenses (the fourth, fifth, sixth, etc., ones). For
this reason the comparison group matches still tended to be biased toward
younger subjects with fewer priors. Overall, the matches were so good, however,
that it was expected that this bias would have a negligible impact on the

findings.

Two other points should be noted before going on. First, by this procedure
it was impossible to create a match for treatment group subjects with no prior
adjudications. For this reason, Pensacola (four subjects), San Francisco (one
subject), and Providence (one subject) have slightly smaller treatment samples
than the numbers reported in Table 1. The corrected sample sizes appear in
Table 3. Second, whether or not comparison subjects were incarcerated at any

time during their offense histories was not considered in constructing the match.

By trying to match 25 percent of the comparison group on each cycle, the
best fit of the comparison to treatment group matrix could be assured.
Thus, if the comparison group was composed of 200 subjects, on the first
cycle only 50 comparison subjects would be randomly selected
proportionately matching the cells in the treatment matrix. Invariably the
first cycle provided a perfect match between groups. The second cycie
would provide an additional 50 subjects randomly selected to
proportionately match the cells in the treatment matrix again. This
procedure would be repeated on the third and fourth cycle. This cyclic
matching procedure was found to optimize the match between groups in
the most efficient way possible.
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Table 3

Results of Treatment/Comparison Matches on the
' Measure of Number of Prior Sustained Adjudications

Treatment Group

Comgarison Group

Site N Mean Median N Mean Median
Camden 172 5.3 5 132 5.3 4
Chicago 142 3.7 3 55 3.5 3
Fresno 130 4.4 4 216 4.3 4
Kansas City 113 4.3 3 64 3.9 3
Pensacola 146 6.2 5 72 5.0 4
Providence 117 6.2 5 92 5.6 5
San Francisco 150 3.0 3 93 2.8 3
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This allowed the comparison to be between New Pride clients and comparison
subjects undergoing any other kind of alternative treatment, including

incarceration in long term correctional facilities.

At Fresno, a site with a large available comparison group pool (N = 302)
bearing much similarity to its treatment group, the matching procedure ran
through three cycles. The 130 treatment group subjects were matched with
216 comparison group subjects. In this match, seven comparison group clients
did not exactly match at age at matched offense, but have ages off by plus or
minus one year. Additionally, seven failures to match were encountered. This
explains why the distributions for ages and priors differ siigntly between the two

groups (see Tables 3 and 4).

The results of the matching procedure applied to individual sites appear in
Tables 3 and 4. In general, the parameters of the match (age at matched offense
and number of priors) closely correspond between comparison and treatment
groups. At Camden there are a few differences. Here the median number of
priors for the treatment group is 5. For the comparison group the median is only
4, Having fewer total adjudicated offenses than the treatment group, it was
difficult to develop a balanced match in the comparison group. The smaller sizes

of comparison group matches at other sites occur for similar reasons.

Once a match has been obtained at each site, one additional step is
required to bring the comparison group in line with the treatment group. Aifter
the last prior offense occurs for a treatment subject there is some period of time
before he or she enters the program. This lag in time between the last
adjudicated offense and case action date is called the intake-lag. At every
project the intake-lag distribution foi' clients was positively skewed. The median
intake-lag from each site's treatment group was assigned to the comparison
subjects at the same site and these lags were used to calculate "effective” case
action dates for the comparison groups. The median intake-lags appear in
Table 5. The point in time of each comparison group subject's mafched offense '
plus the intake-lag assigned provides the point in time of his or her hypothetical
case action date.
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Table 4

Resuilts of Treatment/Comparison Matches on the
Measure of Age at Matched Offense

Treatment Group

Comparison Group

Site N Mean Median N Mean Median
Chicago 142 1.9 15 55 15.0 15
Fresno 130 15.4 15 216 15.3 15
Camden 172 15.5 16 132 15.4 15
Kansas City 113 15.7 16 64 15.6 16
Pensacola 146 15.4 16 72 15.3 ° 15
Providence 117 15.7 16 92 15.7 16
San Francisco 150 15.3 15 93 15.4 15
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Table 5
Median Intake-Lag in Weeks for Each Site

Site Median Lag
Camden 20
Chicago 13
Fresno 6
Kansas City 12
Pensacola g
Providence 10
San Francisco 12
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Results of the Match

Tables 3 and 4 present the mean values for age at matched offense and
number of priors data on the matches between comparison and treatment groups
at each site. The match parameters appear comparable between the groups.
Note, however, that the number of priors and age at matched offense are defined
at the actual point in time of the matched offense selected by the matching
algorithm. As mentioned in the preceding section, the effective casie action date
of each comparisen subject is this point in time plus the median intake-lag of the
treatment group at the corresponding site. Thus, the numbers of priors and ages
to be concerned with are those before the "effective" case action date, a later
point in time. At this later point comparison subjects will inevitably be older
and may have committed other offenses to be counted in the number of their

priors.

Table 6 presents the data on the correspondence of number of priors
(sustained offenses) between comparison and treatment groups measured at case
action date. The reader should note that as the number of priors forms a
positively skewed distribution for each group at every site, the t-tests were
computed on the logged values of this parameter. For this reason the geometric
mean (GM) of each distribution is also presented. The geometric mean may be
considered as an approximation of the median of each distribution examined.
One statistically significant difference between groups is found at the Camden
site, where the comparison group has fewer priors than the treatment group.
Differences at the other sites are not only non-significant, but relatively small
as well. Table 7 presents the data on the ccrrespondence of ages at case action
date between comparison and treatment groups. In this case there is one
significant difference between sites, again at Camden where the comparison
group is significantly younger than the treatment group., This difference is very

small, however (0.3 years).

In addition to the match parameters relating comparison to treatment

groups, four other important variables should be reviewed:

7-26




Table 6

Number of Sustained Priors at Case Action Date

Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison
Site Mean Mean GM GM t df P
Chicago 3.7 4.0 3.5 3.8 -4l 195 .1606
Fresno 2.3 2.3 4.2 4.3 -0.72 344 4743
Camden 5.3 6.3 4.8 5.7 -3.51 302 .0005
Kansas City 4.3 4.8 3.9 4.4 -1.95 N5 .0531
Pensacola 6.2 6.1 5.3 5.4 -0.28 216 .7809
Providence 6.2 6.5 5.1 5.6 -1.11 207 .2682
San Francisco 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.7 0.13 241 .9002
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Table 7

Ages at Case-Action-Date

Treatment Comparison

Site Mean Mean T df P
Camden 16.5 16.2 2.18 302 .0301
Chicago 15.9 15.7 [.05 195 .2959
Fresno 16.0 15.9 1.06 344  ,2873
Kansas City 16.5 16.3 0.95 175  .3421
Pensacola Is.1 16.0 0.77 216  .4393
Providence 16.6 16.4 1.27 207 .2057
San Francisco 16.2 16.1 0.65 241 5161
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1. Average seriousness of charges prior to the case action
date may differ between groups. As more serious
offenses are likely to occur less frequently, differences in
average seriousness scores may indicate potential biases
in recidivism rates (BJS, 198 1:7).

2. Differences in ethnicity between groups may also indicate
important biases in expected recidivism rates as these
groups may differ in likelihood of arrest (BJS, 1983:36).

3. Sex biases for very similar reasons may influence
expected rates (Monahan, 1981:73). For example, an all
male treatment group matched to an all female
comparison group would present a most problematic
circumstance. A sex bias suggesting that females
ultimately recidivate less than males would force the
treatment group to appear much worse than the 'matched'
comparison group.

#.  Differentials in follow-up time may occur between
comparison and treatment groups. In this case the group
followed for the longest time may appear to recidivate
more than the alternative group, simply because there had
been more time in which to count new offenses.

Although none of these four variables are controlled directly ‘in the
matching algorithm, their status should be reviewed in a consideration of the

adequacy of the match.

Average seriousness of prior offenses was defined through the utilization of
the cluster scoring method based on the Sellin-Wolfgang index. Seriousness was
examined for both prior 'adjudicated offenses and all prior offenses for which
petitions were filed. The data for adjudicated offenses appear in Table 8 and
the data for all petition-filed offenses appear in Table 9. The forms of the
distributions underlying the tests are quite varied; some are skewed and some are
not skewed, with the variances between groups often differing. All these
problems could not be solved through one convenient transformation of the data,
so the analyses presented are for the untransformed original data. It should be
noted that the t-tests will remain relatively robust given these large sample
sizes. It appears evident from the tables that there are significant differencas
between comparison and treatment groups on average seriousness only at the
Kansas City site where the comparison group has, on average, greater offense

seriousness.
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Table 8

~ Average Seriousness Scores Before Case Action Date
for Adjudicated Offenses

Treatment Comparison
Site Mean Mean t df P
Camden 7.8 7.8 -0.04 302 .9638
Chicago 9.0 9.5 -1.49 195 .1388
Fresno 7.8 7.9 -0.70 344 4331
Kansas City 8.6 9.9 -4.04 175 .0001
Pensaccla 8.4 3.4 0.13 216  .8976 |
Providence 7.6 7.5 0.45 207 .6512
San Francisco 3.4 3.9 -l.46 241 1453
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Table 9

Average Seriousness Scores Before Case Action Date

for Petition-Filed Offenses

Treatment Comparison
Site Mean Mean t di P

Camden 7.6 7.8 -0.74 302 .4626
Chicago 9.1 9.2 -0.56 195 .5695
Fresno 7.9 3.0 -0.19 344 8533
Kansas City 8.6 9.9 -4.01 175  .0001
Pensacola 3.4 3.3 0.39 216  .6966
Providence 7.7 7.3 l.e4 207 .1031

8.7 3.9 -0.64 241 .1453

San Francisco
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The results of looking at ethnic biases between groups are not as felicitous
as those for average seriousness (see Table 10). At five sites there are
significant differences in the compositions of the two groups: Fresno, Kansas
City, Pensacola, Providence, and San Francisco. Data in Table 10 are presented
in four blocks. First, the site and group (T-treatment, C-comparison) are
defined. Second, the ethnic distributions are presented as percents (WH-white,
BL-black, HISP-Hispanic, Al-American Indian, AS-Asian, OTH-other). Third, the
sample sizes (N) and the number of youth missing data are noted. For example,
four clients in Chicago were not coded for ethnic group. Fourth, the Pearson
Chi-square statistic is presented (xz) with its degrees of freedom (df) and
probability level (p).* At Kansas City a bias appears in that there are more
blacks in the comparison group. In the remaining four sites the biases are toward
having fewer blacks in the comparison group. This is particularly acute at
Providence where the treatment group is composed of 48 percent whites and the

comparison group is composed of 88 percent whites.

Significant sex biases are present at two of the sites, Providence and San
Francisco (see Table 11). At both sites there are proportionately more males in
the comparison than in the treatment group. The exact probability for the
relationship observed between groups of the sex distributions is presented using

Fisher's exact test.

Table 12 presents the data on average follow-up time for subjects in the
comparison and treatment groups. Follow-up time is measured in weeks from
case action date to December 31, 1983 for both groups. The shortest average
follow-up time is found in the Fresno comparison group (99.0 weeks or
1.9 years)and the longest in the Kansas City comparison group (251.1 weeks or
4.8 years). This particularly long time for the Kansas City comparison group is
due to the site drawing from a comparison pool available in Kansas City two

years before the implementation of New Pride.

The appropriateness of the Pearson chi-square statistic for tables with zero
cells is discussed in Larntz, 1978. :
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Ethnic Distributions by Site in Percent
(Percent of N)

Table 10

Race 2
Site Group WH BL HISP Al AS OTH N Missing X df p

Camden T 42 45 12 172 0 2.78 2 .2490
C 52 36 12 132 0

Chicago T 24 62 11 1 1 142 0 3.39 5 .6400
C 33 59 8 0 0 5 4

Fresno T 19 42 39 2 130 0 12.65 3 .0055
C 26 26 48 0 216 0 «“

o\

Kansas City T 52 42 113 0 6.43 2 touol
C' /13 56 6 0

Pensacola T 39 61 JLY 0 i8 .82 1 .0001
C 70 30 71 1

Providence T 43 37 6 9 117 0 38.17 &4 .0001
C 33 i! 1 0 92 0

San Francisco T 5 65 17 2 1 150 23.85 5 0001
C 15 50 17 1 13 93




Table 11

Sex Distributions by Site in Percent

(Percent of N)

Site Group Male  Female N Missing  Fisher's P

Camden T 92 8 172 .2930
C 95 5 132

Chicago T 100 142 -
C 100 55

Fresno T 91 9 130 .2266
C 38 13 216 0

Kansas City T 95 113 0 5805
C 25 64 0

Pensacola T 90 10 146 0 .0556
C 97 3 72 0

Providénce T 86 15 117 0 0045
C 97 3 92 0

San Francisco T 86 14 150 L0011
C 98 2 93
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Table 12

Time to Follow-up by Site in Weeks

Treatment Comparison
Site Mean Mean t df P
Chicago 115.5 130.8 2.12 195 L0351
Fresno 119.1 99.0 -3.57 344 .0004
Camden 134.2 152.1 3.25 302 .0013
Kansas City 123.5 251.1 14.87 175 0001
Pensacola I31.8 126.1 -0.70 216 4356
Providence 119.3 129.0 1.33 207 . 1683
San Francisco 129.6 118.5 -1.88 241 0614
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To get a clearer notion of the distribution of follow-up times, Table 13
presents the overall distributions for the comparison and treatment groups across
the seven sites. Note that one or more years of follow-up are available on 100.0
percent of the treatment and 85.7 percent of the comparison group. Further,
74.1 percent of the treatment and 64.l1 percent of the comparison group are

followed for two years or longer. Thus, considerable follow-up time is available

on large proportions of both groups. The 14.3 percent of the comparison group -

followed for less than one year includes six subjects with no follew-up at all
(0.8 percent). This occurred because the matching procedure selected matching
offenses in 1983 for these six subjects and, adding on thel intake-lag to the
offense-date, the resulting effective case action date turned out to be on or
about the date of last follow-up, December 31, 1983. Because of the random
selection procedures of the matching process, these six subjects can be
considered an unbiased and unbiasing random selection from the comparison

groups. Of course, these subjects cannot be used in any recidivism analyses.

In summary, the match appears generally adequate. For the match
parameters themselves, only the Camden site shows significant differences on
number of priors and age at case action date between the comparison and
treatment groups. The difference in priors is 1.0 with the comparison group
having fewer priors, and the difference in age is 0.3 years with the comparison

group being younger. Differences at the remaining sites are all non-significant.

Among the four unmatched and possibly biasing parameters which were
considered, seriousness appears the least problematic. Kansas City is the only
site at which significant differences appear. Here the comparison group
commits significantly more serious offenses than the treatment group. There
are, however, more substantive differences between groups in ethnic
distributions (five sites), sex distributions (three sites), and time to follow-up
(four sites). All of these differences are potential sources of bias in the

measurement of recidivism between groups.
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Table 13

Distribution of Times to Follow-up in Years

Treatment Comparison
Years of Follow-up Percent Perqent
1 or more 100.0 385.7
2 or more 74.1 64.1
3 or more 31.5 40.4
4 or more 0.4 20.0
5 or more 0.0 2.8
6 or more 0.C 2.9
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The variation observed argues both for and against increased recidivism in
the treatment group. The greater overall number of priors observed for the
treatment group in Camden suggests that the comparison group may be less
likely to recidivate than the treatment group (Table 6é). Differences in age at
case action date and seriousness seem negligible. The ethnic biases argue both
ways depending on which site is considered. The higher proportion of white
subjects in the comparison groups at Fresno, Pensacola, Providence, and San
Francisco (see Table 10) suggests that the comparison groups would be less likely
to recidivate at these sites®. At Kansas City, where there are more whites in
the treatment group, the treatment group may be less likely to recidivate. The
sex biases uniformly suggest that the treatment group would be more likely to
recidivate because there are more females in the comparison groups at three
sites, Pensacola, Providence, and San Francisco (Table 11)*. And finally, longer
follow-up times on the comparison groups at three sites, Chicago, Camden, and
Kansas City, suggests that the treatment group wouid appear less likely to
recidivate (Table 12). At Fresno the reverse is the case. This cohfusing array of

biases will be systematically investigated in Part II.

* Differences in re-offense rates are estimated from known statistical

biases. (BJS, 1983:35-6)
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Part II: Comparative Analyses of Recidivism

The dépendent measures used in the analysis of recidivism include both
filed petitions and sustained adjudications. (See the discussion of system
penetration in Part] of this chapter.) These measures are constrained in two
additional ways for the following analyses. First, four minor charges were
excluded from consideration as recidivating offenses: drunkenness, status
offenses, parole violations, and probation violations. At some sites these charges
appeared frequently relative to other charges, for example at Fresno, whereas at
other sites these charges were relatively absent, e.g., Camden. These.
differentials, which often resuited from the high visibility of clients at some
projects, were best dealt with by the elimination of such minor offenses from

consideration.

Second, recidivism as measured by filed petitions and sustained
adjudications was partitioned in two ways. Recidivating offenses were examined
from the date of program entry to the last date of follow-up and from the date
of entry plus 12 months until the last date of follow-up. The former measure
may well be contaminated by the continued recidivish of subjects as they first
enter the programs and before any substantial contact with the program has
taken place. The latter measure begins the measurement of recidivism after all
the treatment subjects have had extensive contact with the programs. Rates of
recidivism after this point should clearly show the influence of treatment. The
subjects used in these analyses are the matched groups described in Part 1 of this

chapter (970 treatment and 724 comparison subjects).

Initial Constraints

Before entering into the analysis of the New Pride impact data, three
overriding constraints on the analyses should be discussed. First, there are
substantial and analytically perilous aggregation effects in the data caused by
grouping all New Pride sites in one analysis. These effects must be controlled in

each analysis. Second, maturation effects, the effects of increasing age on
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recidivism, are pervasive in the recidivism data. A conirol on the form of this
maturation effect should be implemented. Third, the distributional peculiarities
of the measure of number of prior offenses should be delineated and corrected

for the analyses.

The analyses presented below are purely exemplary. Their purpose is to
outline the forms of effects found in the New Pride data in a simple way. For
this reason some of the analyses employing ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression are, strictly speaking, improper. OLS should not be used to predict
dichotomous outcome measures such as whether-or-not subjects recidivate after
New Pride; the intrinsic heterogeneity of variance and nonlinearity of this
measure produces biased estimates of effects (see Hanushek and Jackson, pp.
179-215, 1977). However, it should be noted that all the effecis tested in this
way are verified later on using appropriate linear-logistic analyses. Also, as
these analyses are exemplary, they include an examination of treatment group

data and the measure of filed petitions only.

New Pride Sites and the Effects of Aggregation

The effects of aggregating large bodies of data from jurisdictions around
the country on the measurement of outcomes are too infrequently considered by
program evaluators. As there is a tendency to make the simplifying assumption
that a particular program implemented at one site is impiemented in the same
way at other sites, there is a tendency to assume that the jurisdictions in which
the programs are placed are equally similar. Nothing could be further from the
truth. Both programs and their environments vary, and both need to be measured
in the context of each other. An example of the importance of this observation

can be presented here.

At each New Pride site there is substantial variation in the number of filed

petitions the treatment subjeciz have before program entry, as well as in the
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number of prior adjudications. This data is presented in Table 14. Both means
and geometric means are presented (see discussion in PartI). The differences
between sites are significant (F = 55.70, df = 6,963, MS(e) = 225, p <.0001.),
using the logarithm of number of priors as the dependent measure. There are
also significant differences between sites in the observed proportions of subjects
subsequently recidivating (F = 10.25, df = 6,963, MS(e) = .202, p<.0001). And,
felicitously, for those who believe that the number of prior offenses predicts
subsequent recidivism, there is a significant positive correlation between the
logarithm of number of priors and recidivism (r = .0731,
t = 2.28,df = 968, p<.0300). However after covarying the effects due to
differences in New Pride sites on recidivism, the logarithm of number of priors
does not significantly predict the outcome (F =.81, df = 1,962, MS(e) = -202,
p> .05).

Table 14 would seem to indicate a relationship between number of priors
and proportions recidivating. Providence has a large number of priors and the
highest proportion recidivating. Kansaé City has the second lowest number of
priors and the lowest proportion recidivating. However, the above analysis shows
that this relationship may be fully explained by site differences in both variables.
The appearance of prediction is the result of aggregating the data without regard

to these site differences.

The explanation of the source of these site differences resides in
recognizing that different sites will have different rates of petition filing on
subjects depending on the standardized procedures of local court jurisdictions.
The National Center for State Courts in their two-year study of 150 juvenile
courts in 39 states, found that "the type of court affects the outcome of cases
and that the intake structure is the critical variable (SNI 178:15)." In one New
Pride city no screening of complaints at intake occurred, which resuited in a

very high average number of petitions.

Other problems with the prediction of subsequent recidivism from number
of prior offenses will be discussed later. The purpose here has been to exemplify
how simple aggregation of data over New Pride sites can easily lead one astray.

Such effects are pervasive in ali the New Pride data. For this reason, in all
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Table 14

Average Number of Filed Petitions Prior to New Pride, Geometric Means,
Age at Program Entry, and Subsequent Probability of Recidivism

Number of Priors

N Geometric
Site of Clients Mean Mean Age at Entry  P(Recidivism)
Camden 72 7.5%  6.82 16.5 0.73
Chicago 142 7.70 6.96 15.9 0.63
Fresno 130 6.99 6.49 16.0 0.72
Kansas City 113 4.67 4.18 16.5 0.52
Pensacola 146 6.87 5.99 16.1 0.54
Providence 117 10.24 8.50 16.6 0.90
San Francisco 150 3.98 3.56 16.2 0.75
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subsequent analyses either the effects of aggregation by sites will be
statistically controlled or analyses will be performed on an individual site-by-site

basis.

Maturation Effects: Age at Program Entry

One of the strongest predictors of recidivism in the New Pride data is the
age of subjects at entry to the New Pride program. As noted in Part I, failure to
control for differential ages between groups can lead to a mis-estimation of
group differences. Age at entry should be positively related to the probability of
subjects' recidivism up to about the age of 16 and negatively related to the
probability of recidivism thereafter, as a consequence of the maturation effect.
Statistically accounting for age at program entry will insure the appropriateness
of analyses under conditions where the groups being compared (e.g., different

genders or races) differ in age.

When looking at recidivism immediately after program entry, the
maturation effect should be observed in the New Pride treatment group. The
average age of matched treatment subjects at entry is 16.25 years, with a
minimum of 12.55 years and a maximum of 18.93 years. The site-by-site

averages are presented in Table 4.

Ages at program entry are normally distributed for the treatment group
with significant differences between sites (F = 9.19, df = 6,963, MS(e) = 1.091,
p <.0001). As expected, age is both positively and negatively related to
recidivism for youth with different ages at case action date. These effects are
statistically significant.*

The curvilinear effect of age on recidivism after New Pride entry,
measured by filed petitions, is shown in a significant linear effect for age
(F = 52.99, df = 1,962, MS(e) = .192, p<.0001) and a subsequent significant
quadratic effect (F = 4.74, df = 1,961, MS(e) = .191, p< .0500) for age-
squared in a hierarchical analysis, controlling for baseline differences from
site-to-site.
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Number of Priors

The section on the effects of aggregation pointed out the rather weak
relation between number of priors and subsequent recidivism in the New Pride
data. The assumed strength of this relation is not supported in these data.
- Rather, maturation effects appear the stronger predictor of recidivism. Above
the variance in the dependent measure (filed petitions after entry to New Pride)
predicted by differences in New Pride sites (RZ = .0600), number of priors
contributes little {improvement in RZ = .0008), while the curvilinear effect of
age at program entry contributes much (improvement in R2 = .0534), to account

for a combined total of 11.3 percent of the variance in the dependent measure.

The felationship between age at program entry and priors is an unusual one
in the New Pride Replication. Normally one would expect that older subjects at
program entry would have more sustained priors. The older a subject at entry,
the more time he/she has had to commit offenses. The intake criterion of three
or more prior sustained adjudications, however, forced a decorrelation of these
two variables. While age at program entry was relatively free to vary at intake,
'number of sustained priors was minimally fixed af three, causing the priors'
distribution to be truncated at about this lower bound for each site.
Additionally, the sites only rarely found subjects with greater than three or four
sustained adjudications before program entry. This combination of
circumstances constrained the priors' distributions, making them positively
skewed and leptokurtic. In a sense, then, age was free to vary but number of

priors was fixed by the intake criterion of the New Pride programs.

The constraints of the intake criteria for the New Pride programs resulted
in the observed decorrelation of age and priors in the data. Measuring priors by
the number of sustained counts or number of filed petitions, neither measure is
significantly correlated with age at program entry (r=.0538 and r =.0359
respectively). Measured by all available offenses counted as priors, there is a
significant although small relationship between number of priors and age at entry
(r = .0702, t = 2.18, df = 968, p<.0300). This relationship is not significant in the
context of controlling for New Pride site differences (t = 1.63,
df = 962, p> .0500).
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One reasonable objection to these null findings relating age at entry and
number of prior offenses is that the priors' distribution is highly skewed and
leptokurtic. The logarithmic transformation of these data produces normal
distributions for priors. Measured by the natural logarithm of all prior offenses,
all prior adjudications, or all prior petitions filed, no significant correlations
between the measures of priors and age at entry are found (r = .0373, r = .0279,
and r = .0176 respectively).

A similar objection may be leveled against the original analysis of the
prediction of recidivism from number of priors presented above. However, none
of the three measures of priors, when natural logarithms are taken, significantly
predicts filed petitions after entry to New Pride above the variance accounted
for in the dependent measure by New Pride site differences in the treatment

group.”*

An examination of the three initial constraints on the data shows first, that
it is essential to control for the effects of aggregating data from multiple
jurisdictions.  Second, a substantial curvilinear maturation effect can be
identified in the prediction of recidivism. Third, the expected predictions from
priors may not obtain, due to the selection of clients and comparison subjects
with high .numbers of priors. Although these inquiries are based on somewhat
inappropriate OLS regression procedures and reflect only the predictions of
petition-filed offenses after entry to New Pride, the same effects appear when
properly tested using linear-logistic procedures on all measures of recidivism.

These tests appear in analyses below.

All prior offenses account for an additional 0.l percent of the variance
(F = 1.00, df = 1,962, MS(e) = -202, p> .05), all prior petitions filed account
for an additional 0.l percent of the variance (F =.81, df = 1,962,
MS(e) = .202, p> .05), and all prior adjudications account for an additional
0.03 percent of the variance in the dependent measure (F = .31, df = 1,962,
MS(e) = -202, p> .05). In all cases additional tests of the site-by-priors'
interactions were also not significant.
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THE ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM

.

The two measures of recidivism, filed petitions and sustained adjudications,

may be examined in the four ways discussed in Part1:

1.  Whether or not the client recidivates,
2. How many times the client recidivates,
3. Latency to the first offense,

4. Number of clients recidivating over time.

These four ways of examining recidivism can be collected into the four

basic approaches to analysis introduced in Part I and discussed below:
L. Linear-logistic analyses of which subjects do and do not
recidivate address point | above.
2. Analyses of counts of recidivism address point 2 above.

3. Time-to-recidivate survival analyses address points | and
3 above.

4.  Time series analyses address points 2 and 4.
Issues regarding offense seriousness and the impact of the program on the

incarceration of youth served will be addressed both in conjunction with these

analyses and separately in a concluding section.

7-46




Analysis One: Linear-Logistic Models of Recidivism

In its most basic representation, the task of evaluating the New Pride
Replication Program is a simple one: A count of who does and does not
recidivate can be used to determine program success. If a lesser proportion of
the treatment group recidivates than the comparison group, the program may be
considered a success. This naive approach offers much in simplicity but little in
accuracy because of a number of biases in the estimation of proportions

recidivating. -

Part 1 presented brief descriptions of the biases with which to be
concerned in the measurement of recidivism. For example, significant ‘
differences were demonstrated between comparison and treatment groups on
gender and ethnic compositions and times of follow-up. Simply presenting the
number of subjects recidivating in each group does not account for these biases.
Linear-logistic analysis applied to these data will provide statistical controls for
such differences (see Appendix E).

Linear-logistic models are designed to account for the observed differences
between groups in dichotomous dependent measures. They assume that the
logistic distribution of each dependent variable is a linear function of each
independent variable, the logistic distribution of each dependent variable simply
being the log of the odds ratio for the measure. If N, represents the number of
subjects recidivating and Ng represents the number of subjects not recidivating,
the natural logarithm of N./Ng is the log of the odds ratio predicting recidivism

after New Pride.* While regression procedures are available to analyze

The log of the odds ratio (logits) distribution for a dichotomous dependent
measure i1s a simple monotonic function of its probabilities. For example,
if 50 percent of a group of 100 subjects recidivate, the odds ratio is
50/50 = 1.00 and the natural logarithm of this value is 0.00. A logit value
of 0.00 always represents a 50/50 split on the dichotomous dependent
measure. On the other hand, if 75 percent of the group of 100 recidivate,
the odds ratio will be 75/25 = 3.00 and the logit value will be 1.10. The
probability of recidivism this logit value represents can be recovered by
the formula P(r) = 1/{1 + e-L) where L is the logit value and P(r) is the
probability of recidivism. If L = 1.09, p(r) = .75. If a logit value is less
than 0.00, then the probability of recidivism will be less than 50 percent.
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aggregate data of this sort, maximum likelihood estimates of linear-logistic
functions are preferable for their handling of the data on a case-by-case basis
(Hanushek and Jackson, pp. 179-215, 1977; Dixon, 1981). This approach will be
taken here.

A number of linear-logistic analyses will be used to evaluate recidivism
rates between treatment and comparison groups against the background of a
variety of covariates. In order in insure a fair comparison of the groups, the
evaluations will be made from two points in time, recidivism immediately after
program entry and recidivism after program entry plus 12 months. This latter
point of comparison was chosen to provide a test of program effectiveness after

most of the treatment subjects had fully completed their programs.

A Stepwise Introduction to the Covariates

In the first part of this chapter descriptions of the most important
covariates were presented. In this section a stepwise analysis of these variables
is presented to outline the strength of their effects in predicting recidivism after
New Pride. In order to simplify the process for the maximum likelihood
procedure, all interval measures (age, the natural logarithm of priors, and time
to follow-up) were coded as integer values. For this analysis three priors'
measures were examined: the logarithms of all prior offenses, prior filed
petitions, and prior sustained adjudications. Additionally, the distribution of
ethnic groups at the sites was coded into three groups: whites, blacks, and

others. The latter group contains primarily hispanic subjects (see Table 10).

Tables 15 and 16 present the results of the stepwise fits of the linear-
logistic models to the data. Terms are entered in a forward stepwise manner
analogous to the forward stepwise procedures found in some regression packages.
In the tables the terms are ordered by their entry. In Table 15 for filed
petitions, age at entry is ordered first, then time to follow-up is added to the

model, and so on. The test statistic is Gz, related to Rao's likelihood ratio
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Table 15

Stepwise Contribution of Covariates to the Prediction of

Recidivism After Case Action Date

(Ordered by Effect Size)

Variable Added

Change in G2 df P

Filed Petitions

Age at Entry 87.220 1 ¢.001
Time to Follow-up 79.146 1 <.001
New Pride Sites 137 .899 6 <.001
Ethnicity 26.767 2 <.001
Gender 16.206 1 <.001
Sustained Counts

Time to Follow-up 114,504 | <.001
Age at Entry 41.612 1 <.001
New Pride Sites 113,159 6 <.001
Gender 16.729 1 <.001
Ethnicity 19.314 2 <.001
Seriousness (CS) 5.964 1 <020
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Table 16

Stepwise Contribution of Covariates to the Prediction of

Recidivism 12 Months After Case Action Date

(Ordered by Effect Size)

Variable Added Change in G2 df P

Filed Petitions

Time to Follow-up 144,328 1 <.00!
Age at Entry 52.934 1 <.001
New Pride Sites 117 .425 6 <.001
Ethnicity 21.818 2 <.001
Gender 3.803 1 <.001
Sustained Counts

Time to Follow-up 159.729 1 £.001!
Age at Entry 31.215 1 <.001
New Pride Sites 112.218 6 <.001
Gender 10.082 1 <.002
Ethnicity 13.717 2 <.002
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statistic (Rao, 1973), and is ireated as a Chi-square statistic with the degrees of

freedom of each term as entered in the table.

Each of the four dependent measures considered is significantly related to
time to follow-up, age at entry, New Pride site differences (six degrees of
freedom for the six dummy variables necessary to characterize the seven sites),
gender, and ethnic differences (two degrees of freedom for the two dummy
variables characterizing three ethnic groups). Note that in no case was the
number of priors (all three measures) found to significantly predict any measure
of recidivism. In only one case was the seriousness of prior offenses signticantly
related to the outcome measure. The seriousness of adjudicated offenses before
New Pride is significantly related to the probability of recidivism after program

entry as measured by the occurrence of another adjudication.

The Form of Maturation Effects

In the introduction to the second part of this chapter a thorough discussion
of the maturation effect was presented. The form of its effect on the four
dependent measures was examined by the use of a second order polynomial, age-
squared.* In addition to the following variables -  gender, ethnicity,
seriousness, time to follow-up, the 1oéarithm of number of priors, New Pride
site, and the first order (linear effect) of age at program entry--the second order
effect for age-squared is significant in predicting filed petitions and
adjudications after case action date, (G2 = 13.861, df =1, p<.00l, and
G2 = 4,159, df = 1, p <.05 respectively). The curvilinear effect is not significant
for the measures of filed petitions and adjudications 12 months after case action
date (G2 = 1.198, df = I, p> .05, and G2 = .288, df = 1. p) .05 respectively).

It has been observed that the relationship between age and crime is
not linear. It increases to a certain age and falls dramatically
thereafter (BJS: 32). The presence of the expected curve Iis
confirmed if the second-order polynomial accounts for additional
variance in the dependent measure.
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The presence of the curved effect of age at case action date on the
probability of subsequent recidivism, but not on the probability of recidivism
12 months later, is sensible. The averége age of comparison and treatment
subjects at case action was !6.18 years, making their average age 17.18 years
one year later. This difference could well be enough to move the group of

subjects from the peak of the maturation function to its downside.

Differences Between Comparison and Treaiment Groups

- Now that the form of maturation effects and the most relevant variables
have been established, it is possible to ascertain d.ifferences in recidivism
between the matched groups. The simple question to be asked is whether
treatment and comparison group differences contribute éigniﬁcantly to the
prediction of recidivism in the New Pride data, over and above the variance

accounted for by other known correlates.

Analyses of the four outcome measures were performed in two ways. In
analyzing new offenses after case action date, the curvilinear age effect was
included as a control variable. In analyzing new offenses beginning 12 months
after case action date, only the linear effect of age at entry was included. The
additional fixed covariates were gender, ethnicity, prior seriousness, time to
follow-up, the logarithm of number of priors, and New Pride sites. Only one
significant reiationship between groups was found: Filed petitions -after case
action date were less frequent in the comparison group than the treatment group
overall (G2 = 5.214, df = 1, p<.025). Group membership was not significantly
related to the occurrence of adjudications after case action date (G2 = 3.675,

With this number of covariates a natural concern in these analyses is the
possible multicolinearity of independent measures producing inefficient
estimates of their effects. This is fortunately not a great problem here.
Overall the correlations are quite low. Appendix A reviews the correlation
of parameter estimates for the covariates in the linear-logistic models.
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df = 1, p>.05), or to the occurrence of filed petitions 12 months after case
action date (G2 = 1.030, df = |, p> .05), or to adjudications 12 months after case
action date (G2 = .708,df = 1, p» .05).

All other things being equal, predicting filed petitions after case action
date, the expected proportion of females recidivating is 76 percent and for males
it is 89 percent. Differences in ethnicity are reflected in these different
proportions of expected recidivism: whites - 79 percent, blacks - 88 percent,
other ethnic groups (in this study mainly hispanics) 82 percent. The average
seriousness of petition filed offenses prior to case action, although not a
significant predictor, is inversely related to the probability of subsequent

recidivism. Time to follow-up is directly related to recidivism as expected.

The logarithm of prior petition-filed offenses, although not a significant.

predictor, is directly related to the probability of subsequent recidivism. The
proportions expected to recidivate are also different between groups such that
the expected proportion for the treatment group is 0.86 and for the comparison
is 0.77. The effects for age at case action date and for different New pride sites
have been discussed above. An example of the different expected proportions of

subjects recidivating by sites appears in the Tables below.

The one finding of a significant difference in recidivism rates between the
comparison and treatment groups is not all that can be said about the impacts of
the treatment programs on recidivism. Indeed, overall there may be little effect
on recidivism if some sites show the treatment group doing better than the
comparison group and other sites show the reverse effect. This possibility can be

tested by examining the site-by-group interaction. The interaction is significant
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for the measures of recidivism beginning 12 months after case action, but not for

*
the measures of recidivism immediately after case action.

Tables 17 and 13 present the expected proportions recidivating in each
group by site ordered from the site with the greatest margin in favor of the
treatment group (Providence) to the site with the greatest margin in favor of the
comparison group (Chicago in Table 17 and Kansas City in Table 18). The
recidivism rates presented are the expected proportions recidivating two years
after case action assuming a subject age of 16 years at case action. At only two
sites does it appear that the treatment group does better than the comparison

group (Providence and Fresno).

Since the site-by-group interaction is significant when predicting f{iled
petitions and sustained counts beginning 12 month: after case action, it is
reasonable to look at individual tests of group differences at each site. These
tests are presented in Tables 19 and 20 for filed petitions and sustained counts 12
months after case action. The accompanying probabilities of recidivism are
again calculated two years after case action assuming a subject age of 16 years.
Note that the probabilities of recidivism presented in Tables 19 and 20 do not

necessarily correspond with those presented in Tables 17 and 18.**

* Recidivism beginning 12 months after cage action date: G2 = 24.185,
df = 6, p< .0005 for filed petitions and G~ = 21.87, df = 6, and p< .005
fo§ adjudications. Recidivism immediately after Case action date:
G = 4712, df = 6, p> .05 for filed petitions and G~ = 7.526, df = 6,
p > .05 for adjudications.

* ¥

The individual site analyses are conditioned by the particular
parameters for the covariates at each site and, hence, vary according
to the differences in these other parameters from site-to-site. For
this reason the overall ordering of successful sites only remains
roughly the same.
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Table 17

Expected Probabilities of Recidivism of Groups
by Site: Filed Petitions After Case Action Date
Plus 12 Months,

Overall Analyses

Site* Treatment Comparison
Providence .540 .621
Fresno 161 221
Camden .302 271
San Francisco .330 255
Pensacola . 160 055
Kansas City .178 .043

Chicago .333 .153

¥ Ordered by the relative success of the
treatment group.
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Table 18

Expected Probabilities of Recidivism of Groups
by Site: Adjudications After Case

Action Date Plus 12 Months,

Overall Analyses

Site* Treatment Comparison
Providence 386 462
Fresno 134 .210
Camden 257 257
Pensacola .090 035
Chicago .183 . 107
San Francisco 319 .237
Kansas City .150 034
¥ Ordered by the relative success of the

treatment group.
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Table 19

Expected Probabilities of Recidivism of Groups by Site:
Filed Petitions After Case Action Date Plus
12 Months, Individual Site Analyses

Group
Site™® Treatment Comparison G2 df P
Providence 581 .679 1.202 i > .050
Chicago .096 .139 981 1 7.0%0
Fresno .063 091 1.044 1 ?.050
Kansas City 062 028 1.578 1 7.050
Camden .265 218 811 ] 7.050
San Francisco .228 .161 1.908 1 >.050
Pensacola .352 .098 8.465 ! <.005

* Ordered by the relative success of the treatment group.
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Expected Probabilities of Recidivism of Groups by Site:
) Adjudications After Case Action Date Plus
12 Months, Individual Site Analyses

Table 20

Group
Site** Treatment Comparison G2 df P

Providence 532 678 1.296 1 >.050
Fresno .084 121 1.551 1 >.050
Chicago 261 .285 .065 1 >.050
Kansas City* .000 .000 2.314 1 >.050
Camden .228 .210 131 1 >.050
Pensacola .032 019 5.287 1 <.005
San Francisco .204 134 2.613 l >.050
*

¥* %
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Tables 19 and 20 show that analyses of individual sites reveal no significant
differences in the probability of recidivism between the comparison and
treatment gfoups except at Pensacola. At Pensacola the comparison group is
expected to recidivate less than the treatment group. Once again, Providence
and Fresno show a greater success for the treatment group (fewer recidivists
than the comparison group), but these differences are not significant. In

addition, Chicago shows a greater success for the treatment group.

"Successful"” Completion of the New Pride Program and Recidivism

One objection to the previous analysis comparing recidivism between the
treatment group and matched comparison group is that the treatment group
includes all clients, regardless of their point of termination from the New Pride
programs. That is, treatment subjects terminated early from the programs,
having little program contact, and probably labeled as "failures" by the program
staff, are included in the treatment group for analytic purposes. The result is
that treatment failures are being compared to the comparison group as well as
treatment successes.

The natural question to ask is whether the group of treatment successes do
better than the comparison groups in terms of recidivism after completion of the
New Pride program. Program '"success" was defined by project staff on
termination forms tor each client (see Chapter 6 for a more thorough discussion
of this variable). Because the average time in program for youth who
successfully complete it is almost exactly one year, the measures of recidivism
are restricted in the comparison and treatment success groups to filed petitions
and adjudications beginning 12 months after case action date.

When the "successful" treatment subjects are tested against the

comparison group, the results are the same as for the previous analyses. There
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are no significant relationships between overall group differences and recidivism
(G2 = 2.594, df = 1, p>.05 for filed petitions, G2 = 2.622, df = 1, p >.05 for
adjudications). But there remains a significant relationship between recidivism
and the interaction of groups by site (G2 = 16.658, df = 6, p<.020 for filed
petitions, G% = 13.407, df = 6, p<.040 for adjudications). The coefficients of all

variables in these models are virtually identical to those of the previous models.

A similar set of questions can be asked regarding whether program
'failures' are more or less likely to recidivate than comparison subjects. Once
again there' are no significant relationships between group differences and
recidivism 12 months after case action date (G2 = .047, df = 1, p> .05 for filed
petitions, G2 = .009, df = 1, p> .050 for adjudications). There remain significant
relationships between recidivism and the interaction of groups by site
(G2 = 19.240, df = 6, p<.005 for filed petitions, G2 = 16.725, df = 6, p< .030 for

adjudications).

The Effects of Incarceration Interventions on Recidivism

One ancillary consideration is the possible impact of differential
incarcerations on measures of recidivism between comparison and treatment
groups. If the comparison subjects are incarcerated more often than treatment
subjects, they may in general be less at risk to recidivate. It is assumed that the
institutionalization of offenders results in a forced decline in the probability of

recidivism, at least temporarily.

Table 21 presents the proportion of subjects in each group incarcerated in
the first 12 months after case action date, by site. Incarcerations are defined by
dispositions indicating, "department of corrections commitments." At Fresno, in
addition to this disposition, "other" dispositions are included. (These "other"
dispositions at Fresno were indicated only when youth were remanded to
Wakefield School, a county-run high security correctional facility.) Included in

the table are the probability values from Fisher's Exact Test of Association
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Table 21

Proportion of Subjects Incarcerated in each Group by Site:
First 12 Months After Case Action Date

Group

Site P(Treatment) P(Comparison) Fisher's P
Camden .227 246 4001
Chicago .261 .136 .0625
Fresno . 108 .048 0u4l1]
Kansas City .062 222 .0022
Pensacola .068 .167 .0379
Providence 376 .358 4576
San Francisco . 140 .083 1414

Overall .77 .68 3368
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between group membership and whether or not subjects were incarcerated. At
three sites this association is significant. At Fresno more treatment subjects are
incarcerated than comparison subjects. At Kansas City and Pensacola more
comparison subjects are incarcerated than treatment subjects, Overall there is

no association between group membership and incarcerations.

Since incarcerations are measured in the first 12 months after caise action
date, the dependent measures are restricted to recidivism 12 months after case
action date and beyond, This allows us to measure the effect of incarceration
during the 12 months after case action date on recidivism after these first 12
months. Above the standard list of covariates already extensively reviewed in
this text, incarcerations as measured are not significantly related to reductions
or increases in recidivism after the date of case action plus 12 months
(G2 = 3.183, di = 1, p>.050 for filed petitions, G2 = 2.625, df = 1, p)> .050 for

sustained petitions).
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Analysis Two: Counts of Recidivism

In addition to determining who does or does not recidivate after entry to
New Pride, it is also possible to count the number of times each subject
recidivates. The problems with using such counts as dependent measures have
been fully discussed in Part l. These highly skewed distributions are very
difficult to use in any analysis. For this reason, the analysis presented here will

be somewhat abbreviated.

Tables 22 and 23 present the average number of recidivating ofienses per
subject at each site in the comparison and treatment groups. Remember that
differential follow-up timwes and other biases go uncorrected in these figures.
They indicate that, measured from time of case action, differences in the
number of offenses between groups sometimes favor the treatment group
(Chicago, Camden, Kansas City, Providence) and sometimes favor the

comparision group (Fresno, Pensacola, San Francisco), as in Table 22.

~ The picture becomes more interesting in Table 23. Looking at recidivism
measured from 12 months after case action, the treatment group recidivates less
than the comparison group at all sites except Pensacola and San Francisco.
Unfortunately, regression analyses nevertheless indicate no significant
differences between groups when New Pride site differences, the effects of age
and time to follow-up are covaried.* However, there are significant site by

toe . . **
group interactions in each case.

* For filed petitions F = .084, df = 1, 1580, MS(e) = 7.867, p)> .05 after
case action and F = .229, df = 1, 1580, MS(e) = 3.662, p>.05 12
months after case action date; for adjudications F = .032, df = |,
1580, MS(e) = 3.468, p>.05 after case action date and F = .794,
df = 1, 1580, MS(e) = 1.531, p> .05 12 months after case action date.

*¥*  For filed petitions F = 5.022, df =6, 1574, MS(e) = 7.749, p<.005
after case action date and F = 5.475, df =6, 1574, MS(e) = 3.601,
p<.005 12 months after case action date. For adjudications
F = 3.726, df = 6, 1574, MS(e) = 3.433, p<.005 after case action date

and F = 3.775, df = 6,157%4, MS3(e) = 3.601, p<..005 12 months after
case action date.
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Table 22

Average Number of Offenses in Each Group by Site
After Case Action Date

Filed Petitions

Adjudications

Site Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison
Camden 2.63 3.44 1.66 2.34
Chicago 1.76 é.O9 0.81 0.94
Fresno 1.62 1.39 0.93 0.39
Kansas City 1.30 2.53 1.00 1.78
Pensacola 1.72 1.24 1.17 0.96
Providenice 5.09 6.58 2.68 3.36
San Francisco 1.33 1.30 1.33 0.91
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Table 23

Average Number of Offenses in Each Group by Site
12 Months After Case Action Date

Filed Petitions Adjudications

Site Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison
Camden . 1.19 1.96 0.74 1.36
Chicago 0.70 1.23 0.35 0.66
Fresno 0.57 0.76 0.32 0.51
Kansas City 0.50 {.78 0.34 1.27
Pensacola 0.52 0.37 0.27 0.28
Providence 2.05 3.67 1.09 1.50
San Francisco 0.85 0.63 0.63 0.48
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The significant site by group interactions show that the relative success or
failure of the comparison and treatment groups is different from site to site.
Individual site analyses, however, indicate that at only two sites do the
differences between groups appear significant, Pensacola and San Francisco for
filed petitions only. In both these cases the comparison groups recidivate less
than the treatment groups (B = -.354, F = 6.371, df = 1,196, MS(e) = :726, p< .020
and B = -.548, F = 6.804, df = 1,230, MS5(e) = 2.367, p< .0G! respectively). The
reader should note that these significant results could well be due to chance

alone as the overall effect for group differences is not significant.

An alternative way to analyze these data is to consider only those subjects
who recidivate. The question to be asked is whether the rates of recidivism
among those subjects who do recidivate are different between the comparison
and treatment groups. Since only subjects who do recidivate are to be
considered, a simple rate calculation may be used to provide a normally
distributed dependent measure (the natural logarithm of the ratio of number of
offenses to available time to recidivate). The number of offenses is simply the
counts of number of new offenses per subject discussed akbove. The time
available to recidivate is the time to follow-up in weeks. Since the ratio of
number of offenses to time to follow-up is positively skewed, the logarithm of
the ratio is taken, successfully normalizing the distribution. The means of these
logarithmic functions can be transformed to the geometric means of these
offense rate distributions. Note that time to follow-up need not be controlled in
the following analyses as it composes part of the dependent measure of rates of

recidivism.

Tables 24 and 25 present the geometric means of recidivism rates in
offenses per week for comparison and treatment subjects measured by f{filed
petitions and adjudications from case action date (Table 24) and 12 months
afterwards (Table 25). According to Table 24, three sites show the treatment
group recidivating less than the comparison group (Fresno, Camden and
Providence) and four sites show the treatment group recidivating more (Chicago,
Kansas City, Pensacola and San Francisco). Measuring recidivism 12 months
after case action, the pattern of results is virtually identical. Once again

regression analyses, however, indicate no significant differences between groups
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Table 24

Rates of Recidivism in Each Group by Site
After Case Action Date
(Geometric Mean)

Filed Petitions Adjudications
Site Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison
Camden 0.020 0.022 0.015 0.016
Chicago ’ 0.018 0.016 0.013 0.012
Fresno 0.016 0.018 0.013 0.014
Kansas City 0.016 0.010 . 0.014 0.008
Pensacola 0.018 0.016 0.015 0.014
Providence 0.032 0.042 0.022 0.026
San Francisco 0.016 7.015 J.013 0.012




Table 25

Rates of Recidivism in Each Group by Site
12 Months After Case Action Date
(Geometric Mean)

Filed Petitions Adjudications
Site Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison
Camden 0.015 0.016 9.012 0.012
Chicago 0.014 0.010 0.011 0.009
Fresno 0.013 0.014 9.010 0.011
Kansas City 0.012 2.011 0.010 0.009
Pensacola 0.011 0.006 0.009 0.006
Providence 0.020 0.027 0.0l6 0.017
San Francisco 0.011 0.011 0.009 0.009
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when New Pride site differences and the eifects of age are controlled. There

are once again significant site by group interactions.”

The significant site by group interactions show that the relative success or
failure of the comparison and treatment groups is different from site to site.
And, although the overall effect for groups is not significant, a number of sites
show significant differences between éroups when tested on a site by site basis.
Only at one site, Providence, for one measure, filed petitions 12 months after
case action, does the treatment group recidivate significantly less than the
comparison group (B =.288, F = 4.256, df = 1,117, MS(e) = .555, p £.050). At the
remaining sites the comparison groups recidivate less than the treatment groups.
At Kansas City for both filed petitions and sustained counts measured
immediately after case action, the treatment group recidivates more than the
comparison group (B =-.517, F = 11.832, df = 1,99, MS(e) = .555, p4£.0010 and
B = -.566, F = 13.796, df = 1,88, MS(e) = .493, p< .0005). At Pensacola for both
filed petitions and sustained counts measured 12 months after case action, the
treatment group recidivates more than the comparison group (B = -.552,
F = 10.287, df = 1,52, MS(e) = .258, p .0030 and B = -.449, F = 5.502, df = 1,31,
MS(e) = .223, p<.0300). At Chicago for filed petitions measured 12 months after
case action, the treatment group recidivates more than the comparison group
(B = -.347, F = 4.938, df = 1,69, MS(e) = .396, p < .0300).

In summary, it appears that these measures of recidivism show that overall
there are no differences in recidivism rates between groups. The consistent site

by group interactions do, however, show that the relative success of the

* For filed petitions F = .543, df = 1, 1140, MS(e) = .531, p> .050 after
case action date and F = .479, df = 1, 632, M5(e) = .436, p> .050 12
months after case action date. For adjudications F = .496,
df = 1, 969, MS(e) = .434, p>.050 after case action and F =.790,
df = 1, 506, M5(g) = .330, p>.050 12 months after case action. There
are significant site-by-group interactions except in the case of
adjudications measured 12 months after case action (for filed
petitions F = 3.196, df =6, 1134, MS(e) =.525, p .0l0 aiter case
action date and F = 2.757, df = 6, 626, MS(e) = .429, p<.025 12
months after case action; for sustained counts F = 3.507, df = 6,963,
MS(e) = .427, p<.005 after case action date; and F = 1.028,
df = 6,500, MS(e) = .330, p> .050 12 months after case action date).
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treatment and comparison groups varies from site to site. At some sites the
comparison group recidivates more than the treatment group; at other sites the
treatment group recidivates more. But these differences do not demonstrate any
significant impact for the treatment in general. The significant differences
found in the site by site analyses are based on tests of relatively little power and
suggest for the majority of sites that the comparison groups recidivate less than

the treatment groups.

To conclude this section an additional set of analyses were run to test
whether incarcerations in the first 12 months after case action significantly
affect recidivism rates beyond 12 months after case action. In no case did
incarcerations significantly affect recidivism when measured by simple counts
(F = 1.338, df = 1, 1580, MS(e) = 3.660, p>.050 for filed petitions and F-= .436,
df = 1,1580, MS(e) = 1.531, p> .050 for adjudications) nor when measured by the
auxilliary recidivism rate measure (F = .445, df = 1, 632, MS(e) = .436, p> .050
for filed petitions and F = .474, df = 1, 506, MS(e) = .331, p> .050).
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Analysis Three: Survival Analyses

The basic reasons to apply survival analysis techniques to the measurement
of recidivism after New Pride were explained in Part | of this chapter. In this
section the development of these analyses will be presented. Survival models
require that the matched samples of treatment and comparison subjects present
only relatively small biases between groups: Differential times to follow-up, are
in general controlled in the development of the survival analysis techniques.
Ages at case action correspond hetween groups quite accurately, despite the
significant difference between groups at Camden (see Table 7). Biases due to
differences in numbers of priors and seriousness of prior oifenses are negligible
given the evidence found by the linear-logistic analyses. This leaves gender and
ethnic distribution biases as uncontrolled covariates in such analyses. These

biases will be discussed where necessary.

The Baisic Survival Analysis of Recidivism

The basic analysis of survival functions for each individual involves
measuring the time from the case action date to the date of his or her first
recidivating offense. If a subject does not recidivate, a measure of follow-up
time is used in place of time-to-recidivate to provide an idea of how long he/she
has gone without a new offense. So, for example, if a client entered the program
June 6, 1981 and recidivated August 21, 1981, his/her time-to-recidivate is
roughly one and one-half months. 1f, on the other hand, a different client
entered also on June 6, 1981, but was found not to have recidivated by the date
of follow-up, say December 6, 1981; then his/her time to follow up would be

about six months. That is, this client went six months without a new offense.

The point of this presentation is to outline that 1) at any given point in
time, it is known who has and has not offended; and 2) it is known how much time
has elapsed since the case action date to either the new offense or the follow-up
date. This means that the number of youngsters who reoffend may be analyzed

as they accumulate over time. In the two subject example just provided, at one
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month after program entry no one has offended. At two months after program
entry, one subject has offended (50 percent of this sample). At three months
after program entry still only one subject, has offended. And even at the
maximum follow-up time, six months, this 50 percent recidivism proportion is

maintained, because the second client does not commit a new offense.

This discussion has considered the basic issues in the survival analyses of
recidivism: Simply put, we wish to describe the proportion of the sample seen to
"survive", i.e., not recidivate, at any point in time after case action, based on
the appearance of each subject's next offense, if any. Conversely one can look
at the cumulative proportion of subjects seen to recidivate, or "fail", at any
point in time after case action. This latter form of presentation of the data
appears in Tables 26 and 27 for filed petitions and sustained adjudications
respectively. Note that the time base is in months. Each month corresponds to
a four week interval.® At 18 months after case action in Fresno, for example,
67 percent of the treatment group and 64 percent of the comparison group have
recidivated, based on the appearance of a filed petition (Table 26). At the
bottom of the tables are given the sample sizes on which the functions are based.
Below the sample sizes, the median times to recidivating offenses for each group
is indicated. At Fresno this median time is 8.5 weeks for the treatment group
and 11.5 weeks for the comparison group, based on filed petitions again
(Table 26). As a group the comparison subjects commit their next offense later
than the treatment subjects. Note, finally, that where the columns of
cumulative recidivism rates end in Tables 26 and 27 depends upon total follow-up
available for each-group and the last point at which a recidivating offense

appears in the data.

Each survival analysis is based on product limit estimates of the recidivism
functions designed to optimize use of the available data given {failures

(recidivations) and censoring (limited time to follow-up). A useful discussion of

The data is presented in this way for simplicity. The actual time
base for the analyses is in half-week intervals to provide considerably
more accuracy.
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Table 26

Cumulative Recidivism Data by Site in Proportions Recidivating for
Filed Petitions; Product Limit Estimates

- Camden Chicago Fresno Kansas City Pensacola

Providence San Francisco
Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com-
Months ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison
0 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00 .00
6 43 37 42 32 35 35 27 34 .33 .25 .68 .62, 34 .23
12 .58 .58 1 A5 35 Sl W42 .42 .43 40 30 .81 53 b
18 .63 .65 .63 .60 .67 .64 A5 .50 A8 A4 836 .90 .61 .58
24 72 .69 .66 .66 ~ .71 .73 4757 S e 87 .94 6t 66
30 74 .69 .70 .76 72 73 Sl .60 S 49 38 .97 73 .69 ~
36 .69 72 76 Jh 58 .A5 .58 95 .97 .76 72
42 72 .82 .65 79 72
48 ] .83 .67 .é% .79
N 172 131 142 54 130 213 113 o4 146 72 117 92 150 92
Median 3.3 9.0 0.0 15.5 3.5 11.5 28.5 16.5 20.3 ~% 3.8 3.5 10.3 | i4.0
Breslow P .3699 3351 .9662 ‘ 2515 5335 .9655 24389
3799 3406

Mantel-Cox 3915 7884 7835 2757 A431

Less than 50 percent of the sample recidivated.



Table 27

Cumulative Recidivism Data by Site in Proportions Recidivating
for Adjudications; Product Limit Estimates

Camden Chicago Fresno Kansas City Pensacola Providence San Francisco
Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com-
Months ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison ment parison
0 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00 .00
6 31 .32 .23 .11 .23 .28 23 .25 31 25 A6 47 32 22
12 A6 .52 .34 .21 .43 Al 35 .33 .38 .37 .66 .67 A5 .38
18 .06 .60 .39 .33 52 1 A0 42 42 .39 70 .72 .35 J3 o
24 .64 .65 L 40 .56 .62 A3 49 A2 43 J4 81 .57 .61 :Z
30 .68 .67 49 .33 .58 .63 A8 .52 b 77 .83 .67 .63
36 .67 52 4.56 .60 52 56 46 .87 .83 71 .65
42 .70 .56 .56 74 .65
48 .64 S8 ' : 25 74
N 172 131 142 54 130 213 113 64 146 72 117 92 150 92
Median .3 10.5 30.5 29.0 17.8 17.0 32.0 24.5 - - 6.3 7.0 15.0 16.0
Breslow P 6159 2047 5702 6118 .8623 3420 1321
Mantel-Cox .7909 .6377 3555 .6070 3314 .6522 .3099
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this procedure is to be found in Kaplan and Meier (1958). In addition to the other
information in Tables 26 and 27 are two statistics testing the equality of the
functions. The first, referred to as "Breslow P," is the significance level of a
statistic based on a generalized form of the Wilcoxon test (Breslow, 1970). The
second, referred to as "Mantel-Cox," is the significance level of a statistic based
on an exponential scores test proposed by Mantel (1966). The important
distinction between these tests is that the Breslow test gives greater weight to .
early observations and is less sensitive to later events that occur when few

subjects remain available to recidivate.

The most notable features of Tables 26 and 27 are the remarkable
similarity of the data for comparison and treatment groups. In no case are
either the Breslow or Mantel-Cox statistics significant. In every case the
proportions recidivating are very similar between groups. Evidently there are no
differences between the rates at which treatment and comparison subjects

commit their next offenses after program entry.

This analysis of the empirical recidivism functions describing the latencies
of subjects to their next offenses can be reproduced by examining the survival
functions of subjects 12 months after case action. To repeat, at this point the
treatment program should have had some impact on recidivism. Table 23
presents the basic data from comparisons of the recidivism functions of both
groups. In this case there is little difference in the results except at one site,
Fresno. At Fresno there are significant differences in the survival functions
between the comparison and treatment groups, as tested by the Bresiow and
Mantel-Cox statistics. For both filed petitions and adjudications the empirical
survival and recidivism functions show the comparison groups recidivating, or

"failing", more than the treatment group.

Final Notes on the Survival Analysis of Recidivism

The survival analyses presented here basically confirm the results of those

previously discussed in this chapter. Few differences in recidivism rate can

7-75




Table 23

Results of Survival Function Analyses of Recidivism
Measured 12 Months After Case Action Date

Sample Size Filed Petitions Adjudications
Treat- Com- DBreslow Mantel-Cox Breslow Mantel-Cox
Site ment parison P P P P

Camden 172 126 3662 3342 .14G0 .1326
Chicago 142 44 2513 1587 5108 .6006
Fresno 130 168  .0407%  .0730  .0l24*  .0301%
Kansas City 113 63 4593 L6438 3776 4062
Pensacola 146 54 7554 4599 7721 9410
Providence 117 81 0767 .1076 L1540 .0966
San Francisco 150 34 .8038 .5031 9853 4556

¥ pl.05
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presently be found between groups. In this case, however, there is the
interesting exception of the Fresno site where the treaiment group ultimately
appears to recidivate less than the comparison group. One should note that there
are proportionately more whites and hispanics in the Fresno comparison group
than the treatment group (Table 10) and proportionately more females in the
comparison group (Table ll). These biases cannot be controlled in this kind of
analysis and they argue that the comparison group should recidivate less than the
treatment group. The suggestion that fewer treatment subjects may ultimately
recidivate than comparison subjects is, thus, not undermined by the gender and

racial biases at the Fresno site.

Additional parametric analyses of these data were performed fitting an
exponential decay model to the cumulative recidivism data. The results of these
analyses appear in Appendix C. These analyses once again verify the results of
this section and contribute little new information. Appendix D discusses various

problems in the applicability of parametric models to these recidivism data.
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variable measuring the weeks from program entry to program termination for
each client. This variable represents the length of time each client was retained
in the program and indirectly indicates his or her success in the program, insofar
as length of stay insures continued receipt of program services. Even if a client
is terminated from the program for other than positive reasons, the length of
time spent in the program may be important to the reduction of recidivism.
Recidivism measured during New Pride is separated from recidivism measured
after New Pride because of the suspetcted relationship of recidivism during the
New Pride program to each client's success in the program. It is hypothesized
that clients recidivating during the program will be less likely to complete the
program.

The relationship between program duration and recidivism during New
Pride should be further explicated at this point. These two variables form the
central simultaneous component of the basic outcome model. That is, the two
variables cannot be temporally ordered with respect to each other. Time in the
New Pride program co-occurs with recidivism during the program.
Theoretically, increased program duration may lead to the reduction in the
probability of recidivism during New Pride through the continued provision of
services to the client, while recidivism during the New Pride program may lead
to early termination from the program. The two variables are thus
interdependent. This interdependency must be specifically evaluated through
special techniques designed for the evaluation of simultaneous relationships (see
Duncan, 1975).

The last variable measured at the end of the New pride program is the kind
of termination as defined by project staff (the client success measure). This
variable represents their decision as to whether or not an individual successfully
completed the New Pride program. The evaluation of this measure was
thoroughly discussed in Clients, Services, and Program Outcomes. Essentially, if
the New Pride program is effective, this client success measure should lead to a

reduction in recidivism after New Pride.
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Finally, two other variables are measured for each client after termination
from the program. These are whether or not a new peti tion alleging a criminal
offense has been filed in either juvenile or adult court, and the time in weeks to
the date of the last data collection on the client (called, "time to follow-up").
Recidivism after the New Pride program is measured from each client's
termination from New Pride to December 31, 1983, the last date of follow-up.
Since clients entered ‘the programs at different points in time prior to this date
each client's time to follow-up will be different. Thus, a control for time to
follow-up is required in the measurement of recidivism after New Pride
termination. It is assumed (and confirmed by the data) that with longer follow-

up times the detection of recidivating events will be more likely.

For purposes of the remaining discussions the two control covariates that
occur prior to the program (the New Pride site and age variables) will be
referred to as tiie exogenous terms of the model. The remaining four measures
(program duration, recidivism during New Pride, client success, and recidivism
after New Pride) will be referred to as endogenous terms of the model. The two
exogenbus terms will always be independent measures in the analyses ¢i the four
endogenous terms. The four endogenous terms will each be dependent measures

in four separate analyses.

From this discussion it is obvious that certain relationships among the
variables are to be expected if the New Pride programs are successful in
reducing recidivism among clients. These relationships are described in the
following diagram.

Time to Follow-up

Program Duration +
|
\A Client»

New Pride Site Success: +
' ]

Age
Recidivism During”” & Recidivism After
New Pride » New Pride

1 The relationships of New Pride site and age effects are not

diagrammed in order to keep the representation as simple as possible.
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The arrows represent the causal direction of each relationship and the sign
represents the ideal form of the relationship. For exampie, the arrow leading
from "Recidivism During" to "Recidivism After" indica‘es that the former is
thought to increase the likelihood of the latter, and the positive sign indicates
that recidivism during the program is positvely related to recidivism after the
program. Thus, if recidivism occurs during the program, it is also more likely to

occur afterward.

This diagram describing the paths presents the expected relationships
among all the variables in the basic outcome model. C~ntinued follow-up is
expected to increase the likelihood of detecting recidivism after New Pride,
while longer program duration and successsful termination from the program are
expected to decrease the likelihood of recidivism after New Pride. The
importance of separately measuring recidivism during New Pride can be more
clearly seen in a further examination of this diagram. Committing a criminal
act during New Pride is expected to lead to shorter program durations, a lesser
likelihood of client success, and a greater likelihood of recidivism after New
Pride. Naturally, longer program durations are expected to increase the
likelihood of client success and, as discussed above, decrease the likelihood of
recidivism during New Pride. The simultaneous relationship between program
duration and recidivism during New Pride is indicated by the two arrows pointing
between them.

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, one of the benefits of the
basic outcome model is that both direct and indirect effects of the variables
relevant to primary outcomes can be detected. For example, conditions that
may increase program duration, such as having a job at the beginning of New
Pride, can be related to recidivism both during and after the program. Directly,
increased program duration is expected to reduce the likelihood of recidivism
both during and after New Pride. Indirectly, increased program duration leads to
an increased likelihood of successful termination and through this, to a decreased
likelihood of recidivism after New Pride. Thus, variables not directly related to
recidivism may be indirectly related.




Analysis Strategy

The observant reader may have noticed by now that all but one of the
variables which appear as endogenous measures in the basic outcome model are
dichotomous. Program duration is the only dependent measure that is in an
interval scale suitable for analysis using regression techniques. The remaining
variables, recidivism during and after New Pride and client success, must be
analyzed using linear logistic procedures (discussed in "The Comparative Analysis

of Recidivism").

Since the analyses techniques used for the basic outcome factors are both
parametric and non-parametric, a true path analysis of the basic outcome model
is rot possible. No calculus of path coefficients exists for models constructed on
the basis of linear-logistic procedures (Fienberg, 1980). For this reason the
diagrams presented are referred to as '"path analytic" diagrams, not path
diagrams, and no coeificients are presented. The signs of the relationships are
sufficient for an interpretation of these relationships.

One other problem in the analysis of the basic outcome model is the
presence of the simultaneous variables program duration and recidivism during
New Pride. First of all it should be noted that the presence of these
simultaneous elements do not affect the analyses of the variables in the model
that occur subsequent to them, successful termination and recidivism after New
Pride. The analyses of recidivism during New Pride and program duration are
affected by simultaneity because they occur at the same place in the model. In
these cases the usual estimates of the coefficients relating the terms will be
biased. This problem necessitates special techniques to obtain unbiased
estimates of the coefficients.

The analysis of simultaneous components in path models requires
establishing instruments which predict the simultaneous components themselves.
These Instruments are simply independent variables which uniquely predict one

or the other of the two simultaneous variables. In the case of the basic outcome
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model, variables must be identified which independently predict either program
duration or recidivism during New Pride. Once the independent factors are
identified, a two-stage least squares (2SLS) or a limited information maximum
likelihood (LIML) estimation procedure may be used to provide unbiased
estimates of the coefficients relating the two simultaneous variables in the
model (see Wonnacott and Wonnacott, 1979). Unfortunately, these procedures
require that both simultaneous variables be measured on an interval scale.
Program duration is so rmeasured, but recidivisrn during New Pride is a

dichotomous measure.

For purposes of the present investigation the relationship between the two
simultaneous variables of the model will be evaluated assuming both are interval

measures. This will expedite the evaluation and provide a rough first estimate of

the relationship between program duration and recidivism during New Pride.

However, this analysis cannot be performed unless independently related
variables (proper instruments) for program duration and recidivism during New
Pride are found. Until that point, the simultaneity of these components of the
basic outcome model will be assumed, and each will be used as a covariate in the

analysis of the other.

The sample of clients on which the analyses of client outcomes are based
include subjects from the Fresno, Chicago, Camden, Pensacola, Kansas City,
Providence, and San Franciscu treatment programs only. Information on client
backgrounds, program process, and client outcomes was largely unavailable or
poorly collected at the Los Angeles, Boston, and Georgetown sites. Within the
seven impact sites, the sample is restricted to subjects having complete
information on age, gender, and ethnicity. And, for each analysis, complete
information on the variables from the part of the basic outcome model being
analyzed was required. Actual sample sizes are reported on the tables
presenting the results.

Analysis of the Basic Outcome Model

The basic outcome model, then, will be evaluated by analyzing separately all

of the relationships to each of the four endogenous terms of the model: program
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duration, recidivism during New Pride, client success, and recidivism after New
Pride. Each endogenous variable will be analyzed in the context of all prior
variables in the basic model. The results of these four procedures will be
integrated to present a path analytic-like diagram similar to the one presented

above.

Table 1 presents the results of the linear-logistic analysis of recidivism
after New Pride termination. The first half of the table presents the order in
which variables were entered in the model and tested using the G2 statistic (see
discussion in the last chapter). A constant is assumed in the models and not
tested. The dummy variables representing differences between New Pride sites
(see coding in Table 2) account for a significant amount of the outcome data, as
does the measured effect for age. The age effect has two degrees of freedom:
the first represents the linear effect of age and the second represents the
curvilinear (quadratic) effect of age. Time to follow-up and recidivism during
New Pride are also significantly related to recidivism after New Pride

termination. Importantly, neither program duration nor client success is
significantly related to recidivism after New Pride.

The second half of Table 1 presents the coefficients of the independent
variables used to predict recidivism after termination from New Pride. The first
column presents the independent variable names. Note that New Pride sites are
coded by six dummy variables (see coding in Table 2) and the effect of age is
decomposed into its linear and curvilinear (quadratic) components. The second
column presents the coefficients relating the independent variables to the
primary outcome measured in logits. The third column presents the asymptotic
standard errors of the coefficients. The fourth column presents the Z-values of
the coefficients (the coefficient divided by its standard error). The Z-values can
be used as indices of the approximate statistical strengths of the relationships of -

the independent variables to the outcome measure.

The second half of the table supports the information presented in the first
half of the table. The coefficients for the constant of the model and the New
Pride site variables are not directly interpretable without considering the effects

coding of the dummy variables presented in Table 2. Interpreted in this way, the




Table 1
Basic Outcome Model

Filed Petitions After Program Termination .

N =917
Variable G2 Improvement df P
Constant 1261.68 - - -
New Pride Site 1137 .04 74.64 6 < .001
Age 1158.07 28 .97 2 < .001
Time to Follow-up 1071.98 36.09 1 <.901
Recidivism During 1066.36 5.62 I £.025
Program Duration 1065.77 .59 1 n.s.
Client Success 1065.13 .60 1 n.s
Variable Coefficient S.E. Z
Constant -.226 1.190 -.19
New Pride Site (1) 468 194 2.41
- (2) 1.390 214 6.46
(3)  -.344 .183 -4.60
(4)  -.568 .202 -2.81
(5) .079 .168 48
(6)  -.424 .185 -2.30
Age  (linear) . 186 .073 2.56
(quadratic) -.017 1.700 .01
Time to Follow-up 018 .002 7.23
Recidivism During JA71 .079 2.18
Program Duration -.001 .006 -.21
Client Success -.082 .106 -.77
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Table 2
Coding of Indepéndent Variables

Linear Logistic Analyses

Coding Levels

(6)

New Pride Site (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)

Chicago -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
Fresno 0 0 0 0 0 1
Camden 0 0 0 0 1 0
Kansas City 0 0 0 1 0 0
Pensacola 0 0 1 0 0 0
Providence 0 ! 0 0 0 0
San Francisco 1 0 0 0 0 0
Client Success: )

Failure -1

Success 1
Recidivism During )

No -1

Yes 1
Recidivism After a)

No -1

Yes 1
Gender (1)

Male -1

Female 1
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baseline proportions expected to recidivate at each site are: Chicago, .67;
Fresno, .60; Camden, .7 l; Kansas City, .56; Pensacola, .49; Providence, .90; and
San Francisco, .78 (assuming an age of 16 years at entry and 134 weeks of
follow-up). These probabilities do not represent the effects of treatment, but
rather, of discretionary decision-making among juvenile justice officials. These
effects occur from site to site in comparison group data also.

The age effect is presented in its linear and curvilinear (quadratic)
components in Table 1. The linear component is relatively strongly related to
recidivism after New Pride with Z = 2.56.1 The curvilinear (quadratic
component is relatively weakly related to recidivism after New Pride, with
Z = .0l. As expected time to follow-up is positively related to recidivism aifter
termination from New Pride and recidivism during the program is positively
related to recidivism aiter New Pride. The two non-significant terms of the
model, program duration and client success, are both negatively related to
recidivism after New Pride termination, but these effects are very weak (Z-
values of -.21 and -.77 respectively).

Table 3 presents the results of the linear-logistic analysis of a client's
successful termination from the program at the end of his or her New Pride
experience. The upper portion of the table shows that all prior terms in the
model are significantly related to client success. The lower portion of the table
shows that the relationships between prio:.' variables of the model are as
expected in the introduction. Increased program durations lead to greater
chances of success, and recidivism during the New Pride program leads to lesser
chances of success. Additionally, there are significant differences from site to
site in the baseline rates of client success. The proportion of clients expected to
succeed at each site are: Chicago, .55; Fresno, .45; Camden, .32; Kansas

City, .74; Pensacola, .55; Providence, .62; and San Francisco, .77 (assuming the

1 These Z-valuss may be interpreted similarly to t-statistics in
regression analyses. Z-values are not, however, asymptotically
consistent statistics and may present biased estimates of the strength
of the observed relationships. In general, however, the Z-values may
be relied upon as adequate indicators of the strength of the observed
relationships (see Fienberg, 1980).
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Table 3
Basic Outcome Model

Client Success at End of New Pride Program

(N =917)

Variable G2 Improvement df P
Constant 1263 .92 - - -
New Pride Site 1220.52 43.40 6 < .00l
Age 1206 .90 13.63 2 < .001

rogram Duration 711.04 495.82 1 < .001
Recidivism During 661.30 49.22 Iy {.001
Variable Coefficient S.E. pA
Constant 370 1.590 .23
New Pride Site (1) .900 .292 3.08
(2) .138 .268 .70
(3) -.118 247 - .48
(4) 726 278 2.61
(5) -1.080 .221 -4.90
(6)  -.505 227 -2.22
Age  (linear) -.740 .096 -7.75
(quadratic) .028 2.800 .01
Program Duration .125 .008 16.00
Recidivism During -.735 A1l -6.60
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average age of 16 years at entry and the average program duration of 37 weeks).
Once again, the linear component of the age effect is dominant in predicting
client success (Z-value = -7.75) while the curvilinear component is weak (Z-
value = 0.01).

Table 4 presents the results of the linear-logistic analysis of recidivism
during New Pride. The upper portion of the table shows that the effects for
differences between New Pride site and age are significant, but the effect for
program duration is not. Program duration was included as a covariate despite
its simultaneous relationship with recidivism during New Pride. Comparing the
coefficients of the dummy variables for New Pride sites in this table with those
in Table 1, it can be seen that the basic recidivism rates observed at the sites
during New Pride and afterward are very similar. Importantly, the effect for
age decomponses into two strong effects, one linear (Z-value = 6.15) and one
curvilinear (Z-value =-5.19). This verifies the ‘effec:t observed in earlier
analyses, in which age at entry was both positively and negatively related to
recidivism after program entry. Younger subjects are more likely to recidivate
as they age and older subjects are less likely to recidivate as they age.

Table 5 presents the resuits of the regression analysis of program duration
(an interval measure). This table is set up in a parallel manner to those
presented for the linear-logistic analyses. At the top of the table the variables
are listed in the order in which they were entered in the analysis. Both the
variables describing differences between New Pride sites and the effect for age
account for significant proportions of variance in the dependent measure.
Whether or not a client recidivates during New Pride is not significantly related
to program duration. Recidivism during New Pride was included as a covariate
depsite its simultaneous relationship with program duration. Looking at the
lower portion of the table, the coefficients for the durnmy variables controlling
for differences between New Pride sites show that average program durations
vary between projects, from 28 to 39 weeks. In Chicago the average program
duration was 28 weeks; Fresno, 35 weeks; Camden, 39; Kansas City, 39;
Pensacola, 36; Providence, 35; and San Francisco, 37 (assuming the average age
at entry of 16 years). Further, although the age effect overall accounts for a
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Table 4
Basic Outcome Model

Filed Petitions During New Pride Program

(N = 940)

Variable G2 Improvement df P
Constant 940 .74 - - -
New Pride Site 893.73 47 .01 6 <.001
Age 876.76 16.97 2 <.001!
Program Duration 874.78 1.98 1 ns.

Variable Coefficient S.E. Z
Constant -1.340 134.000 ~ .0l
New Pride Site (1) -.307 175 -1.75

(2) 1.260 204 6.18

(3) -.357 .158 -2.26

(4) =372 . 180 -2.07

(5) 134 149 .89

(6) -.024 . 167 - 14

Age  (linear) 425 .069 6.15
(quadratic) -.022 .004 -5.19
Program Duration .005 .004 1.32
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Tabie 5
Basic Outcome Model

Program Duration

(N = 940)

Variable R2 Improvement  df MSe F P
Constant .00000 - - - - -
New Pride Site L4041 04041 6,932 331.56 6.55 <.00l
Age 04974 .00933 2,930 329.04 4,48 <.025
Recidivism During .05228 .00254 1,929 325.73 1.95 Nn.S.

Variable Coefficient S.E. t P
Constant 164.400 167.100 1.54 n.s.
New Pride Site (1) 1.720 1.476 1.16 n.s.

(2) -.753 1.317 -.57 n.s.
(3) 479 1.575 .30 n.s.

(4) 3.112 1.388 2.24 < .025

(5) 3.295 1.557 2.06 ¢ .050
(6) -.473 1.546 -.31  n.s.
Age (linear) ~17.626 13.402 -1.32  n.s.
(quadratic) .599 418 1.43  n.s.
Recidivism During 1.714 1.227 1.40 n.s.

e e e T ST
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significant proportion of the variance in program duration, the individual
coefficients of the linear and curvilinear (quadratic) effects are not significant
overall.

The overall age effect in the outcome model is significantly related to
each of the four endogenous terms of the model: program duration, recidivism
during New Pride, client success, and recidivism after New Pride. However, as
Tables 1 through 5 indicate, both parts of this effect are strongly related only to
the measure of recidivism during New Pride (Table 4). For the other three
variables, either the linear component appears as the strongest predictor
(recidivism after New Pride and client success) or neither component
significantly predicts the outcome measure (program duration): When entered
individually into these analyses, age shows significant linear effec'csl but no
significant curvilinear effects.? These results are similar to those preserited on
miaturation effects in Cﬁapter Seven. The coefficients from the linear age
effect models show that with increasing age at program entry, the likelihood of
recidivism after New Pride is reduced, the likelihcod of client success is

increased, and the length of program duration is increased.3

Summary of the Basic Outcome Mndel

The empirical evaluation of the New Pride data essentially supports the
expected outcomes proposed in the introcduction to this section. As expected,
there are significant effects for differences between New Pride sites and age on

each of the four endogenous terms of the model: program duration, recidivism

I Recidivism after Jlew Pride: G = 27.65, df = 1, p< .001
Client success: G~ = 12.37,df = 1, p< 00!
Program duration: improvement in R™ = .00723, F = 7.08, df = 1,932,
MSe = 329.41, p< .010.

2 Recidivism after New Pride: G2 = 1.32, df = 1, p> .05
Client success: G~ = 1.26,df = 1, p> 025
Program duration: improvement in R™ = .00210, F = 2.06, df = 1,931,
MSe = 329.04, p > .05.

3 B =-.361,B =.133, B = 1.553 respectively.
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during New Pride, client success, and recidivism after New Pride. Furthermore,
recidivism during New Pride is significantly related to client success and
recidivism after New Pride, while time to follow-up is significantly related to
recidivism after New Pride. However, neither increased time in the program
(program duration) nor client success is significantly related to recidivism after
New Pride. This has the effect on the basic outcome model of suggesting two
separate types of outcomes, one for client success and one for recidivism. The

following path analytic diagram portrays the situation:

Program Duration Time to Follow-up

i
1
1
|
|
{
|
1
i
'

I
i
!
! A
: Client |
New Pride Site | Success +
Age E :
| - |
; Recidivism During” . Recidivism After
! New Pride ~— —» New Pride

The signed arrows indicate only the significant relationships found from the
analysis of the data. The effects for differences in New Pride sites and age are
not drawn in order to simplify the diagram. The unsigned arrows, indicating the
simultaneous relationship between program duration and recidivism during New

Pride, are included but cannot be evaluated at this point.

This diagram graphically portrays the separation of measures of .client
success from the measures of recidivism. While recidivism during the New
Pride program influences the likelihood of client success, client success is
unrelated to recidivism after the New Pride program. The only path by which a
measure of program success may influence recidivism is through the relationship
of program duration and recidivism during New Pride. This relationship,
however, cannot be precisely defined until further explorations of the New Pride

data have been made.
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The separation of the measures of program success from the measures of
recidivism appears to deny the possibility of relating performance in the New
Pride program to a reduction in recidivism. However, this is not necessarily the
case. The two measures of program duration and client success are the most
general means of describing what happens to clients as they pass through the
New Pride program. While conceptually convenient, these measures may not be
sufficiently specific to detect particular program experiences that might be
associated with reductions of recidivism. Whether or not the program labels the
client as a success, other components of the model, for exampis “client
employment, may subsequently reduce the likelihood of reoffense. This

pecssibility will be investigated in the next section.

Client Backgrounds and Program Components

As indicated in the introduction, five types of data were related to the
endogenous terms of the basic outcome model. These five comprise much of the
information collected by the New Pride evaluation on all clients passing through
the programs. There are a total of 342 variables in these five blocks. As a
complete description of all these items is infeasible, the reader is referred to
Appendix A for a comprehensive listing of the variables that were analyzed.

Here we will only provide a general outline of them.

Client Background _Information. This block of data contains all

demographic variables and additional background information that was collected
on clients at the time they came into New Pride (50 variables). It includes, for
example, gender, ethnicity, and living arrangements at entry to New Pride
(coded as both natural parents, a single parent, or other). Additional measures of
clients' attitudes are also available such as. their overall life satisfaction, the
quality of their relationships with their mother and father, their satisfaction
with living arrangements, and so on. A block of variables related to socio-
economic status is included, with items such as mother and father's employment

and education, family income, whether or not the family receives welfare, etc.
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School History Information. This biock contains data on schooling before,

during, and after New Pride, along with all achievement testing results
(44 variables). The set includes, for example, variables indicating whether or not
the client attended the New Pride school, his or her performance in school
measured on a three-point scale, the number and proportion of days absent from
school, client grade level, whether or not he or she completed the school
program, and so on. Attitudinal variables in this block include measures of
desires and expectancies for future schooling and the degree of appreciation for
the current school program. Another important variable measures the disparity
between desires and expectancies for further education. In theory, it is expected
that the greater this disparity, the more likely the client will recidiva’ce.1
Achievement test scores include the Keymath and Woodcock raw scores for
clients tested at program entry and, where available, six or more months

thereafter.

Employment History Information. This block of data contains information

on employment experience before, during, and after New Pride (39 variables).

This set describes whether or not subjects had jobs before, during, and after the
program, their performarce on the job, wages, attendance, the duration of their
jobs, and so on. Attitudinal variables include perceived job chances at entry to
New Pride and whether or not clients believed their chances for getting the kinds

of jobs they wanted had improved by the end of the program.

1 In the theory of differential opportunity, when a person is faced with
a discrepancy between his aspirations and his achievements, or
expectations for achievement, ihe can attribute his failure either to
the social order or to his own faults. If he attributes failure to the
social order, his mode of adjustment to the condition of stress
produced by this discrepancy is likely to be delinquent.

In the provision of an education and work experience component in
the program, New Pride projects are designed to forge a path (bridge
some of the distance) between clients and the legitimate opportunity
structure. It represents a positive attempt to bring client
expectations in terms of schooling and work more in line with their
aspirations, not by lowering their aspirations, but by improving their
expectations.
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Program Information. This block of data contains a wide range of

information on the New Pride program treatment process as it is experienced by
each client (158 variables). The range of data includes variables specifying
identified needs, objectives, services planned for each client, and services
delivered. It should be noted that the 158 items used in this analysis represent a
substantial reduction of all variables potentially available in this area of the New
Pride data. For example, the 127 kinds of possible client needs at intake are
reduced to eight groups: those related to family, emotional development, social,
physical, educational, specific academic, employment, legal, and transportation
needs. The 72 identifiable service areas are reduced to another eight groups:
intake activities, case work activities, counseling, education, learning
disabilities, employment, other client services, and administrative services.
(Services planned and delivered were also further categorized into specific types
of counseling and employment services; see Appendix A).l

Process information related to client treatment  includes variables
specifying the number of needs and objectives identified, the nufnber of
objectives successfully met by the client, the breadth of needs indicated, the
breadth and number of services planned and delivered, and codes specifying
whether or not planned services were actually delivered. Additionai information
on the duration of services (a measure of service intensity), and the number of

unplanned services which were nevertheless delivered, are also included.

Information at Client Termination. This block of data contains information

collected at termination by the New Pride programs on client attitudes and
opinions about the program and themselves (51 variables). The variables in this
dataset indicate how helpful the different components of the program were to
the clients, and specify the goals of the clients that were met by the program.
They generally show the satisfaction of the clients with their New Pride

experience. Additionally, information is available on the types of benefits that

1 A list of service codes and need codes used in the New Pride
Replication Program can be found in the Chapter Six, Appendix A.
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clients felt they received the program (e.g., no gains, instrumental gains,

affective gains, both), and their current living situation and life satisfaction.

Analytic Procedures

Considering the 342 variables to be examined with respect to the four
outcome measures in the model, there are many relationships betwen variables
to be considered. Fortunately, this large number is somewhat reduced by certain
constraints on the data.

First of all, not all of the variables are based on a sufficient sample to
justify inclusion in later analyses. Of the 987 clients in the seven site sample,
some items were available for as few as eight individuals (e.g., average duration
of jobs before New Pride). Obviously, these variables could not be included. For
analytic purposes, a criterion of 300 cases (30.4 percent) was set as the minimum
sample allowed for any variable. This eliminated 32 variables from the analysis,
and reduced the total number of relationships to be examined to 1,240.

An additional reduction in the number of relationships to be examined took
place with the elimination of nonsensical relationships among the variables.
Remembering that the goal of this analysis is to relate client background and
program process variables to the basic outcomes of the program, certain
relationships need not be explored. For example, whether or not a subject is
employed after New Pride is irrelevant to the client's success in the program.
This is not to say that success in the program is unimportant to subsequert
employment, but rather that subsequent employment does not in any way effect
whether clients were terminated successfully. Program' termination occurs at a
previous point in time. While the effect of client success upon employment
thereafter is an interesting question, it will not be analyzed in this section.
Rather, the present question is, what client background and program process
variables effect the success of clients in the program?
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The elimination of nonsensical relationships reduced the number of
relationships to be examined to 1,199. Further, the pattern of missing values
between pairs of variables occasionally reduced the sample sizes to less than
300 cases. This eliminated 26 relationships, lowering the total to 1,173. Finally,
in the program treatment process data, it was found that the total duraticn
variables were essentially collinear with other items representing the number of
services delivered. Eliminating the total duration variables reduced the number
of relationships to be examined to 1,113.

This large number of relationships to be analyzed required simplification of
an otherwise complicated arialytic procedure. Exploring all of the relationships
to the three nominal variables in the model, recidivism during and after New
Pride and client success, wouid ideally involve using linear-logistic procedures
throughout. However, since these procedures were too expensive and time
consuming for exploratory analyses, the relationships were first screened by
using multiple regression procedures and, only after the base of variables was

substantially reduced were linear-logistic procedures employed.

'fhe data analysis proceeded in threé waves. First, every relevant variable
was regressed on each of the four dependent measures, controlling for the
effects of all variables occuring prior to them in the outcome model. The partial
correlation and its significance level were used to determine if the relationship
warranted further exploration. Variables were retained in the analysis if the
significance of the partial correlation was less than or equal to .10.l These data
appear in Appendix B. Second, forward stepwise regressions were used to reduce
further this set of predictors to a manageable size. The acceptance criterion of

these coefficients was again established at a probability value less than or equal

1 This rather liberal significance level was used at this point of the
analysis in order to avoid rejecting potential predictors early on. A
more conservative significance level was used in the final analysis of
these data.
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to .101. These analyses appear in Appendix C. Third, an analysis for each
endogenous variable in the basic outcome model was performed using either
regression or linear-logistic forward stepwise procedures,. as appropriate, with an

acceptance criterion of less than or equal to p = .05.

A full report on the results of the first step of the analytic procedure
appears in Appendix B. In this appendix are presented all significant (p <.10)
partial correlations between client background and program process variables
and the endogenous terms of the basic outcome model: program duration,
recidivism during New Pride, client success, and recidivism after New Pride. As
already noted, these partial correlations were tested covarying all prior terms of
the model. For the dependent measure program duration, the covariates were
the New Pride site dummy variables, the age variables (linear and curvilinear;
quadratic), and the dichotomous measure of recidivism during New Pride. For
the dependent measure of recidivism during New Pride, the covariates were the
New Pride site dummy variables, the age variables, and the measure of program
duration. For the dependent measure of client succéss, the covariates werbe the
New Pride site dummy variables, the age variables, and both the measures of
program duration and recidivism during New Pride. For the dependent measure
of recidivism after New Pride, the covariates were the New Pride site dummy
variables, the age variables, both the measures of program duration and
recidivism during New Pride, and the measure of client success and time to

follow-up.

One hundred sixty-six variables and their significant partial correlations
appear in Appendix B. The major predictors from each set were selected in the
second phase of the analysis through forward stepwise regression procedures.
These regressions were performed under a number of additional constraints. In

particular, every candidate independent variable was provided with a parallel

1 This rather liberal significance level was used at this point of the
analysis in order to avoid rejecting potential predictors early on. A
more conservative significance level was used in the final analysis of
these data.
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missing values variable. The missing values variables were all coded zero in
instances where the value of the independent variable was not missing, or one
when the value was missing for each case. With these variables the effects of
the pattern of missing values on the outcome measures could be tested. Further,
substituting means of the candidate independent variables for their missing
values, and using their corresponding missing value variables as covariates, exac:t
tests of both the effect of the pattern of missing values and the effect of the
independent variable on the outcome measures could be made (see Cohen and
Cohen, 1975). In the stepwise regressions, first the independent variables were
determined by a forward stepwise procedure to select the most powerful
predictors of the outcome measures. Then, the corresponding missing value
covariates were entered into the analyses and the independent variables tested
again.1 Significant predictors at this phase of the analysis were passed on to the

final analyses of the data.

Simultaneous relationships, as noted before, are pervasive throughout the
New Pride data, and these relationships had also to be considered. Thus, almost
all of the treatment process variables were considered as potential simultaneous
covariates with the two simultaneous basic outcome model variables program
duration and recidivism during New Pride. Tests of these elements were
restricted to calculating the partial correlations between simultaneous terms.
No further analyses of them were performed. A detailed presentation of the
results of these preliminary analyses can be found in Appendix C.

Overall Analysis

The variables passing the initial screenings of the data (see Appendices B

and C) were used to obtain an overall perspective. Figures 1 through 7 present

1 Of course, a large number of the missing data variable codes were
redundant with one another, making the production and use of these
codes considerably easier. Frequently, whole blocks of variables
were missing for clients, such as all questions on the exit survey for
subjects to whom it was not administered.
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outlines of the variables found to be significantly (p< .05) related to the
endogenous variables of the basic outcome model. Linear-logistic procedures
were used to perform the final analyses of the dependent measures recidivism
during New Pride, client success, and recidivism aiter New Pride. Regression
procedures were used to perform the final analyses of the dependent measure
program duration. The more stringent conventional probability level (p< .05) was
used in these final steps.

Complete information on the stepwise analyses of the data and the
coefficients, standard errors, and Z-values (t-statistics) of the final linear-
logistic and regression models are presented in Appendix E. The interested
reader is referred there for further details of the analyses. Here, the results are

described for each of the four dependent measures of the outcome model.
Recidivism After New Pride

Figure | presents an outline of the results of the stepwise analysis of
recidivism after New Pride. Only statistically significant (p < .05) relationships
are displayed. The table is partitioned into six sections, each corresponding to
one of six groups of variables found as predictors of the primary outcome of the

study. Iniormation from each section will be discussed separately.

At the top of the figure the relations of the basic outcome model variables
to recidivism after New Pride are listed. Differences between New Pride sites
and the effect of age significantly predict recidivism after New Pride, as do
time to follow-up and recidivism during New Pride. The forms of these
relationships are expressed where possible in the figure. Time to follow-up and
recidivism during New Pride are both significantly related to recidivism after
New Pride. Longer follow-up times increase chances of observing recidivism
after New Pride, and recidivism during New Pride is associated with an increased
probability of recidivism afterwards. Neither client success (successful
termination) nor program duration are significantly related to recidivism after

New Pride.
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Figure 1

Variables Related to Recidivism After New Pride

Basic Outcome Model

New Pride Sites

*

(Variation Explained = .059) >

Age at Entry

Time to Follow-up

7k R
+

Recidivism During New Pride

oesr >
+

(oo >

n.sl

Program Duration

Client Success

ooo >
n.s.

Missing Values Variables

o60)
n.s.

Empioyment Variables

4. Job Placement Services Delivered to Client

5. Number of Jobs During New Pride

:000) >

toosT >
+

Schooling Yariables

3. Father's Education

00e >

+

6. WRAT Pretest Arithmetic Score

0[05) Bt

Background Variables

1. Ethnicity

woos >

*

2. Gender

“om

Attitude Variables

None

Needs and Services Variables

7. Number of Cultural Services

{,006) >

+

* Categorical Variables and Composite Variables:
New Pride Sites — see discussion in text
Age at Entry — see discussion in text

oo ™

Ethnicity — White clients least likely to recidivate. Black clients

most likely to recidivate.

Gender — Femnales less likely to recidivate

Missing Values Variables — see
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Included among the independent variables of the basic outcome model is a
test for the prediction of recidivism after New Pride from the pattern of missing
values from the independent variables yet to be en'cereci.1 Figure 1 indicates
that overall these variables are not significantly related to recidivism after New
Pride. That is, the recidivism of clients on whom data was available does not
significantly differ from clients on whom data was not available.

Included in Figure 1 are estimates of '"variation explained" by each
independent variable as it is added to recidivism after New Pride.? The reader
may think of "variation explained" as analogous to R-squared. It represents the
proportion of total variation explained by each newly introduced independent
variable in a linear-logistic analysis. Thus, adding the dummy variables
representing New Pride site differences accounts for .059 (or 5.9 percent) of the
variation in recidivism after New Pride. Adding the age effects variables (linear
and curvilinear; quadratic) accounts for an additional .023 (2.3 percent) of the
variation in recidivism. Note that all the terms of the outcome model (including
missing values variables) were entered into the analysis of recidivism after New
Pride in the order presen'ted. Together, they account for a total of .150
(16.0 percent) of the variation in recidivism. The numbers prefixing the
remaining independent variables indicate the order in which, they were added to
the model for testing.

The remaining sections of Figure 1 show that two employment variables,
two schooling variables, two additional background variables and one Needs and
Services variable are significantly related to recidivism after New Pride. Above

1 There are six inissing values variables representing six patterns of
missing data found among the seven additional independent variables
associated with recidivism after the program.

2 "Variation explained" in the linear-logistic analyses represents that
proportion of the total G2 for the model explained by adding the new
independent variable. Total G2 is derived from the fit of a constant
to the data using linear-logistic procedures. "Variation explained" is
equal to the added GZ explained by an independent variable divided
by the total G2. This proportion may range from 0.00 (no variation
explained) to 1.00 (total variation explained). When the variation
explained is 1.00 the linear-logistic model perfectly fits the data.
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each horizontal arrow in the figure, the sign of the relationship of the
independent variable is indicated. Below each arrow the amount of variation

explained by the factor is noted.

Employment. Two employment variables are significantly related to
recidivism after New Pride, each in a different way. Receiving job placement
services during New Pride decreases the likelihood of recidivism afterward. This
finding supports one of the contentions of the theory underlying New Pride:
Enabling clients to seek and obtain jobs should help provide them with legitimate
opportunities and encourage them to give wup anti-social activities.
Unfortunately, clients who obtained jobs during New Pride did not recidivate
signficantly less overall than those who did not. Rather, the effects of
employment were mixed. The greater the number of jobs that were held by
clients during New Pride, the more likely they were to recidivate afterwards.
This suggests that job instability tended to increase recidivism. Most clients
having jobs during New Pride had only one. Those who had more than one job
typically had less stable, short term employment experiences that were not
helpful to them.

Schooling. Higher WRAT pretest Arithmetic scores are significantly
associated with lesser likelihoods of recidivism after New Pride. It should be
noted that this variable is but one of a number of diagnostic tests related to
recidivism after New Pride. For example, higher scores on the WRAT subtest
and higher IQ scores from the WISC-R or WAIS are also associated with lower
rates of recidivism afterward. The relationship seems to be one between
measures of test performance in general and long-term recidivism rates. Table 6
shows the first-order correlation matrix between the pretest scores available on
New Pride clients. All of the intercorrelations are positive ranging from
r = 4360 (Woodcock raw score and WRAT Arithmetic score) to r = .7833
(Keymath raw score and Woodcock raw score), and all are significant (p< .01).
Thus, clients scoring high on the WRAT Arithmetic subtest also scored highly on

all other tests.
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Table 6

Correlation Matrix of Pretest Diagnostic Scores

WRAT WRAT WRAT WISC-R Woodcock  Keymath
Arithmetic Reading Spelling or WAIS Raw Raw

Score Score Score IQs Score Score
WRAT Arithmetic Score: |
Correlation Coefficient 1.0000
N 987
WRAT Reading Score
Correlation Coefficient .5596 1.0000
N 987 987

_

WRAT Spelling Score 0b
Correlation Coefficient .5884 L7676 1.0000
N 720 720 720
WISC-R or WAIS IQs
Correlation Coefficient 4780 L4920 U924 1.0000
N 987 987 720 987
Woodcock Raw Score
Correlation Coefficient 4360 .6768 .7330 .J3533 1.0000
N 746 746 613 401 746
Keymath Raw Score
Correlation Coefficient 5711 .5577 .6384 .6542 .7833 1.0000
N 735 735 598 735 704 735

1 All correlations significant p <.05.




One might wonder why gain scores, which do differ significantly from
pretests to postests (see Chapter Six), do not significantly reduce recidivism
after New Pride. Theoretically they should because such gains are presumed to
enhance youngsters' abilities to participate in regular school settings and the
choice of opportunities which follow. The gains in academic achievement made
during New Pride are unlikely to reduce recidivism, however, unless these gains
are substantial. The gains observed in the New Pride program average around
one-half year, whereas the average academic achievement level of clients on the
WRAT test upon entry to New Pride is four and one-half years below grade level
in' math and three years below in reading. Relative to these initial deficits, the

gains observed are not sufficient to make up these enormous deficits.

Background Variables. Three background variables are significantly related

to recidivism after New Pride, father's education and the gender and ethnic
group membership of clients. The higher the client's father's education, the
greater the likelihood of recidivism after New Pride. This finding cannot be
explained without a more in-depth analysis of the New Pride family history data.
Females are less likely to recidivate after New Pride than males. Black clients
are more likely to recidivate afterwards than white clients or clients from other

ethnic groups. Both of these findings are more common in delinquency studies.

Needs and Services. Just one Needs and Services variable is significantly

related to recidivism after New Pride. The greater the number of cultural
enrichment services delivered to clients during New Pride, the more likely they
are to recidivate after New Pride. This peculiar finding may suggest that the
provision of many of these services might actually take the place of other
services New Pride was organized to provide. It is also possible that the
provision of cultural services reflects a difficulty in providing other services to

clients with more behavior problems.

The reader should finaily note that the last variables entered in the model
do not account for much variation in the dependent measure. A total of .205
(20.5 percent) of the variation in the dependent measure is accounted for by all
the variables entered in the final model. These employment, schooling,
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background, and needs and services variables together added only four percent
more to the predicted variation in recidivism after New Pride, whereas items in

the basic outcome model accounted for 16 percent of the variation.

Client Success

Figure 2 presents the variables found significantly to relate to the
likelihood of client success, or successful termination from New Pride. At the
top of the figure is a description of the basic outcome model covariates used in
the analysis. Both the New pride site dummy variables and age at entry
variables (linear and curvilinear, quadratic) are significantly related to client
success. Longer program durations increase the likelihood of client success.
Recidivating during New Pride reduces the likelihood that clients will terminate
the program successfully. Finally, the pattern of missing values is significantly
related to the likelihood of client success. This is because characteristically,
clients who fail in the program are missing various data collected during the
program.

Employment. Two employment variables are significantly related to
successful termination. First, the more frequently a subject was fired from jobs
during New Pride, the more likely he or she was to be terminated unsuccessfully
from the program. Like the number of jobs held during New Pride, the number
of time clients were fired from jobs during the program is an index of job
instability. In fact, these two variables are signficantly intercorrelated
(r=.1771, t = 3.7004, N =425, p< .0005). Second, if clients perceived their
chances of getting the kinds of jobs and education they wanted as being good at
program entry, the more likely they were to succeed.

Schooling. Two additional variables concerning education are associated
with successful termination from New Pride. First, higher scores on the
Keymath pretest are related to a greater likelihood of client success. Again, the
Keymath scores should not be considered in isolation. The pretest diagnostic
scores are all highly intercorrelated. Thus, some general ability to perform on
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Figure 2

Variables Related to Client Success
(Successful Termination)

Basic Qutcome Model

* Categorical Variables and Composite Variables:
New Pride Sites — see discussion in text
Age at Entry — see discussion in text
Gender — Females more likely to succeed

Missing Values Variables — see discussion in text
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tests is related to client success. Second, completing a school program during

New Pride increases the likelihood of successful termination.

In general, finishing a school program indicates success in school.
Theoretically, success in schooi should be associated with lowered recidivism
rates, and to a greater likelihood of successful termination from the program. In
fact, completing a school program during New Pride is a visible achievement
which does lead to a higher probability of successful termination (40.1 percent of
the subjects completed a school program during New Pride.). But it is unrelated

to recidivism during and after New Pride.

Background Variables. The only client background variable related to

successful termination from the program is gender: Females are more likely to
succeed than males, in addition to being less likely to recidivate after the

program than males.

Needs and Services. Two more independent variables are related to client

success in the program. First, if family relationship needs are identified at entry
to New Pride, the clients have reduced chances of success.1 Needs in the
family category include observed relationship problems between the client and
his mother, father, siblings, or other ﬁamily members. Apparently, identifiable
probiems in the area of family relationships reduce the chances of clients being

terminated from the program successfully.

Second, the provision of general administrative services to clients is
related to a greater likelihood of his or her success. These services include job
development, staff meetings, and staff development concerning a particular
client.  Apparently, insofar as these services are client specific, they
significantly improve the likelihcod of in-program success. Documenting the
provision of these services indicates a high level oif client involvement or

visibility in the program.

s

1 Note that the dichotomous variable flagging this identification of
needs has a separate level for missing values.
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Figure 3 presents the simultarieous variables found to be related to the
measure of client success. For each variable the partial correlation of the
independent measure with client success is presented. All prior basic cutcome
model variables and the variables from Figure 2 were partialled for these
regression analyses. A l»ss conservative level of significance (p <.10) was used

here to screen for the simultaneous factors.

The third figure shows that the clients who succeeded- were more likely to
say that their chances for getting the kinds of jobs they wanted had improved as
a result of program participation. Viewed conversely, if clients perceived that
their future job chances had improved by the end of the program, they were also
more likely tc be terminated successfully. Further, if clients ever actually
obtained a job (either before, during, or after the program) they were more likely

to be identified as successful in the program.

Interestingly, there are no simultaneous schooling, backgrourid, or needs
and services variables that are strongly related to client success, but there are
attitudinal factors. If the clients felt they received staff support, were
generally satisfied with the program, or were helped to leave home by the
progx"am,‘ then they were more likely to be sucéessfully terminated.
Interpretations of the first and second observation are obvious. The third

requires a bit more discussion.

New Pride clients often come into the projects from difficult family
situations. This being the case, one of the benefits the programs may bring to
clients is a means by which they may remove themselves from unsatisfactory
heme environments. That ciient success is made more likely by leaving home
cannot be interpreted from this observation, however. As these two variables
are considered simultaneously, the causal relationship between them cannot be
evaluated without further information.
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Figure 3

Partial Correlations of Simultaneous Variables with
Client Success (Successful Termination)

Employment Variables
-+

Perceived Job Chances at Program End

{Partial Corrélation =+,1328)
Client Ever Obtained a Job

>
(.0912)
Schooling Variables
None
Background Variables
None
Attitude Variables
Client's Perception of Staff Support At End of Program +( T >
. J914
New Pride Helped Client Leave Home + >
(.1148)
Client's General Satisfation With Program +
CTI73T>

Needs and Services Variables

None
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Recidivism During New Pride

Figure 4 lists the variables which are associated with the probability of
recidivism during New Pride. At the top of the figure is a description of the
basic outcome model covariates used in the analysis. Both the New Pride site
dummy variables and age at entry variables (linear and curvilinear, quadratic)
are significantly related to recidivism during the program. Program duration is
not significantly related to recidivism during New Pride, although this
relationship needs further evaluation before interpretation. Finally, the pattern

of missing values is not signficant.

No employment variables are related to recidivism during New Pride, and
only one schooling variable is significant: the disparity between wants and
expectancies for further education at entry to New Pride. This independent
variable represents the difference between each client's scaled desire for
education and scaled expectancy for obtaining further education. According to
theory, the larger this disparity becomes, the greater the likelihood of continued
delinquency. The relationship between disparities and recidivism observed in the
data is just the opposite. The greater the disparity between clients' educational

desires and expectancies, the less their likelihood of recidivism .2

In the New Pride sample higher probabilities of recidivism are related to
unrealistically high educational expectancies relative to educational desires.
This finding may simply reflect a dislike for school: Youth may expect by force

of law to stay in school until they are sixteen, but not desire to do so. Thus, the

1 The reader is referred to Appendix D for further explication.

2 This finding is not confounded by the distributional nature of the
data. Measures of desires and expectancies for education are
normally distributed, centered on a mode of 'high school graduation.'
Thus, the disparity measure is also normally distributed. Centrolling
the level of desired education, the disparity measure still signficantly
predicts less recidivism during New Pride. Further, covarying the
level of desired education, the measure of expectancy also directly
predicts recidivism, verifying the observed relaticonship.
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Figure 4
Variables Related to Recidivism During New Pride

Basic Cutcome Model

New Pride Sites * >
(Varlation kxplained = .036)
Age at Entr *
8 Y o
Pr m Durati n.s.
ogra uration ) >
M. 3 v V M bl n - s Ad
issing Values Variables oo
Employment Variables
Simultaneous
Schooling Variables

5. Disparity Between Wants and Expectancies for Further Education at

‘New Pride Entry , _(.uuq) >
Background Variables
1. Ethnicity *
T
6. Gender Gelopan 3
4. How Often Client Punished by Parents Before New Pride * »
\.uu4)
6. Client's Family Receives Welfare Payments '*'( 0%) >
Attitude Variables
7. Client's Life Satisfaction at Entry + »
(.003)
Needs and Services Yariables
7. Number of Identified Needs at Program Entry +( OOG)’

* Categorical Variables and Composite Variables:
New Pride Sites - see discussion in text
Age at Entry - see discussion in text
Ethnicity - White clients least likely to recidivate. Black clients
most likely to recidivate.
Gender — Females less likely to recidivate
Missing Values Variables — see discussion in text
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disparity variable may be identifying subjects whose educaitonal experiences

have become truly aversive.

Background Variables. Several important background variables are

associated with recidivism during New Pride. Ethnicity is significantly related
to recidivism during as it was to recidivism after New Pride. In both cases black
cleints are more likely to recidiviate than other ethnic groups. The gender of
clients is signficantly related to recidivism during the program, with females less
likely to recidivate than males. Another important background variable related
to in-program recidivism is whether or not the client's family receives welfare
payments. The receipt of welfare identifies families with incomes below the
national poverty level. As expected, clients from extremely poor families are
more likely to recidivate than other clients. Finally, the clients who indicated
they were punished by their parents more frequently were more likely to
recidivate during New Pride. Taken at face value, this finding suggests that

greater punishment at home could actually serve to accelerate recidivism rates.

Attitudinal Variables. One attitude variable was found to be significantly

related to recidivism during the program. The more satisfied clients were with
their lives at entry to New Pride, the more likely they were to recidivate. It

appears that this measure indicates satisfaction with a delinquent life style.

Needs and Services Variables. One last, quite important, variable was

found to be significantly related to recidivism during New Pride. The number of
needs identified at program entry is directly related to client recidivism during
the program. This finding suggests that the needs identification process
distinguished between those clients more and iess likely to recidivate.

Figure 5 presents the two simultaneous variables related to recidivism
during New Pride. The first indicates that employment during the program for
10 or more working days is related to reduced recidivism rates. This
simultaneous relationship can be interpreted in either of two ways. One is that
recidivism during the program reduces the duration of employmient. The second
way is that longer employment experiences reduce the chances of recidivism.
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Figure §

Partial Correlations of Simultanecus Variables with
Recidivism During New Pride

Employment Variables
Client Employed In a Job for 10 or More Days

During New Pride

Schooling Variables

None

Background Variables

None

Attitude Variables

None

Needs and Services Yariables

Number of Recreational Services Delivered

>
(-.1089)

During New Pride

8-40

S L R A ey % L e A AN S ESSS © 3 bt px e 4 e A Y Ay S L g < o e e A

(-.0841) >

mMO—AYW €mM2Z2 ONZTAC0 ZTu-<—pg~-nmg




The other simultaneous relationship between the number of recreational
services delivered during New Pride and recidivism shows that more services are
related to less recidivism. Again, this does not necessarily mean that
recreational services reduce recidivism. It is possible that absence of recidivism
leads to the prospect of having more recreational services. Such simultaneous

relationships need further investigation.

Program Duration

Figure 6 presents the variables found to relate to program duration. At the
top of the figure is a description of the basic outcome model covariates used in
the analysis. Both the New Pride site dummy and age at entry variables (linear
and curvilinear; quadratic) are significantly related to program duration.
Recidivism during New Pride is not significantly related to program duration,
suggesting that the projects really made efforts to keep youth in the program.
Finally, the pattern of missing values is significant. Characteristically, clients
missing more data were in the program for shorter periods of time.

Employment. Two employment variables are associated with program
duration. If clients had job experience lasting longer than two weeks before
entering New Pride, they had signficantly shorter periods of participation in the
program. If they still had jobs at entry to New Pride, their program
participation was significantly loriger that that of other clients. Perhaps job
experiences before New Pride are not as rewarding as those which are
concurrent with the New Pride experience. Or perhaps, having demonstrated
abilities to obtain work outside of New Pride, clients that had jobs before the
program were not as interested in it as those subjects who viewed participation

as a means to future employment.

Attitudinal Variables. Two attitudinal variables are related to program

duration. First, if clients perceived that they were disciplined in the family in
the same manner as their siblings, they were more likely to stay in the program a
shorter time. Conversely, if they believed that the treatment they received was
different from their siblings, they were more likely to have longer program
durations. Perhaps the latter perception indicates a family relationship problem
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Figure 6

Variables Related to Program Duration

Basic Outcome Model

*
New Pride Sites

(Variation Explained z .040) >

Age at Entry
; o >
Recidivism During New Pride DaS.
(.003)
Missing Values Variables * »
(.281)
Employment Variables
2. Client Had Job Before New Pride - »>
(.006)
3. Client Had Job at Program Entry + >
(.005)
Schooling Variables
None
Background Variables
None
Attitude Variables
4. Client Disciplined in the Same Way as Siblings - >
004
5. Number of Teacher/Counselors Who Took Interest in + { ;
Client Before New Pride LR
Needs and Services Variables
I. Number of Objectives Specified at Program Entry + >
' (.009)

* Categorical Variables and Composite Variables:
New Pride Sites — see discussion in text
Age at Entry - see discussion in text
Missing Values Variables — see discussion in text
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which takes a longer time to work on and involves the client more in the program
itself. |

Second, the more teachers or counselors the client believes took an
interest in his or her life before New Pride, the longer their program duration is
likely to be, and indirectly, the greater his or her chances of successful
termination fromi the project. Perhaps those clients who stay in the program
longer are the ones who have received the most reinforcement from teachers and
counselors in the past.

Complementary to the finding that a multiplicity of client needs is
significantly related to recidivism, is the finding that greater numbers of
treatment objectives are related to longer program experience. The
Individualized Integrated Service Plans of the New Pride projects identified
client needs that were to be met by one or more behavioral objectives. The
numbers of needs and objectives are therefore highly correlated across subjects
(r = .7117), and together represent those client problems which were to be dealt
with in the context of the program. The significant relationship between number
of specified objectives and program duration shows that, although a large number
of needs indicates that clients are more likely to recidivate again, nevertheless
trying to cope with them takes a longer time in the program.1

Figure 7 presents the simultaneous variables related to the dependent
measure program duration. Here, two employment variables are both related to
longer program duration. If clients received employment or job placement
services during New Pride, they tended to stay in the program longer than clients
not receiving these services. The opposite assertion, of course, may also be the
case. Being in the program longer may increase the probability that employment
or job placement services. will be delivered. Considering all the

1 The substantial correlation between number of needs identified and
number of objectives specified means that either term may be used in
the regression analysis of program duration. When number of needs is
used in place of number of objectives, this independent variable is
also significantly related to program duration (B = .364, S.E.=.116,
t = 3.125, p £.0025).
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Figure 7

. Partial Correlations of Simultaneous Variables with
Program Duration

Employment Variables

Client Received Employment Services During New Pride ;-.2565) >
Client Received Job Placement Services During New Pride _,_j-._..___’
(.2086)
Schooling Variables
Client Completed School Program During New Pride * »
(.3255)
Background Variables
None
Attitude Variables
None
Needs and Services Variables
. . . Prid +
Number of Services Delivered During New Pride CIE59) »
+

Number of Counseling Services Delivered During New Pride ""1‘3’577)"

Number of Unplanned Counseling Services Delivered

X ; +

During New Pride : WAL >
Number of Group Counseling Services Delivered +

During New Pride @hED) »
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services significantly related to program duration, the latter interpretation
seems more likely. Particularly, under the Needs and Services category of
variables, the total number of services delivered is also asso;:iated with longer
progre;m duration, as are the total number of counseling, unplanned counseling,
and group counseling services. Likewise, completing a school program during
New Pride becomes more likely as clients stay longer.

The Simultaneity of Program Duration and Recidivism During New Pride

Several significant independent measures have been identified which
separately relate to the variables program duration and recidivism during New
Pride. Therefore, these measures may be used as instruments in evaluating the
simultaneous relationship between ‘chem.1 As noted in the introduction, the
method used here to evaluate this relationship assumes both dependent variables
to be interval measures. While this condition is not met, the assumption of
interval metrics for both measures was waived so that an approximation of the
true relationship could be obta}ned.

The results of this analysis show that recidivism during New Pride is not
significantly related to program duration (B = .826, S.E. = 6.155, t = .13), nor is
. program duration related to recidivism during New Pride (B = .001, S.E. = .007,

= .14). In general, the overall lack of any reliable relationship between these
variables suggests that 1) programs do not react to recidivism during New Pride
by removing the offending clients, and 2) simply being in the programs longer
does not mean that clients increase their chances of manifesting more delinquent
behavior.2 ‘

1 This technical term simply means that the variables predictive of
each measure can be used in lieu of the measures themselves to
evaluate the form of the simultaneous relationships between them in
an unbiased manner. The procedure selected is briefly discussed on
an introductory level by Wonnacott and Wonnacott (1980) and Duncan
(1975).

2 A detailed review of all analyses can be found in Appendix D.
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APPENDIX A
DICTIONARIES FOR THE ANALYSIS OF NEW PRIDE DATA ON CLIENTS

On the following pages the dictionaries of all client backgrbund and
program process variables are listed. Each dictionary presents the abbreviation
for each variable, the variable name, and a brief desc:z;iption of the variable
coding. In addition, there are comments regarding missing values and their
coding in the database. The reader may best use these dictionaries to get an

overview of the breadth of data collected and analyzed on New Pride clients.
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DICTIONARY FOR THE CLIENTERACKS ARCHIVE DATASET

The following dicticmary exrlzinc the contemte of the CLIENTERALKS zrohiv
dabtzzset i cbhreviated form. This dictipnary should beo sdoquate for most
rurroses for understanding the ‘cormterntc of CLIENTEACKS.

The rurroce of the CLIENTBACKS dztaset is to orgzrmize 21l clickt
backdground variables from the intake-svysy cl=-demoz formy and the cliont-
charzcteristics form. This rectonsuler file can be run directly z2zZeinst Lhe
QUTCOME datoset and is restrictod to only those subdocts comtaired inm OQUTCOME
{Sec the QUTCOME-DICT for 2 diccuccion of the contents of thal dalascel.)

ARBBR VARIABLE~-NAME: DESCRIPTION:

CLID  CLIENT-ID Client identificr.

RACE ETHNICITY Racial srourc crlit by whitess bloclhe
: and othoers,

RAC1 RAC1 ‘ Effecte coding for cthnicitu,

RAC2 RAC2 Effecte coding for othnicitu.

A D G S . wES S D W WD G S e G N E SR Th Gm WG e N GER G W G €A GRS ML WD N GG 4SS W SN S G M Srm quA WEM S P WY VRS Mn Emp I wE AR GG GG RS Ghe s RO WG GHP WAS W TS SRS KIO MMM W GUR D ape M WL o § G M0 mp ot o=
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4]

LARR LIVING-ARRANGENT Client living arrangemonts coded oo
both naturzgl rarontsy sindle rarent
families» cnd otherc.,

CLAal cLat Effects coding for LARR (missimg =~ 999).
CLAl cLal Effectc coding for LARR (miscing =~ 999),
WHRA . WHO-RAICED Who reiced client until age 12 coded g
both rarentsy mother orlusr or other.
WH1 WH1 ' Effecte coding for WHRA (miscing = 9%2) .
WH2 WH2 . Effecte coding for WHRA (missing = 999).
ALDDI ADULT-DISC Frimary diccirlinorianm coded ss fatheory

both and mothor.,

ALl Al ' Effectec coding for ADDNI (missimg = 999)
A2 AD2 Effects coding for ADDI (wiccing = 999)
TYDI TYPE-DICSC Primary ture of discirline coded sc
rhusicaly verbal or othor.
Th1 TD1 Effects coding for TYII (wiccing = 999)
TR2 T2 Effects coding for TYDNI (ﬁis;inﬁ = 999)
CTNF CAME~TO-NF Bazsis of coming to New Pride coded oc
court ordor, fomilus we choico or 311,
CTNL CTN1 | Effects coding for CTNP (miscing = 999)
CTN2 CTNZ2 Effecte coding for CTNF (miscing = 2992
CTN3 CTN2 Effects codindg for CTRF (miscing = 999)
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PRFA

FFR1

pr2

PP3

FPROG-FPART

FF1
FF2

PF3

Coding of exreccted dgcine from rrodrom
into tho catedories ‘not-much’s
instrumental gainmnecs &ffecetive gecinme orn
both.

Effects coding for FRFA (missimg = 999)

Effeets codinmd for FRFPA (miscinmg = 999)

Effects coding for FRFA (miccing = §9¢)

A D NS W R I D P WP W NES wa Ae WO G0 GRS SNS GAD D GUL 436 FER NEU WE) GED GES WES wED ANV URS WG MW O Mim mim WA WES wEE IR0 MG GES NED S SR wmp WM WL VUV G RAU M I EAG WD GES VEE WE HD MR GO0 ANG MNR WS TS A WS KD D WS GUE e N w e D =

THMV

SLU$
RELM
MNOW
MOAD
MHMOD
RIlAL
DREL
ATV
DAH&

HOFF

OTSE

LENGTH-RES

TIMES~-MOVELD

SAT-LUNG=-EIT
REL-WITH-MOM
REL-ﬁOH-NOU
MOM-ADVICE
MOM-MODEL
REL-W-DAD
REL~DAD-NOW
DAD-ADVICE
DAD-MODEL

HOW-QFT-FUN

COTHR-SIRS

Scaled lenmgth of current residence fTron
under six months to over 10 ucars.

Number of timee mouved from O to ¢« «

Scaled coticfaoction with living situstli
from rmot-saticficd Lo veru-sgtisficd.

Scaled guzlitye of relctionshisr with
mother from baed to dood.

Scaled quzclity of relosticonshir wilh
mother row from bad to dood.

How oftern do wou get advice frow wou
mother from rmeovar to olwsus,.

To what euxtent is mother ¢ model scwlec
from not st a3ll to vare much.,

€caled quzlite of relaostionchir with
fathor inm the rast Prom bod to dood.

Scaled quzlity of relzstioncshisr with
fathor mow from bad to dood.

How oftern do uvoun get advice from vour
fathnor from never to alwaus.

To whot cxtemt is fzther 3 modcl sczlecr
from not 3t sll to vergs much.

How often ic the client rurmicherd ROMVERES
CODEDl frow da3iluy bto loss then monthle
scaled.

Ilo other siblinges Sct the scme treztmer
No or ues,




DRAL

coun

TACA

CLFR

TRLW

EFAR

JEIC

TRCN

FEHE

eall

DRUG-ALCOHL

Ch-U=-DRUGS
TAKE-CARE

CLOSE~-FRNDS

TROUBLE-LAW

EFFECT-ARRS

JOB-ED-CHNCE

TCHR-CNSL

FEEL-HELF

EAT~LIFE

Hss anuene inm the fomiluy hod & drud or
glcohol rroblem® Mo or ues.

Ilo wvou think vouw might develos drug or
alcohaol ecrobleoms? Mo or uos,

lloes comeonc take carec of vouw when you
aro sick? Mo or ugs,

Number of close friecnmds scaled.

Have anu of vour friende beern i Lrowub
with the law? None bhroudgh mareo than
fiver scaled.,

How doees going to cowurt affecl othoere
orimnions of uvou? From bad-mostlu to
to good-waucr scaled,

Do wou thimk vour Jdob chances zre bett
or worse than otiore in btrowble with
law? Sccled from worse to cecme to
better,

Number of tecceoher-~councceclore toking an
getive imterost inm sundoct.

lo wou fecl that tescher—-coudnsclor
interest holred? 8caleds; from creoste
more rroblems to made thimnge usuislle
better.,

How coticfied are uouw with uour life
now? - Scalod from riot~3t-all to voru-
satisfied,
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EH

FAMILY-RES

EMFLOY~MOM
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Where doec client’s fomily live? (uded
3s rrivate rental zid public housing
Vs, Own=home.

Is mother emrlouwcd? No ve., Yeo.




SCHM

ED

ECHD

YRIN

AFLC

NIH

SCHOOL-MOM

EMPLOY-DAD

SCHOOL-DAD
YRLY-INCOME
AFDC/WLFARE

NO-IN-HOUSE

LIVING=-ETATS

CUT-FLCNMT

DETENTION

Q

Ecaled level of mother’s ochicoling Trom
8 o

r loss to draduate dodrze.
Is fother emrloved? MNo vse Yes.

Scaled level of fother’cs schouling from
8 or loss to draduaste dogree.

Scaled family imcomec 5000 or lews to
35000 or more.

lloes fomily gct income from wolfTore?
No vs. wes.,

Number of reorlec in client’c houscheld.

Was clicnt livimg with same reusrle 2
months 3407 Mo vs. ucs.

How mang out-of-home rlocemente?

How mang timece detasined?

e e S s W W e e W ChE EID WeD WS A Y KD S M WP A WEm NI WER WG Wle M W P M GEP R 4AD SN dme W WO Sma ) Wm Eme WAL S8 UFD D m AMS THO W TR ars 6D MED WM GAS mmp Cwe MM WA SED N MG S GN0 WY U med MOV D TER W WES 4GP e G 3 ) @

SEX
MARI
DOET

REST

RAMT

ASUF

ALD

AAE

AvOocC

SEX

CLIENT~-MARITAL
DAYS-DETAINED

RESTITUTION

RESTITUTION-ANT

ASGII~-SUFPERVISN

AEGD-LD

ASG-ALT-ED

ASGI-VOCATIONAL

N s ——

REVERSE COLED.

Coded wec wvws., no (miscing = nu)l.
REVERSE COIED.
Coded vyes ve. no (missing = no)d.

REVERSE COQLED,

REVERSE CODED.
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Maole vz, Femzcle.

Sinmglec vs. Morricd,.

Iaus detcirned,

Whether or not restitution recuired,
REVERSE CODIMG wes vis. Mo

Amount of rcetitutionm in dollare.

Coded wes vs no (micssing = nad.

nod.

L}

Coded wes ve. no (miccing

g o

Ay e n s T 2 S st e r e e s e b a6 e

» - — e ot



NOTE ON MISSING VALUES?

Migssing values are usuclly cctegoricelly coded es missing by MICRO-MID
intortoce. Where indicotod MISSING = 99 for 31l dumnmy codos. Qthorw

they zre most freauwently coded 0.

NOTE ON SOURCES OF INFORMATION:

The variables in thig file ore drawn from three

characteristics form» the inmtaoke surves 3nd the
form.
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DICTIONARY FOR THE CLIENTEXIT ARCHIVE DATASET

The followindg dictiormery exrlzins the contente of the CLTENTEXIT srchiwve
dataset in anbroviagted form. This dictionarye should o adwouebe for mocest
rurroces for understending the contente of CLIENTEXIT.,

The rurrose of the CLIENTEXIT daotaset is to hold zll varicblee Trom Lhic
exit surves not cartured on the rectaendular filos for schowling (SCHOOLRECT)
or emrelozwment (EMFLOYRECT:. CLIENTEXIT is 2 rcetongular file including o
largo numbar of meassuras on client sctisfaction with the eprodram 2t =rogram
termination. It com be directly runm with QUTCOME tu relote thecoce fuctors
to the basic vubtcows measuros of tha Mow Pride model.

ARERR? VARIARLE-NAME? DESCRIFTION!

CLID CLIENT~-ID Client identificr.

CRES CHNG=-RESINS i Chamge residence simnece beginming
program? MNosuos £1:2).

NLVG NOW-LIVING Who living with now! EBEath raorenls (1)
sindleo rarent (2); othor (8).

NL1 NL1 Effecte coding for NOW-LIVIKRG,

NL2 NL2 Effecte coding for NOW-LIVINC.
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SLVS

EGAN

TCIN

HEQU

FEGA

FG1
FG2
FG3

NFHF

SAT~-LUNG-8T

SAT-GAIN

TCHR-COUNE

HELF-QUAL

FERE~-GNAIN

FG1

FG2

FG3

NF-HELF

Current ccticfaction with living

situgtiuoms =scaled.
to

saticfaction fram intale

scaled.

Gain in
exit survous

How mang teschers/counselore hiave tbabkon
intercost inm wour lite:s wcolod,
Oversll euclity of helrr ccoled.

Not much (1)rs incstrumett
(37 buatbth (4).

Fersoncl dcin?
(2)y affoctive
Effecte code for FERS-CAIN.

Effecte code for FERS-GAIN.
Effects code for FERS-GAIN,

How helrful NF: cecoled,

T e G D D NIL G e AMD T AT S m B GEY A W) D MR A E ey S G W TRE G G VNS e Sl NS M W GIY SOV AR W eeW e Gmp N SOO i A GRS WD A G WS MEn GED TR NS AN WRY W MES Gy W M W W RS M S R AN 08 M e e ¢ e

CNSL

EDUC

SFED

EMFL

CUAC

HESE

RECR

OTHE

COUNSELING
EDUCA
SFEC-ED
EMPLOYMENT
CULT-ACTIV
HEALTH-SERV
RECREATION

OTHER~-HELF

councseling service helreds sczled.

Hazs educczction corvice helredr scoled.

Has srecial ed. cervice helredy ‘sculed,

Has emrsloument cscrvice helreds sculced.

culturcl gcoctivity helreds ceoled.

hezlth servicee helreds cosled.

recrection services helreds sculed.

ether cervices helredr scoled,

L A GpS G G aan S WA WM EP ES G DN M WNS W s GES W W EN i W WGh WG W Gmd W D M MRS WD G4 RS MMM W DS Gt WSR mal GED ERG W Wt ST WO WV MG WML M YUV W MV GPS UES W TS D S SR WED TN WS WY win GIL S GEN R MM D A e W e

CLCR

The following varizsblec indicocte whether or mot New Fride ccoizstoed

the subdeects in meeting the

CLASS-CRIT

sroci
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fied Zo3l?

Credit for clezecce ot New Pride.




UTRH
JOFR
JETR
EXJO
GEJO
CACH
HECT
GOLW
GOCT
DEEU
DLTR
FIHO
FHFR
FAFR
PEFR
FERS
LUHM

FLST
GHEL
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VOC~-TR-HELF

JOR~FREF

JOE~-TRANG

EXP~JOR-0FN

GET-JOE

CAREER-CHS

HELF-~IN-CT

GO-LAWYER

GG-COURT

DEAL-BUCKS

DL-TRANSFRT

FIND~-HOERIE
FHYS-FROERS
FAM-FROES
FERS-FROEL
FEEL-ETR-SLF
LEAVE-HOME
FL=-TO-8TAY
GHELF
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Get vocetional training.

Learn how to et Jdob.

Get Job troining,.

Find Job oreninsgc.,

Dbtein Job.

lletermine carcer goals.

Aid client in court.

Accomreny clicmt to lowuer,

Go with client to court hearings. -
fleal with momey rrobilcocme.

Deal with treocnorortztion rroabloms,
Find & hobbic,

Take care of rhusicasl rroblems.,
Deal with foemily rsrobilcomse.

leal with other rersoncl rroblomse.
Feel better sliout scif.

Leave thomc.

Find 5 rlace to gtzou.

Sum of veluece orm 21l cbove helring couit
Frovides scalod index of hele rrovidec




The followinsg

varichblee 311 indicote the client‘c

sgtisfaction with

the rorformance of wvarious asrects of the Noew Fride rrosroms.
Satisfaction ic ccaled from 1 to 4.

STCR ETF-CRTEY Staff courtceou.

ETFE STAF-FERF How wcll staff did Jdobic.

THCO TH=COUNS Amount of timc crent with counscelor.

ATMO AMT-TM-0ETF Amount of time wilh olher staff.

TRCO TRUST-COUN Truet of clienmt for courmcelor.

TROE TRUST-OT-8T Trust of cliemt of olher stoff.

STsuU STAF-CUFORT How much ctoff surrorled cliemt to gosl

STCO STAF-CONCEN Concern stcff had for clicenmt,

COFT COUNS~FOD-TH Counsclorc cofforts to follow Lhroudgh,

OTFO OQTHETF-FQOTH Other ctaff efforts to follow through,

GEAT AGSAT Sum of cetiefoction indicecs. Frovides
scolod index of satisfoction, ‘

REFR REM-FROBLMS Any remeining errobileme NF did not desl
witih? (1s2inorues)

CONOD COMPR-NF-QT How comrzre NF with other rrodger scolew

GCAN GLAL-CAM=-NF Glad wou ccme to NPT (1:2fnoruts)

RENF RECOM~NF Would vou reccommend NP to othcorse? (152
noswzes)

NOTE ON MISSING VALUES:

Missing
snd PGB3I oreo

vzlues
trode

is coded 99.

for 21l voriasblec

Z21ros.

d with

excert NL1s NL2»
All reost aro coded 999

ECGAN: TCINs FG1s
axecert TCIM

FEQ s

Wwhich
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DICTIONARY FOR THE EMFPLOYRECT ARCHIVE DATASET

The following dictioncru exrléins the contenmts of the EMFLOYRECT srchive
datasot in sbbhreviated Forme. This dictivonary showld be sdouaste for most
rUurroces for understending the conternts of EMFLOYRECT.

The rurrose of the EMPLOYRECT dotzcet ic to ectoblish & rectongulor
snaluesis file of ALLL emrloument variosbles availabls from AL orldinsl
dats files. The file is rectricted to omluy those subrdects enteorcd intoe Lhce
QUTCOME dataesolb. (See tho OUTCUME-DICT for 3 discussion of tho cvorntents of
that datsset.) In thic wav cll cubdects’ dete in EMPLOYRECT mou, Lo dirccetlu
relsted o tho avsilseble NUTCOME dota on treoatment suttdects,

AEER: YARIAELE-NAME: DESTRIFTION:
CLID CLIENT-ID Client identifier.
NJOE NOQW-JOE Whether(2-9) or rniot(l) the cub.cct had

3 Jub om exit from Mow Pride. 2-9 =zre
ordered velues of Jdob length froam § how
to 2é6 rlus hours.

NFHJ NF-HELP-JQOER Whether(2) or not(l) New Fride helreod
client 2et Job.

XUWAG EXIT~WAGE €caled wode of clicenmt on exit Jotbi,

LIJO LIKRE-JOE Scaled likins of cuxit Job by sub.ecct.

JECC JOR=-CHANCE Whether{(2) or not(l) clicrnt cceces chaonces
‘ for a Job imrroved on exit.
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JENW

XJOER

HRWG

LNWK

LIWK

JOCC

JIMN

Y D AP e T W W MDY N S AR WIS WS SNV WE WSS WD W T AN TP W CED AR WSS WAR WA VED NP DA WA GO VES GEG S RS S M S P G i e YOS THS M N S R e W N A WD WD YR W A s MR S L S S Y SED e S L Gms b D WA S ey =

NFAF
NFINU

NFEE
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AWCT

AUNF

AWEM
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JOE~NOUW

EX-JOE

HOURLY-WAGE

LENGTH-WORK

LIKEI-WORK

JOR-CHANCES

JOR-IMP-NOUW

NFAF

NFDIU

NFERE

AWCT

AWNF

AWEM

This cet of verichlces

ard BWEM).

Jobe cterted on
Jobs started onm the daoy of

rerected for during Now Fride (DWOTs DUWCT
DUMF and DWEM) ond boefore Now Pride conditions (RUWOT: DZWCT, RBWMP,
Notc that:s
Now Pride Jobs startod baforn Now Pride enbrys during New Pride

the devw of entry or laters and ofter New FPride

Whether(2=-2) or not(il) the cubidcct haod
3 Jub ot entry to Now Pride (intshe svy.
2=-9 are ordered values of Job length.

hether(2-9) or not{l) the subdcct hod
38 Job bofore 2rntrue to Now FPride ass
rerorted on the intake curveuy.

Scaled wecge on Job hefore or al cnlry,

Number of uveore worked on Jobh resrorted
intaihe survewy.

Bcaled liking of enlry Job by cwubidectl.
Ferceived chances of emrloumenlrocaled,

Ferceived imrortcrnee of Jobr cocazled.

Number of times fired afiter Noew FPride.
Number of timee fired during New Pyide.

Number of timec fircd beforce Now FPride.

Wagr courcc ‘other’ after New Fride.
Verisble codod (O=norzl-ues).

Wade source ‘CETA’ ufter New Fride.
Wage cource ‘New FPride’ afier New Fride.

Wade cource ‘emfrloucer’ after Noew FPride.

in chertor 3 of the fimcl rerorts hefoure

termimnation or lakor.,




STIL STILLEMF Whether (1) or mot (0) thc subdect is
still omrlouwed st the ond of Mew Fride
regcrdliess of when he/che obtzined Jub.

AFER AFER Averzded rerformonce index of zll Jobs
aftor New FPride.

DFER IFER Averasged rerformence index of 23ll Jutss
duiring Now Pride.

BFER BFER Averadged rerformonce index of 2ll doabe
before Noew FPride.

AATT AATT Averagsged cttemdoncee index of all Jdubs
after New Fride.

DATT DATT Averssed sttendsrmco index of 211 dube
during Neow FPride.

BATT BRATT Averssed attendance index of cll Jobe
before MNow Fride.

ATIUR ALUR  Averzged durstion of &ll Jobs aflcor KF.

nIUR IIUR Averaged durstion of 511 Jdobs during N,

BIDUR BOUR Avercded duratioum of 2ll Jobs before NP,

ASTE ASTEH ADIUR / NAFT.<--Job Stlobility Indes,

ISTER DSTER OOUR / NDUR.<-~-Job Slobilitwe Index.

kSTE RETR EDUR / NBEF.<--Job Stlabilitus Indeox.

JAFT JAFT Whether(l) or mot(0) subdect hed & Jdob
after New Fride,

NAFT NAFT Number of .Jobc zfter New Fride,

JOUR JOUR o Whether(1) or not(0) subdect had = Job

during Neow Pride.
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NIDUR NIUR Numbeor of Jobhs during New Pride.

JREF JEBEF Whether(l) or rnot(Q) cubdect hasd 2 Jub
before New Fride.

NREF NEREF Number of Jobec before Now Fride.

JOEE JOBEVER A From ALL sources of informations did the

suyhdect (1l=uos) EVER have o dob7

NOTE ON HMISSING VALUES:

Miccing vzolues for the first two blocke of varizchlee zchove (Lhe exit
arnd intake surveus) are all codod with zeros (0). All romaining
missing valuee cre coded 799.

NOTE ON SOURCEE OF INFORMATION:?

The informection for thic file ic drawn from threce sources? 1. The
exit surveuy pruvidod inforuwstionm on Jobs as tho subdects loft the
rrograms., Thic dots wes drawn from the clecamed file EXIT-FINAL.
2+ The intake survey rrovided information on Johs a5 bhe subdocte
entered the rrograms, Thic datz wee drown from the clesned file
INTR-CLEAMED., 2. All other variagblos uwore drown from the closned
emrlovyment hictory forme inm EMFLOY-ANAL.
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DICTIONARY FOR THE MATCH ARCHIVE DATASET

The following dictiomcruy cxrlecine the contente of the MATCH oreohive
datoceot in ocbbreviatod form. This dictiomory shuuld Le adequata for moet
rurroces for underctending the comtente of MATCH,.

The rurroce of the MATCH dateset ic to be 3 collecting moimt for ALL
variahles itnvolved in comruarison vs.e troatment drour tosta, AL ansluses
for the finmnal rerort involving such comraricone corm be basced om the MATCH
detzsot variables,. The ome oxcertion here is thot the btime sorics onzslees
will recuire resort to the CLEANJH datzsct for time-lince based dotc,

The MATCH dateset is rectriected to treatment cubdecte aveilable witlh
JUVU-HIST records (from CLEANJH) &nd mstched comrerison cubdcets with .
JUU-HIST revords (from CLEAMJH). Subdects with no rrior offenses could not
be matched ond <o are not rerrecented in the datzsct, And cubidecte from
the sites GEORSGETOWM: LOS-AMGELES snd ROSTOM haove boonm comrlotely excluded,
Noter verw imrortontluyy this cet of treatment subdectec CANNOT be used for
evalustion of any outcomes outcide of comrarisons botween breatmont ond
comrasrison grourc, IT MUST NEVER RE USED 70 EVALUATE OUTCOME MOLELS!

ARER VARIARLE~NAME? DESCRIFTIONS

- - — G Dy - - - - . —— -~ - - e o v - -

CLID CLIENT-ID Client idemtificr: C — Commerison Sub.ect
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~ PFE2

FF-RECID-EQCT2

CS-RECIN-EQCT2

FF-RECIC-EQCT

S-RECIO-EQCT

Recidivicm countsr FPctitionsg Filcds Trom
the 12+th to 24th muntbth aftor entryy
for subdects eauzcted on follow-ur time
at 24 months (730 daus).

Rocidiviam countssr Counts Sustainods equste
ori follow-ur 35 for FFEZ2.

Recidivism countss Potitions Filodr from
the 1st to 12th monmth after entrus
for zubdects ecquaotad onm follow-ur time
2t 12 months (365 daous).

Recidivism countsr Counts Sustaineds ecuste
orn follow=-ur oc for FFEC.

FAILURE ve, SUCCEES
individual gsite
neutrezls cuccee
coded with 99.

FAILURE ve., SUCCESS cudcd from FNS with
neytrals clossified with succoessos.

s determinedg tw the
5 (Thiroe levels? Faily
S Note micsing vaoluc

D e IS W NS e . D ) D M W UAD D EN —— S S B D N WO W R Gw B AP e . o W W NG ct U R A M MU b WS e WAT wAS w weA D ES GEY A D G NS - 0 B e WS A -

FFS2

Csas

PFAS

CSFS

FFFS
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CS-AFTER2-SER

FF-AFTER2-SER

CE-AFTER-SER

PF-AFTER-SER

CE-FRIOR-SER

FF-FRIOR-CER

Avercge ceriocusnecss of offeomcec four sublect
offerding 3fter 12 months after entry.
Excluding charges STATsIRNKyFROL-FROR
and adJdusted chuardges (oridinal chorzes
procarved) .,

Averzde serioucness of relition filed
offenses. Az for C3SS2.

Avercee cerioucness of custeined offerises
for subdects offonding afbtor porodram
entre, Excludindg chardgecry ctc. 25 fo-

ceea.

Avercde ceoriocucness of retitionm filed
offensosg. Az for C3EAS.

Averade scrioudcness of erior cuctsined
offernsos. Rostriclbod to offenses
as for C8S82 for comrzrcobility of
indices.

Avorzde seoriousness of sotition filed
offences rrior to rrogrom, Restricte
to offenses as for C8E2,

Whether (1) or not (0) 2 sustoirmed offencce
occurred after entry »lus 12 months.

Whether or not a retition-fileod offernce
ovceurred after entry rlus 12 months.




CSE2

FFE2

CSEQ

CS-RECID-EQFT2

FF-RECID-EQFT2

CS-RECIU-EQFT

FF-RECID-EQFT

Whether or riot ¢ suctaimed offcocnce

sccurrod for cauaoted follow-up subdoc
at 24 monmthe for rericd from 12 Lo 24
months.

Whether or not z retition filecd offence
occurred under comditions as for CSE2

Whother or not 5 sushtained offonse
peceudrred for ecgucted follow-ue wubdeoco
at 12 months for roriod from 1 to 12
monthe.,

Whether or not z retition filed offenee
occurred undor conditions 35 for PFEZR

. W D i SED AL MM MR CND SN e e R G GO CAD WS IR @ IS D MR WHL W R WD S woh D K N b GmE ARD WEN AR G G S W G WD GED e CE M M S A S W oS WM MG ape T e MME G (W OUV M Swe SR W A WS 52O A e e GNP WCE 0w -

CSFL
CSHW
CSFD
PFFL
FFHY
FFFD

N A RS S T O W YON A D P S A S LMD R S T EE NAD WD WIS WIS WUD R WS Gy G WAL TR WS 4 W A CED WS GuY W SES ip GRS Gy ML N AL M VIR s S S AP GND AN b S N AR U S Gmy NS WM W R O W0 D N

- Y D WD D IS UES W S NES v S WND S WD WD PR U s wmp BN GTm S WM WS s S D CrM WO WE S WD S =D N ANy M IS NS D W e oe WNS U GRS D LmE tHm T W A N W Y S e WS W i G — W ey wOh . w— -

FRAL

FRFF

FRS

- S — - T 4SS R GES D S N WA TMA ER wER TR M WIS MR SR NS S D MM NS WGV M G W A TAS AUV ARG M R SER GV TR R G G W WA RN D MM WED G D M WS UP MR ANe M) S M M A A WSS ADS G AW MAS AP P TR b B S s %

Ce-FAIL
CS-HALF-WKS
CS-FUDATE
FF-FAIL
MF-HALF-UWRE
FF~FULDATE

L B o B o B o B o BN o0 }

Thie crecizl block of veorichblee ic deecigmed to rum dircotluw

into analucis rrodrams F
time-to-recidiviem, 8&re
to fsilure or bho urdate

urpdeste dezte (FUDATE) are rresented-for counts custasirned condg

sovitions filed,

CE-RECID-NLL

Fr-RECID-ALL

FRIOR-ALL

FRIOR-FFE

FRIOR-CUETS

or analucivg survival functiong of
cizl FAILure codece (0/9%9)r HALF-WKE
davter and the sectusl fsilure or

Whether or mot & suctsined coumt gccurred
far a3 subdect aftar entry to Mow Prid
Whether or not o rotition was filed for
2 subdect ocfter crntry 4o Now FPridce.

Number of rriors rcor subdcoet meosurced from
all offernzecs.

Number of rpriorc rper subdect mecsurcd from
retitions filed.

Number of rriors ror subdect measured from
suctoined rectitions.
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INLG INTAKE=-LAG Weekes from suctsined eprior to rrogrom crnitryu
Obtoinod wooks Foy Lrostmont subdocts.
Derived wcelke for comroricon subdeetis.

NNFS MEW-~NFE Mow Fride Site codes.

DT BIRTH-DATE Date of birth, ‘

CoT CASE-ACTION-DT Date of Now Pride eontre,

SEX SEX Sex (l-maler 2~femalc).

MACE ETHMICITY Race of subdect (whites black: hisrsnics
asizgnrs emericen indionr: othev).

EXCL EXFTL-CTRL Exrorimentsl vse Comtrul subloet code.

AGEC AGE~-AT-CIT Ade ¢t cose-zeotion-dt for caoch cubdecet,

AGES AGE--SQUAREL AGEC seusred for tost of limearity of sde
effeocts.

UFPLaA UFPDATE Finsl urdete dote of crimincl historwu
follow-ups (B831231).,

TTF TIME-FOLLOW~UF Woelks from rrogram enbry (COT) to fimasl

urdate (UFDA).

- —— - ———D ~mp TS A o iy ING WS cwm by -y . W e WmA R TEm W A R Gmm AP w3 MBS MG WPA W WD W W (IV wme e GWA G M T dap N M G L A R e G GRS G MM Mg Y S W LM e S g GE D e S Me D et WA e G bW

INCD INCDUR Whether or mot ¢licemt wce irmncorcersted
in first twelve months aftor Mew
Fride entry (DISF = LEFP-COR-CUOM»
. or QOTHER 3t Fresno onlue.
INCA INCAFT Whetheor or not cliont waes incarcerested

after 12 months from entry Lo the
FTOSTSM
INCR IMCEREF Whothor or ot client wos incsreorsted

bhefore entry to the srogrcm,

.y G — V. . O i A SR b S W e D WS SR M NS WRe S WO AN MM WS D Eme e R D NP A 4N YR D GRS S GED AU e L UV Gy G LD A — . R D WU WS WSO WES W WD WS N WED W NS WO SN SEA RS G WD M WAD Ve D VD) ey v

NF12 NUM-FPF-12 Number of retitionm-filed offoenmses
rer subdect 12 months after
rodrcm entru.,

NC12 NUM-CS-12 Number of counts suctcined rer
subJdoect 12 montihs after prodgram
, entru.,
NFF NUM-PF Number of retition~-filed offcrmces
Frer subdoct aftor #rogram ontry,
NCS NUM-CE Mumbor of counts sustoined rer

subJdect zfter rrogrem entru.
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NOTE ON MISSING VALUES:?

All micsing vcluec for 5ll vorichlessr coxcert FNS: zre cuded 999,
FM3G has 2 missing valuos code of 99.

NOTE ON EXCLUDED OFFENSES!

EXCEPT IN THE CALCULATION OF FRIDRS come offenmscs of minor note
woro oxcluded inm coleulating ALL measures of recidivism imcluding
of fence coriousnecss., The offomcoe excluded were DRNKy FROL: PROR,
an 3TNAT. Alsc excluded Prom consideration wore addusbad chaordes
RDISF=10., Thece lotter are redundent with the oridinsl charde
records.,

This course of actionm was taken inm diccovering thet come citles
rerareed mane meny minor infractions (o.d.y Frosno) whercoas
others rerortcd veruy fow (c.g.r Haddonfield)., Worce: there
arrecrs to he ¢ differentizcl rerortoge bice betuween comecoricon
arnd trostmont drours on these minor offenses.  Excludinzg them
from 211 reccidivicm mezsurecs rrovides us with o2 more belcrnced
look 3t recidivieom within snd betwoen treoesctment amd comrarison
4Trourc.
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GICTIONARY FOR THE OUTCOME ARCHIVE DATASET

The following dictioncry exrlainms the comtents of the QUTCOME srchiive
datasct in avbroviastod form, This dictionary should bo adecuste for most
rurroses for understeonding the contentc of OUTCOME.

The rurrose of the QUTCOME dcoctaect ic to be the collecting roimt four ALL
varichbles rolevant to the anclusis of the srimaore outcome muesurey recidivier
after New Pridery inm the Neow Fride trecetment grour. No comrperison subidects
aro included in thic set. MNote thot the vorisbtles IO MOT imcludo mossuros ot
client demodgrerhics cnd rrogrecm rroccessess cmrloument or schooling dola. Thir
varizbles will Lo attoched to the OQUTCOME set ac mneded oy amalucsis of the
rrimecry ocutcome mesosure. Rother QUTCOME is reoccerved for thoce voriwutbles
necessary to thoe imitisl dovelorument 3md comtreol of rrogrom oubcome asnslusces
Refcr to the inmitizl c<ectione of the New Fride firmzl rerort Cherter U for
further exrlanastions.

The OUTCOME datacet ic rectricted to those trectment cubdects frum the
seven sites with Follow-ur dats (CHI» FRS»y HADy KC: FEMs FPROV and SFY» havirne
3 dcfimed birth-docte for the ceclculotionm of zde zt rrogram entry (1 subiicct
did not), MOTE: THIS DATASET IS(!) TO RE USED IM THE EVALUATIOM OF THE
FINAL NEW FRIDE QUTCOME MODEL! (This 25 orroscd to the MATCH duostasel fTor
testing diffargoncos botween thoe matched comrarison znd brestmont Zrours,)

ARRR: VARIABLE-NAME: DESCRIFTION?

- e o - - e A B W A - - ans s e . - ——
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CSAF AFTR-CS Whether(1l) or rnot(0) the subdect
recidivatod aftor towrmination from
the New Fride rrogrems. Meccured
by zsustained counts.

cshy DURR~-CS Whether or not the subidect rccidiveoted
during his/her Now Pride exrericnce.
Sustzined countc, Time mecsurcd
betwoern caso-setion~daba and
termination dote.

CEAL ALLR-CS Whothor or not the subdoect rocidivasted
after emntre to Now Pride. Counts
sustasined.,. Tiwe moasured from
case-action-dete. )

G mab WD MR D SR SR WA N S S VRO GYS WS WS WY A WA TS GGG D W A N D M G D WA G G WSS GEp Wi S A g L WEP G M SVD My S e GUR REL GO G e WS M bap GHD SED AN M SN Cmb MO GV M M GBS WOV M MG WP e MW S e S S w me D WS

RECO RECORD Whether{(l) or not(Q) crimincl hictorice
aro availoble on tho subdoct.

(RS T D W T M G NEA R TR LS WA M W T WLS WD D WA W Gn) L AN SED N W VED G M S WS M) CE A G n S W S G S G VDS SER Gl TRG SN FwS D VED Get N WOP GO A GUR W S W WD VER WS W WS S TER VN SN i TED W WS WaR v = -

FFAL ALLR-FF Whether(1l) or mot(0) & retition-filed
offeorise occurrad sfter caso-action-dt

FFAF NFTR-FF Whether or not o ratition~-filod offense
' ' occurred after terminction firom
) New Fride.
FFIDU IURR-PF Whether(l) or rol(0) & retition-filcd
offanse occurrod hetuwsen case-sction-
date and terminction from Ncocw Pride.

NNFS NEW-NFS New Fride <itc lchcle.

cnrT CASE~-ACTION-DT Date of subdect entruy to Mew Fride.

TLT TERMINATION-DATE Date of subdect termination from New Fyide

UFDA UFLATE Last date of subldont fallow-ur (312321,

AGEC AGEC SubJect zgc 2t rrogram cntry.

AGES AGES AGEC sausared for rolunomicl tosts.

FNS FNS Failure ve, Succecs of cubdects determine:
by eoach rrodram 2t termination.

FNS2 ' FNS2 FNS vsrichle with ‘meutrzl’ cotegsurized
subJdects coded wilbh succassos.

D 014 - ——n W Ve s AP wmA S AN SFS e S SR S S WY Ms Gms et AR M GU0 GNP S D IS S WS A Gin D Y My AR AU WAL G GID GAY ES WAL W WD W VAP AP GHN GEP T WG mD W S TR G Sw eme SRS SNV SmE A TEA M A W) A S AP VRN wm e o
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FIOUR FIOUR Progrom durstion in wececks from casc=-octior
date to bLormination-daote.

TTF TIME--FOLLOW-UPR Time in woeks from wagso-sction-dste to
‘ the follow-ur dote (831231).,
T-F TTF-FIOUR The diffeoronce botwesn TTF and PIOUR

rerresenting follow—-ur time after
the subdeocts tormination from New
Fride.,

o wmm WA 4G ST WS GUS G R i S NS GRS WA D Wb AP M G S S Gmy GO e WS O W . W e D wmm A MR M Gpe WA A SRS G MR GRS GAD G MY TmS AN MY ANM NG D D G GED =Np W) S NN e A W N SR A GEN YD e WD M WD 044 SUY AR WA MYS S ew

FHAT FHAT I
FRCS PRCS I
FRFF FRFF I

This crecial bleock of varicblce rerrecccnt INSTRUMENTS of the
variables FDUR; DURR=-CE and OURR-FFs resroctiveluys: sbove, They
are defirned ONLY on the bzcic of the rredictors NNFSs AGEC ond
AGEEZ. Thoy ore unbiazssod estimzstes of the PIOUR ard during rrodram
recidivicm vericblecy to be ueed in cvaslucting the cemtrol
simultencous comronent of the Mew Fride QUTCOME modol,

NOTE ON MISSING VALUES:

All miceing values for zll voriasblee arc coded 9992. Exceort FNS and
FMU2 (codad 99) ond 311 date variobles (coded 0).

NOTE ON EXCLUDED OFFENSES?

All meczurezs of recidiviem exclude the offerncce chordee of drunlencocy
stotus offensess rarole violationms and rrobationm violations. Further
8ll zoddusted offences (DISF ~ 10) are not considered as theou are
redundant with tho offonsos thou were addusted tao.

This course of zction was talken inm diccovering thst come sites

rerorted aonge many minor infractionss whereass others i not.
See further documentotion om this in the MATCH-DICT dictiormery.,
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DICTIONARY FOR THL FROCESS ARCHIVE DATASET

The following dictionsry cxrlzins the contentec of the FROCESS avehiwve
datagel in cbbroviatad forum. This dictionary should he sdeuusto for mocet
purroses for urnderstanding the contemte of FROCESS.

The rurroce of the FROCESE datoset is to hold 31l varisoblceoe mecouring
tho rrocess of obdeoctive srecification (the IISF) through sorvive doliveru
(the SERVICE-DEL). The verizbhlece meccure neede srecificds obdectives setf-ur
to meat thoso newods, gservieco-rlans and servico-deliverios s woll as
obdective urdstes where zvcilable. For thie reccon there cre o lurde numbior
of codas ostaoblished bo meoosure the incidernce of these srecvifivations ang
their concurrernces with ezch other., The datc woc ccoembled from the I18F-
FIRET: QRIG-OXRJUPDATES and ORIG-SD filos inm theo asrchiva. Tiie MICRO macros
ASSEMBLE-SERV, ASSEMELE-IISF ond SMASH-ISD were uwsed to dovelor thic FPROCEERS
rectangular datasetbts. This roctamgulosr sot can be run dircotly with the

BUTCOME dzctccet to determine the imrsct of PROCELS varichles on OUTCOMEw.

ABRR: VARIARLE-NAME? DESCRIFTION:?

- . WD - AR WM S Gms et VS NS W WA W NS SRE GNP e GRS AR NS S W NEG GOS WeS WS MR MM W A TS MNP AR mm Y MNP WP WD M W AR SV SAS WD M W M S SN em S 3 M WS e MEe MM Mas WSS M m Ay St WD 1O M Ml s M s

Thic first cct of verichlee relastec to datsc from the IISF cond the
urdatas to the IISE held in the archive.

NONY - $0BJ-NOYETADIR Number of obdectivee nmot uct gddreosocd
2zs of lact obdovtive uprdste.
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NONF

NORD

REC

CLTN

JEFL

nGsy

IICN

GFCN

FMCN

EFGE

EFG7

SFGé

SFGA

SFG3

$0BJ-NOFROG
$0BJ~REV/DEL

$#0BJ-SUCCESS

REC
CULTEN
JOEFLAC
DIAGSERY

INDCOUN
GRFCOUN
FAMCOUN
SFG8
SFG?7

SFGo

SFG4

SFG3

Number of obdcctivee mo rrosrccs os
of last obduective urdate.

Number of obJdecectives revisccd/deleted
gas of last obdoective urdste.

Number of obdectivee cuccesofully
comrleted a3 of last vbJdective urdste,

Totzl rnumber timee recrcction corvices
#lanned.

Total number timec culturazsl services
rlenned.

Totzl rnumber Job rlcocement scervices
rlamned,

Total number of discgnoclics soervices
rlannied,

Totzl number individucsl counceling
services rlonnad.

Total number grour counseling scorvices
lanned.

Total number fomilu counseling scrvicee
planned,

Total number dencral/cdminictrative
servicos rlanned.

Total number other client scrvices
rlanned.

Totel number emrloument services
«lanned.

Totzl number lecrning diccbhility
gservicoes rlanned.

Totzl number educctiorncl seorvices
planned.

Total number counceling scrvicece rloruned
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SFG2

SFG1

NGF8

NGF7?7

NGFé

NGFS

NGF A

NGF3

NGF2

NGF1

TECD
NECID
TNLS
NNDS

NOER.J

NGC1
NGC2
MGC3
NGC4
NGCS
NGCé6
NGC?7
NGCS8

SFC1
SFC2
SFC3
EFC4
SPCS
EFrCs
SFC7
SFCSe

SFG2

EFG1

NGF8

NGF7

NGFé

NGFS

NGF4

NGF3

NGF2

NGF1

TESCD
$#SCODES

TNDE
¥NEEDS

$+0BJECTIVES

NGC1
NGC2
NGC3
NGC4
NGCS
MGCé4
NGC?7
NGCS8

SFC1
SFC2
SFC3
SFC4
SFCS
SFCé
SFC?7
SFC8

Totasl number cacecworl services rlonncd.’
Totsl mumber intake cervices rlonnced.

Total number of trancrortotion meeds
identified.

Totzl number of ledsl rnecds iderntifTied.

Totzl number of emrloument mecdc
identificd.

Total riumber of cducctiorn mecds
identified,

Total number of rhusiccl rmocds
idermtified,

Total riumber of cocicl necde identitvicd:

Totel rnumber of emotiomzsl develarment
rmecds identifizd.

Total number of family needs identificd,

Totsl number of schices rlonned,
Totzl number of TYFES of services wlaﬁnc
Totzl rumber of nccde idcﬁtified. |
Total number TYFES of nceds identificd.

Totel mumber of obdectives srecificd.

ime———— > Q/1 codes for MGF1
fm—————— * throush NGFS8

jmmm—=e Q/1 codos for SPG1
= —— » throwugh SFGE




FMCC
GrFCC
Incce
nGgsc
JEFC
CLTC

RECC
TIME
SUCR

Suco

D - - D g - WD T S ey b CHE e D D CED PP A G WD TED A AN D D A S D N D IS W um D D M R D SN SR W D S M s G B G T W) ) mel Y G NER WO D ) R ED e G S A M S

EREC

SCUL

SJFC

SpIn
gIC

FMCC

GFCC

InCC

nGsc
JEFC
CLTC

RECC

TIME-S~L

SUCRAT

SUCODE

IISFEVER

Thic cecond cct of verichles are

extrasctod from
SREC

SCUL
SJORFLAC

ELIAG

sic

CRIG~-SID.
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Family Counmseling (G/1) Nufucso.

Grour Counseling (0/1) Nuiwes,
Individual Counceling (0/1) Nofucsy.

Diadrnostice Flannmed (0/1) Nojues.

Job Flacemcnt Flammed (0/1) Nojuce,

Culturzl cenrichment rlanncd (0/1) Nofucc

Recreation rleonned (Q/1) Noifucs.

Time im weeks from first ctoffing to
last ovaluation date.

Ratio of number successful Lo number of
total obdevectives rlanned.

Fartitiored rzcticc of sucececes where

‘\

¢+ 0.0 to 0.333

¢ 0,334 to 0.466
v 0.687 to 1.000

Whether (1) or not (Q) on IISF is
savzoilable on esch subdoct.

from the cervice deliverye dots

Number recrestioncl scrvices delivered.

Number culturzcl crarichment services
delivered.,

Mumber of Job rloccment ccrvices
delivered.

Number of dicdnoctic services delivoree

Number individuzsl counceling corvices
delivered,




SGC SGC Number drour counccling scervicces
delivorod,

SFC SFC Number fzocmily counseling ccrvices
delivered.,

NCIC NCIC Number cricic intervention services
delivored.,

NUFC NUFC Number unrlocrnrned counceling cervices
delivered.

NFLC NFLC Number rlanned coﬁnsclinc cervices
delivered,

SNGS SIGe i

SnG?7 SIG7 i

SDGé SDGe& )

SDGS SIGS jm————- » Mumber of sorvices within TYFES
SnG4 SIIG4 j=————— » (Sce defs. for TYFES stiove.)
Sug3 SnG32 i

SnGg2 SnGz2 i

_BLG1 ~ 8BIG1 . i

TORC TOTREC Totcl durction rccorcation scorvices

delivered.

TOCL TOTCULTEN Totzl duration cultursl ecrvices
: delivered.

TOJF TOTJORFPLAC Total durstion Job rlucemont servicue
delivered.

TOIA TOTRING Total duration dicdnostic services
delivered,

TTIC TOTIC Totzcl durstion individucl counseling
servitces deliverced.

TTGC TOTGC Totel duraztion grour counrmceling corvicec
delivered,

TDFC TGTFC Totzl durastion family counseling
services delivored.

TOCC TORCIC Total durastion ericis interverntion
services delivercd.
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TOUC
TOFC

TIRE
TOR7
TORS.
TIURS
TDR4
TIOR3
TOR2
TOR1

NIAT
INFR

NATT

SnC1
sngz
Sne3
gncs
SDCS
SICs
snez
snce

SFCC
esce
SICC
SDIC

sJCcC

TORUPC

TORFLC

TORS
TOR?
TIR&
TIRS
TOR4
TIOR3
TOR2
TIR1

NINFRATT
INFR
NATT
NERV
NNAT

NIFR

_DTRS

SoC1
SnCc?2
SICc3
SLC4
SnCcs
STCs
sSucz
SiCcse

EFCC

€GCC

gIcC

snIcC

sJcC

Totzl durgction unrlonned counseling
services delivered.

Totzl durctionm rlonrmed councscling
garvicos delivored.

i

i

i

lrme———— » Totel Duration of seorvice TYPEE
i=e———— » (8eco defs. for TYPES 3bove.)

i

i

i

Number of cll corvicees alteonded in revuac
Number of 51l in rercom corvices ol ferec

Number of 211 cervices cllended,
Number of cll cervices terndored.
Number of 2ll services not sttondoed.
Number of cll servicezs mot in rercon.

Number of 3511 servicees with mude wther.

jew—w—— » Sorvice doliveorics coded 0/1,
jmmm——— » (TYPES exrlaincd cliove.)

Family counceling 0/1s No/uce.
Grour counccling 0/15 No/ues.
Individuzl councseling 0/1; No/ues,
Diagnostics 0/1s No/ucs.

Job slacement 0/1r No/ucc.




sCLC
ERCC
CFLC
curC

CCic

SVER

C1

£é

C7

SCLC Cultural enrichment 0/1s No/ucs.

SRCC Recreztion 0/1r No/uves,

CFLC | Flanned counccling 0/1s No/uvec.

CUFC Unrlznnced counseling 0/1s Nu/uce.

CCcIcC Crisis intervention counseling 0/1s No/:
SDELEVER Whether (

)

1) or mot (0) service delivery
records 3rras

r for the subkrdoct.

NOTE The recrcation and culturcl cervicece are concidered erronwrouc
confoundars to the TYPES of services inm which btheu erroar
{(Grour 73 Dther client servicee), BSo thew z2re cubitroccted frow
tho counts and codes For thab turoe (i,0.5 SFG7,8PFC7:8DG780C7) .
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The following codec measure the concurrence beotweecn scervices rlanncd

on the IISF and services rerorted o5 delivered on Lihe SERVICE--DEL

formc., Two tures of codes zre of mador concerns 1. Corncurrence cotes
measury whothoar 3 sorvice rlanned was actuslle deolivered, 2, Unrlanned-
Ilelivered codec mecsure whether cervices were delivered

which wor2 unrlanned.,

g1 0/1 Concurrence code TYRE 3! Intake
sctivitizss.

c2 0/1 Concurrence cude TYPE 20 Caoce
work geoctivities.

C3 0/1 Concurrcrnce code TYPE 3¢ loumsclinzg
activities.

C4 0/1 Concurrence coruc TYFE 4! Educction
activitiaes,

] 0/1 Corncurrence code TYPE Si Learming
disabled 2ducetion sctivitics.

Cé 0/1 Concurrcence code TYFPE 6! Farluvment
activities.

c?7 0/1 Concurrence code TYPE 70 (Other
cliznt sorvices.,
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Cs8

GCOR

UFD1
UrDn2
UFD3
UF L4
UFDS
UFPDé
UrPLD7
Urng

GUFD

GDS

IERE

CFMC

UFDF

CGPC

UFrDG

cinc

UPDI

CuGgce
urne
ChJE

UFJR

cs

GCOR

UFD1
Upn2
UFD3
UrnD4
UPLS
Urné
UrD?
Urne

GUFD

Gos

GFS

DEREADTH

CFMC

UFDF

CGHC

UFrDG

Cinc

UFDI

cnGe
Urne
CnJe

UrJE
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0/1 Concurrence code TYFE 83
Admimistrastiveo sorvices.

Generzl correrondencc codos Sum of
Ci1 throudgh C8.

-,

jemmmm==% 0/1 Unplanned=-dolivered codes.
jwm———— > (TYPES 3¢ listed for Cl-»CE.)

Gernercl unmrlenned-delivered caded  Sum
of UFD1 throuzh UFLDE.

Ereadth of delivercd servicec! Mumber
of differont tureos of sorvicos daliver
Erezcdth of rlocrnned ccorvicues: Numbcr of
different tures of sweevicoas crlannaed,
GFS - GIS.

0/1 concurrcnce fomiluy counseling.

0/1 unrlarnncd-dclivered fomily counoseli

0/1 corcurrence STOUFR counceling.,
0/1 unrlznned-delivered grour counselir
0/1 concurrcnce individuel counscling.

0/1 unrlanned-declivered individuszl
counseling.

0/1 concurrence diadnousticso.
0/1 unrlanned-delivered dicgnostics.
0/1 concurrence Job rlacement.

0/1 unrlenned-delivered Job rlacement .




CCOR

CUFrRI

CGIS
CGFS
CIOER

IEERO

NOTE

CCOR

CUrL

CGIE
CGFS
COBREADTH

ISROTH

ON MISSING VALUES:

A1l miccimg voluees orc coded 999 EXEEFT for thece few excortions:
Al)l duration varisbles oro missing codod 929997. Tha varisbles
NCIC:s NUFCs znmd NFLC arc miscing coded 99999,

Gernerzl counscling corrcsrondence
codoa?! Sum of CFMC.CGPC,CIDC.

Germercl coupceling unrlenncd-declivered
codat Sum of UFPLOF,UPLG,UFRDRI.

Ereadih of delivcrcd cournceling scorvicee
Brezcdth of rleonned counscling services.
CGFS ~ CGIS.

Whether (1) or rmot (0) subidect hoe BOTH
IISF z2nd zorvico deolivar information.

p
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DICTIONARY FOR THE SCHOOLRECT ARCHIVE DATASET

The following dictionary exrlsins the contente of the ECHOOLRECT orohive
dstasot in obhreviagtoed form. This dictionary chould e asdoguetz for most
rurroses for underctonding theo contenmte of SCHOOLRECT.

The rpurrose of the SCHOOLRECT detoeet ic to ceoccomodate ALl relevont
schoolinmg variasbles, draown from ALL sourcess Lo be ucod im thoe analusis of
QUTCOMEs omong New Fride treztment rrogdrome. The datacct ic ruvely
rectangular and i4 restricted to thoso subdoets with schooling information
matched to the QUTCOME dotzcet’e cubdeoctce. (Sce the OQUTCOME-DICT for more
informostion on tho steicturos osrrluing to this sneluszis.) SUHUOQLRECT mavw
be directly runm sdzinct the vorichbles rresented in OUTCOME.

ARBR: VARIARLE~-NAME? DESCRIFTION:
CLID CLIENT-1ID Client identificr.
SCHA SCHAFT Whether{(2) or mot(l) schooling wos

continued sfter Mow Fride.

ATTN ATTNFE Whether(2) or rot(l) the Npw Pride
schual was asttamdod.

e O T G T A S SAR WP WS SN AR MRS O AN M S G YR EED NmS N GV AN GAS WA AR e WO A P M e NS WY NP P AL mAR M WD MU W M S VD VS GML M SN MR G el S W e WL A FEP amp W WP NS Y e SMD M D S e 4w aum b W
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AATT
ADIIUR
'ABEF
DAFT
IUR
DEEF

- PARR
- PARD

FARN

AAFT
ADUR
ABREF
DAYSAFT
DAYEDUR
DAYSREF

FARREF
FARDUR

FARAFT

Number of douc rrogram asfter

New Fride.

absent in

Number of daus cbosent in rrodrom during

New Fride.,

Number of dcus a2bsent im rrogrom befoure
New Fride.
Number of total daouc im cchool in rrodgrom

aftor Neow Fride.

Number of totsl dous inm school in rrodraom

S - - S M N D R GO g D W W s et G NS D WIS YOS WSS wee GRS N We S A CES MID W SR G AR S WD MR GED AN e Amm e G W L WSS W W M) W O MES N WMy AT WME D WD NI WD S NS W M S I GEm am e emw

GFAF
GFIR
GFBF
RAFT
RDUR
RBEF

RRCD

"ROCD

RACD

GFAAFT
GFADUR
GFAREF
RSNAFT

RSNIWUR
RENREF

REEFCOIDE

ROURCODE

RAFTCODE

NOTE? The comrlction
rrecuding ragson for

codee
Prograg

during New FPride.
Number of totsl dous in school in rrodrom
before Now Fride.
Froerortion abceonecee in rrosram before.
Frorortion checrmecs in rrodrom during,
Frorortioun cbecmece in rrodrom cftoer,
GFA.in rrodram cfter New FPride.
GFA in rrodrom during New Fride.
GFA in rrogram before Necw Pride.
Reason for rrogrom terminstion asfter NP,
Reason for rrodgrcm terminslion during NF.

Reasbn for rrogram terminction befoare NP,
Whether subdcet comrleted (1) or did not
comrlote(0) rrodgram betoros MFP. (Comrlotic
defined ac obtzinminmg GEIyY comrleting
Frogdramy dSrodustion, ahe.)
Whether cubdect comrlceled (1) or did nout
comrlete prodgram during NF,

Whether subdect comrletcd (1)
comrlote program aftar MP.

or did not

zre ¢imrle caedimges for the three

m toerminction codes.,

- D - —— G T W= D 3o i At P W N WS W ems D D SR NPE S AR SED MM Gl VAR W AP G VS NS MR VP SEA SHE m WS e A SHe D W S NES AR MM GNP SN S G S B W M TGS ARD S S N A W N WS S WS St mE So TAE v wm

\




PAFT FRGAFT Scaled rrodress cocie for ccohool
rperfarmance in reondram afbtor NF.

FIOUR PRGIIUR Scaled rrogrecs coude for cchool
rerformancg in rrodrom during NP,

FEREF FRGEEF Sceled prodgresc code for cchool
rerformance in wroazZram beforo NP,

GAFT GRALEAFT Grade of cubdect inm rrogrem ofler RNF.

GIIUR GRALIEDUR Grade of cubdect in rrogrcm dauring NE.

GEEF GRADEREF Grade of cubdect im rrogram beforc Ni.

SLIR SCHOOL-LIKE Sezled libkinmdg for cchool zL entrue Lo NF,

i=0lon’t 1like. S=Like vory much.
WAED WANT-EDIUC Scaled deccire for cchooling 2t NM entru,

1=Iror out. 7=fFraofossional dodree.

EXED EXFECT-EDUC E€caled schoolinmg curcctltoncies at_NP
. entry., (Codes os for WAED.)

- - (S0 I WD Y A G . S . W G A SWS I Al WS N S U e} W W A M M N A UGN GYR G I G NI D GAD e e VD GRG CEN WAL OFY WD M D WO TS GES WM M TR WDS N W M A R WY M N R O e s Kas -

FESC FEELS-SCH Have feelings zhout school chonged ot
it from rrozron? (l1-:m02 2=ups)

LISC LIKE~-SCHOOL €eczled liking for ceoctiool ot exit frowm NF
Codad 35 for SLIK agbove.

EDWA EDUC-WANTS Sczled decire for schooling ot NP cexidts
Codad as for WAEDR cbove,

CHEN CHNC-EI-NOW Ferceived chancece for scheooling ot exit
from MF. (2=imprrovodrs 1=Mo imrrovod)

KFPST KEYMFOST . Keumzth Fost—-test row scurcec.

KFRE KEYMFRE Keymsth Fre-tcet raw scorcs.
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KGAN KEYMGAIN Kewmoth Geoim rocw ccores.,

FTWD FOSTWD Woodecock Foct-test row scorco.

FRWD FREWD Woodcock Fre-test raw scorce.

WOGN WOBAIN Woodcoclk Gain raw ccorcs.

I1Q3S IRESCORES ’ WAIS/WISC-R Full Scale IG scorec
residuslized by test difforeonces.

WTAS WRTARSCR WRAT Arimetic raw cub-score.

WTRS WRTRDSCR WRAT Reeding faw SUR=5COTC.,

WTSS WRTEFPLSCR WRAT Srelling raw cub~ccore,

LDISF DISFARITY Hiffercrnece WAED - EXEL. Lergor volues

indicatos drozter dicsrarity between
wante agnrnd exrectorncies for education,.

NOTE ON MISSING VALUES!:

All missing veslues orc dencrslly coded 999. Howevers zeroc ore usod
for missicg vwslucs on the variasbles GRADEREF: GRADEOUR; GRADEAFT =nd
99s are uced for the vorisblee PRGAFT: PRGDUR:s FRGREF»y RSNREF: RUNDUKR:s
REMAF Ty (UAYSAFT: GFANFT,;DAYSIURs GFADUR. DAYSBEF: and GFAREF.
Additionallwy zeros ore uced for the voricblee SLIK: WAED: EXEDs FECCy
L.ISC, ENUWA, and CHEN.
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APPENDIX B

FIRST ORDER RELATIONS BETWEEN CLIENT BACKGROUND AND
PROGRAM PROCESS VARIABLES AND TERMS OF THE
BASIC OUTCOME MODEL

On the following pages are tabled the partial correlations of the client
background and program process variables with the four endogenous'terms of the
basic outcome model, program duration, recidivism during New Pride, client
success, and recidivism after New Pride. For each partial correlation with each
dependent measure prior terms of the basic outcome model are covaried. The
endogenous terms of the basic outcome model with their respective covariates

are listed here:

Term Covariates
Program Duration New  Pride site dummy
variables

Age variables (linear and
quadratic)

Recidivism During New Pride
Recidivism During New Pride New  Pride site dummy
' variables

Age variables (linear and
quadratic)

Program Duration
Client Success New  Pride site dummy
variables

Age variables (linear and
quadratic)

Recidivism During New Pride
Program Duration
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Recidivism After New Pride New  Pride site dummy
variables

Age variables (linear and
quadratic)

Recidivism during New Pride
Program Duration
Client Success

Time to Follow-up

The reader should be aware that for three of the four dependent measures

these procedures are not clearly appropriate. For the measure of program
duration the procedures are appropriate. The dependent measures of client
success, recidivism during New Pride, and recidivism after New Pride are all
dichotomous, and should be analyzed using linear-logistic procedures. ‘However,
for efficiency these measures were treated in the way described in this appendix.
For this reason all the reported partial correlations below are significant to
p<.10, a rather liberal significance level. Knowing that wultimately the
significant terms will be appropriately tested with conservative significance
tests, it was decided to err toward allowing more variables into the analysis at
this point. Where no partial correlation is reported the correlation was non-

signiﬂcanvt (p>.10).
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 Table?
First Order Partial Correlations of Client Baciground and
Program Process Variables with Yariables of

the Outcome Model

Program Duration Recidivism During Client Success Recidivism After
N beta N

Variable (Abbreviation) beta beta N beta N
Client Backgrounds
Ethnicity (RACE)* 1325 929 1263 916
Father's Education (SCHD) 0843 536
Mother's Employinent (EM) .0880 301 0759 793
Gender (SEX) -.0606 930 -.0891 930 0753 917 -.0740 917
Job/Education Chaiices {JEDC) ' .0885 685
Restitution (REST) .0846 797
Treatment of Other Siblings (OTSB) -.0815 620
Drug/Alcohol Problems (CDUD) -.0614 729
Friends in Trouble with Law (TRLW) -.0678 712 .
Number of Teachers Interested (TRCN) 0751 562
Detention (DET) -.0608 609
Assigned Supervision (ASUP) -.0972 930
Assigned Vocational Training (AVOC) -.0940 930
How Often Punished (HOFP) 0852 668
Family Drug/Alcohol Problems (DRAL) -.0660 737
Life Satisfaction (SALI) 0792 717
Family Residence (FRES)* L0943 315
Receiving AFDC (AFDC) L1190 804
Number in House (NIH) .0846 815
Employment

Job at Entry (JBNW) L0973 947 -.0622 733
Wage Before New Pride (BWNP) -.0858 508
Wage During New Pride (DWNP) : .0761 598
Job Pertormance During (DPER) 433 326 -.1170 319
Numnber Jobs During (NDUR) . .08938 508
Had Job Before New Pride (JBEF) -.4104 517 -,0781 508
Number Jobs Before New Pride (NBEF) -.1106 517 -.0781 508 .
Job Before More Than 10 Days Long (JBIQ) -.1104 517 -.0781 508
Job During More Than 10 Days Long (3D 10) -.1197 517 0723 508
Job Type on Exit From New Pride (NJOB) 1055 468
Job Chances at Exit (JBCC) L1095 452
Times Fired During New Pride (NFDU) -.1180 386
Other Wage Source During (DWOT) -.0830 517 .0838 508
Job at Exit (Whether or not) (STIL) .1388 523
Job During (Whether or Not) (JDUR) -.0898 517 -.0845 508
Job Ever (JOBE) 1014 824
Before Wage Source CETA (BWCT) -.092% 517
Before Wage Source Employer (BWEM) -.0909 517
During Job Attendance (DATT) L1270 326
During Wage Source CETA (DWCT) -.0927 517

*  These variables are categorical. Reported coefficients are multiple correlation coefficients.
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Program Duration Recidivism During Client Success Recidivism After
N beta N

Variable (Abbreviation) beta beta N beta N
Schooling
Attend New Pride School (ATTN) -.0886 719 0671 719
Like Schoal (LISC) .0825 470
Intelligence Quotient (IQS) L0975 627 -.0854 627
WRAT Arithmetic Subscore (WTAS) .0918 514 -.1168 574
WRAT Reading Subscore (WTRS) 0763 577 .0300 577
Like School (After-Before) (DLIK) .0859 434
Days School Attended During (DDUR) 4016 592 .0693 592 L0744 584
School Program Completed 8efore (RBCD) .1081 727 .0906 719
School Program Completed During (RDCD) 4519 727 .1303 719
Keymath Post Te:t Score (KPST) .0896 352
Keymath Pre Test Score (KPRE) L0646 690 ' L0945 683
Woodcock Pre Test Score (PRWD) L0692 694
WRAT Spelling Subtest (WTSS) L0798 666
Proportion Absences Before (PTB) -.0841 406
Proportion Absences During (PTD) 0729 728
School Progress During (PGDR) -.1162 621
Expected Education Level (EXED) .0666 749
Wanted — Expected Level Education (DISF) -.0725 743
Program Process
Emotional Needs (NGP2) : 0702 759 .0638 749
Number Cultural Services (SCUL) L1613 886 .0568 749
Job Placement Services (SJPC) 2294 836 ~.0629 749
Unplanned:Deliverad Intake Services (UPDI) -06385 749
Planned:Delivered Job Placements (CDJB)  .0769 738 -.0621 749
Diagnostic Services (DGSV) 0910 749
Farnily Counseling Services (FMCN) -.0898 749
Legal Needs (number) (NGP7) .0620 749
Family Relationship Needs (Yes/No) (NGC1) -.0916 749
Intake Services Delivered (Yes/No) (SPC1) 0885 799
Family Ccunseling Services Delivered
(Yes/No) (FMCC) 0708 759 -.0826 749
Diagnostic Services Delivered (Yes/No) (DGSC) .108% 739
Planned Counseling Services Delivered
(Yes/No) (NPLC) 3408 336 L0649 375
Individual Counseling Services Delivered
(Yes/No) (SIC) 3217 386 .0708 875
General Services (Number) (SDG8) 0679 386 431 875
Counseling Services (Number) (SDG3) T.a725 386 .0676 375
Case Work Services (Number) (SDG2) 1776 386 .0895 875
Case Work Services (Yes/No) (SDC2) .1291 336 0565 875
General Services (Yes, No) (SDC3) L0799 875
Unplanned: Delivered Cther Services
(Number) (UPD?7) 0666 728
Unplanned: Delivered General Services
(Number) (UPD8) .0853 728
Correspondence of Unplanned:Deliverad
Services (GUPD) . . .1269 738 0776 728
Planned:Delivered Family Counseling .
Services (Yes/No) (CFMC) .0636 738 -.0759 728
Planned:Dalivered Individual Counseling '
Services {Yes/No) (CIDC) L0695 733 .0663 728
Difference Planned-Dellvered Services .
(DBRE) -.1612 738 -.0664 728
Number Successful Objectives (NOSU) .1082 414
Individual Counseling Planned Services
(IDCN) .0825 © 759
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Program Duration

Recidivism During
beta

Client Success

Recidivism After

Variable (Abbreviation) beta~ M ta beta
Program Progress (continued)
Planned Counseling Services (Number)

(SPG3) .0981 759
Transpoctation Needs (Number) (NGP3) .0631 759
Legal Needs (Number) (NGP?) 0676 759
Physical (Health) Needs (Number) (NGP4) L0695 759
Total Planned Services (TSCD) .0693 739
Number of Types Planned Services (NSCD)  .0797 759 .0743 759
Total Needs Planned (TNDS) 0698 759
Number of Types Planned Needs (NNDS) .0736 759 .0797 759
Number of Objectives Specitied (NOBJ) 0737 7539
Employment Needs (Yes/No) (NGC8) .0991 759
Legal Needs (Yes/No) (NGC?) 0822 759
Transportation Needs (Yes/No) (NGC3) .0782 759
Planned Counssling Services (Yes/No)

(SPC3) 0658 759
Planned Employment Services (Yes/No)

(SPC§) .1008 759
Planned Other Services (Yas/No) (SPC7) L7220 759
Job Placement Services Planned (Yes/No)

(JBPC) . .0636 759
Number Delivered Crisis Intervention

Services (NCIC) L1371 336
Number Delivered Unplanned Counseling

Services (NUPC) L2294 336
Recreational Services Delivered (Number)

(SREC) .1612 336
Diagnostic Services Delivered (Number)

(SDIA) JA581 386

" Group Counseling Services Deliverad (Number) )

(5GC) .2298 836
Family Counseling Services (Number) (SFC) .1104 836
Legal Services Delivered (Number) (SDG7)  .0755 836
Employment Services Delivered (Number)

(SDG8) .2822 336
Learning Disabilities Services Delivered

{Number) (SDG5) .0853 336
Education Services (Number) (SDG¥4) 1562 886
Intake Services (Number) (SDG1) .1528 836
Total Number In-Person Services Attended

(NIAT) .2912 886
Total Number Services (NSRV) .3188 886
Counseling Services Deliverad (Yes/No)

(SDC3) 1291 836
Education Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(SDC#) 3109 386
Learning Disabilities Services Delivered

(SDCS) 1670 836
Employment Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(SDCS6) .l204 836
Other Client Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(SDC7) .3331 886
General Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(SDC3) .1033 336
Family Counseling Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(SFCC) 1147 836
Group Counseling Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(sGco) .2003 836
Individual Counseling Services Delivered

(Yes/Noj (SICC) .2962 886
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Prograra Duration Recidivism Ducing Client Success Recidivism After
N beta

Yariable (Abbreviation) beca N beta N beta N
Program Progress (continued)

Job Placement Services Delivered {Yes/No)

(sacc) L3073 886
Cultural Services Delivered (Yes/No)

(S5CLC) .2066 386
Recreational Services Dellvered (Yes/No)

(SRCC) . .2255 886
Planned Counseling Sessions (Yes/No)

(CPLC) 3169 836
Unplanned Counseling Sessions (Yes/No)

(CUPC) .2796 886
Crisis Interventions (Yes/No) (CCIC) L1153 336

Planned:Delivered Counseling (Yes/No) (C3) .0819 738

Planned:Delivered Education Services
(Yes/No) (C4) L0663 738

Planned:Delivered Employment Services (Yes/No)
(Cs) L1872 738

Planned:Deliverad Other Services (Yes/No)
(C7) 0895 738

General Correspondence Planned:Delivered
Services (GCOR) L1530 738

Unplanned:Delivered Case Work Services
(Yes/No) (UPD2) 0676 738

Unplanned:Delivered Education Services
(Yes/No) (UPD4) .0828 738

Unplanned:Delivered Learning Disabled
Services (Yes/No)} (UPD3) 0764 738

Unplanned:Delivered Employment Services
(Yes/No) (UPD6) L0646 733 -.0666 733

. Unplanned:Delivered General Services
(Yes/No) (UPDS) J0997 738

General Correspondence Unplanned:Delivered
Services (GDS) .238 733

Unplanned:Delivered Group Counseling
Services (Number) (UPDG) .1032 733

Unplanned Dalivered Job Placement Services
(Number) (UPJB) .2356 738

General Correspondence Unplanned:Delivered
Services(GDS) 1072 738

Breadth of Delivered Counseling Services
(CGDS) 1350 733

Ratio of # Successful/# Objectives (SUCR) .1906 759 -.0949 759
Coding SUCR Ratio ( .33, .66, .00) (SUCQ) .2009 759 -.1009 759

Breadth of Planned-Delivered Services
(CDBR) -.1260 738

Numbes Recreational Services (SREC) -.0675 3836
Breadth of Planned Services (GPS) .0703 738

Client Exit

How Helipful New Pride (NPHP) -.0846 422
Place Now Living (NLVG)* 1007 459
Personal Gains from New Pride (PEGA)* L1315 419
Program Helped Find Place to Stay (PLST) ) .0954 401
Glad Came to New Pride (GCAN) 0876 411 -.1098 11
Number Teachers Interested in Client (TCIN) L0855 419

Overall Quality of New Pride Help (HEQU) L1024 422

Did Counseling Services Help? (CNSL) .1o5¢ 402

Did New Pride Provide Job Preparation? (JOPR) .1038 402

Did New Pride Provide Job Placement? (JBTR) .0861 403

Did New Pride Help You Feel Better? (FBRS) L1137 404 .
Did New Pride Help You Leave Home? (LVHM) L1008 401

General Helpfulness of New Pride (GHEL) L1054 503

How Much Staff Support? (STSU) .1828 399

General Satisfaction With New Pride (GSAT) 0929 399

Do You Have Remaining Problems? (REPR) -d1484 413

* These variables are categoriéal. Reported coefficients are multiple rorrelation cocfficients, ’ .
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APPENDIX C

STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSES OF FOUR ENDOGENOUS
TERMS OF THE BASIC OUTCOME MODEL

The following four tables present the results of the stepwise regressions of
each of the four dependent measures from the basic outcome model. All
potential predictors from the table presented in Appendix B are entered into
these regressions. The entry criterion on each step of the regression procedure
allowed variables into the regression model when their partial correlation with
the dependent measure was significant at p <.10. Each regression model was
endowed with a fixed set of covariates, the prior terms of the basic outcome
model. These fixed terms are listed in Appendix B and not shown in the
following tables.

Each table presents three sets of information from the stepwise
regressions. First, the top portion of each table presents the terms entered into
each analysis, their B-coeifficients, t-statistics, degrees of freedom and
probabilitiy levels. Note that each of the entered terms is a significant
predictor independent of every other. Second, the middle portion of the table

presents the missing value variables necessary to control for the pattern of

missing values found in the entered independent variables (top of table). Where
the number of missing value variables is less than the number of independent
variables tested, the patterns of missing values in two or more variables are
completely identical. Note that the coefficients for all the variables presented
include the controls for missing value patterns. Third, at the bottom of each
table, where they occur in the data, each potential simultaneous variable is
examined. For each potential simultaneous factor, its partial correlation with
the dependent measure, given all previously identified covariates in the table, is
presented with its significance level.

Once again it should be noted that these procedures are applicable only to
the endogenous measure of program duration. For the other measures,
recidivism during New Pride, client success and recidivism after New Pride,
linear-logistic procedures are more appropriate. The final analyses of the data

will be performed using these more appropriate procedures.
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Table 8

Recidivism After New Pride

(N =917)
Variable (Abbreviation) B t df P
Place to Stay (PLST) .118 1.91 1 <.I0
Cultural Services Delivered (SCUL) .009 2.46 [ <.05
Job Placement Services Delivered (SJPC) -.013 -2.28 I <.05
Unplanned Intake Services Delivered (UPDI) -.082 -1.81 I <.l0
Planned:Delivered Job Placements (CDJB) -.153  -1.93 1 <.10
Attend New Pride School (ATTN) .083 1.84 [ <.10
WRAT Arithmetic Score (WTAS) -.009 -2.52 1 <£.05
Wage on Job Before New Pride (BWNP) -.611  -1.91 1 <.l0
Number Jobs During New Pride (NDUR) .068 2.35 I <.05
Mother's Employment (EM) .071 2.16 I <.05
Father's Education (SCHD) .04l 2.47 1 <.05
Place Living at Program Exit (NLVG) (NL1) .034 1.92 2 (.05
. (NL2) -.063
Gender (SEX) -.129 -2.33 <.05
Ethnicity (RACE) (RACI1) .078 2.93 < .05
{(RAC2) -.008

Missing Value Covariates:

(MPLS) -.038 -.64 1 ns.

(MATT) .062 1.30 1 N.S.

(MWTA) -.018  -.51 I nes.

(MEM) -.029 -.59 i N.S.

(MSCD) -.041 -1.17 1 n.s.

(MNLI) 077 1.33 1 ns.
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Table 2

Client Success
(N =917)
Variable (Abbreviation) B t df P
Number Legal Needs (NGP7) .010 2.19 1 <.05
Family Needs (Yes/No) (NGC1) -.075 -2.73 1 <.05
Diagnostic Services (Yes/No) (DGSC) 459 2,50 1 <.05
Number General Services (SDG3) .043 3.16 1 <.05
Completion School Program Before (RBCD) -.312  -2.00 1 (.05
Completion School Program During (RDCD) .131 3.91 1 <.05
Keymath Pretest Score (KPRE) .001 2.52 1 <.o0s
Times Fired From Employment During (NFDU)  -.085 -2.02 1 <.05
Other Source of Wage During (DWOT) .152 2.05 1 <.05
Job/Education Chances Perceived at Entry
{(JEDCQ) 042 2,25 1 <.05

Restitution Ordered at Entry (Yes/No) (REST)  -.062 -2.16 1 <.05
Gender (SEX) .089 2.11 1 <.o05
Missing Value Covariates

(MKPR) .062 2.00 I <.05

(MNFD) 074 2.02 1 <.05

(MDWO) -.119  -3,07 1 £.05

(MIDC) -.063 -2.05 1 <.05

(MRST -.024 -.60 1 nas

Simultaneous Variablesl
Variable (Abbreviation) Partial Correlation P
Perceived Job Chances at Exit (JBCC) .1328 <.05
Still Employed at End of New Pride (STIL) .0524 .S,
Job Ever (JOBE) .0912 .05
Perceived Staff Support (STSU) 1914 < .05
Client has Remining Problems at Erd (REPR) ~.0743 n.s.
Program Helped Client Leave Home (LVHM) 1146 <.05
Perceived General Satisfaction with Program
(GSAT) L1143 {.05

1 Independently tested against background of above model.
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Table 10

Program Duration
(N = 930)
Variable (Abbreviation) B t df P
School Program Completion Before Program
(RBCD) 22,475 3.25 1 <.05
Job at Program Entry (Yes/No) JBNW) 774 2.38 1 <.05
Job Before New Pride (Yes/No) (JBEF) -16.282 -3.93 1 .05
Other Siblings Treated Same in Family
{Yes/No) (OTSB) -3.252 -2.32 1 <.05
Number Teachers Interested in Client
(TRCN) 352 2.06 1 .05
Number Objectives Specified at Entry
(NOBJ) 216 366 1 <.05
Missing Value Covariates:
(MRBC) 3.318 2.17 1 <.05
(MJIBN) -2.814  -1.54 1 ns.
(MJIBE) -15.921 -14.97 1 <£.05
(MOTS) -1.7%82  -1.21 I ns.
(MTRC) b.154 .95 I ns.
(MNOB) -11.668 -7.85 1 <.05
Simultaneous Variables !
Variable (Abbreviation) Partial Correlation P
School Program Completion During Program
(RDCD) .3255 < .05
Days Attended School During Program (DDUR) .0335 ns.
Progress in School Program During {PDUR) .0000 ns.
Number of Services Delivered (NSRU) .2659 < .05
Number of Counseling Services Delivered (SDG3) 3372 { .05
Unplanned Counseling Services (Yes/No) (CUPC) 2964 { .05
Number Unplanned Counseling Services (NUPC) .1769 < .05
Planned:Delivered Education Services (Yes/No)
((o1)] .0000 ns.
Number Group Counseling Services Delivered
(sGC) L1834 <.05
Planned:Delivered Employment Services (C6) .0000 n.s.
Delivered Counseling Services (Yes/No) (SDC3) .2505 <.05
Breadth of Delivered Counseling Services
(CGDS) .0000 n.s.
Delivered Employment Services (Yes/No) (SDC6) .2565 { .05
Coded Proportion Successful Objectives (SUCO) .0000 ns.
Job Placement Services Delivered (Yes/No)
(s3CC) .2086 £ .05

i Independently tested against background of above model.
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Table 11

Recidivism During New Pride

(N =930)
Variable (Abbreviation) B t df P
Number Needs Specified at Entry (NNDS) .009 2.35 1 <.05
Disparity of Desires — Expectancies

Education (DISP) -.027 -1.96 1 <.lo
Gender (SEX) ~-. 189 -=3.29 1 <£.05
How Often Client Punished at Home Before

(HOFP) .045 2.51 1 <.05
Life Satisfaction (SALI) .038 1.93 1 <.10
Family Receives AFDC (AFDC) ‘ .096 2.69 1 <.05
Ethnicity (RACE) RACI .073 2.43 2 <.05

RAC?2 -.029
Missing Value Covariates:
(MNND) . .001 .02 ] N.S.
(MDIS) -.017 -.19 1 N.S.
(MHOF) .050 .78 ! NSe
(MSAL) ~-.009 -.10 1 n.s.
(MAFD) -.021 -.40 1 n.S.
Simultaneous Variablesl
Variable (Abbreviation) Partial Correlation P
Jobs Longer Than 10 Days During (Yes/No) )

(ID10) -.1089 .05
Coded Ratio Successful Objectives (SUCO) .0000 n.s.
Number Recreational Services (SREC) -.0841 £ .05
1 Independently tested against background of above model.
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Following the four tables are summaries of the predictors for each of the
four dependent measures. A brief discussion is presented for each measure with
additional summary tables.

Recidivism After New Pride. The controlling covariates in this analysis

were the New Pride site dummy variables, the age variables (linear and
curvilinear; quadratic), program duration, the measures of client success and
recidivism during New Pride, and the measure of time to follow-up. Table 12
presents the list of independe}\t variables which appear significantly (p<.10)
related to recidivism after New Pride. Note that these independent variables
are significantly related to the outcome measure when covarying the effects due

to the pattern of missing values in the variables.

Client Success. The controlling covariates in this analysis were New Pride

site, the age variables (linear and curvilinear; quadratic), program duration, and
recidivism during New Pride. Table 13 presents the list of independent variables
which appear to be (p<.l0) related to client success. Note that these
independent variables are significantly related to the outcome measure when the
covariates for the patterns of missing values are included in the analysis.

At the bot‘corﬁ of the table is a list of simultaneous variables which appear
related to the outcome measure. These variables are considered simultaneous
with the outcome measure in that they are measured at the same point in time
as the determination of client success, the end of the client's participation in the
New Pride program. All of the five variables listed are positively related to
client success in the program. Thus, subjects who are successful believe that
they have better chances for obtaining a job at the end of New Pride and are
generally satisfied with the program.

Program Duration. For the dependent measure program duration, the

covariates were the New Pride site dummy varibles, the age variables (linear and
curvilinear; quadratic), and the dichotomous measure of recidivism during New

Pride. Tahle 14 presents the list of independent variables which appear to be
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Table 12

~ Preliminary Analysis of Recidivism After New Pride

Significant (p<.10) Predictors:

»

1. New Pride found client a place to stay (yes or no).

2. Number of cultural services delivered during New Pride.
3. Job placement services delivered to client.

4. Number of unplanned and delivered intake services.

5. Planned job services were actually delivered.

6. Client attended the New Pride school.

7. Score on the WR.AT pre-test arithmetic subtest.

8. New Pride employed subject before entering the program.
9.  Number of jobs held during New Pride.

10. Mother is employed.

11. Education of father,

12. Current living situation at end of New Pride.

13. Gender of client.

14. Race of client.

3-95




Table 13

Preliminary Analysis of Client Success

Significant (p <.10) Predictors:

Client demonstrates need for legal assistance at New Pride entry.

L.
2. Client demonstrates problems in family relationships at New Pride entry.
3. Client demonstrates need for diagnostic services at New Pride entry.
4,  Client receives general/administrative services.
5.  Client completed school program before New Pride.
6.  Client completed school program during New Pride.
7. Clienf scores on Keymath pre-test diagnostic test at program entry.
8.  Number of times client was fired from jobs during New Pride.
9.  Whether source of wage for employment during New Pride was other than
CETA or New Pride, or business itself.
10. Client's perceived job chances relative to others in trouble with the law.
11. Restitution was ordered on client's presenting offense.
12. Gender of client.
Simultaneous Variables:

Variable Partial Correlation
Job chances at program end .1328
Client obtained employment .0912
Perceived staff support of client at program end L1914
Did New Pride help client leave home? 1146
General client satisfaction with the program 1143
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4.

6.

Tacle 14

Preliminary Analysis of Program Duration

Significant (p<.10) Predictors:

Client completed the school program before entry to New Pride

_Client had a job at entry to New Pride.

Client had a job before New Pride.
Other siblings of client are punished in the family in the same way.

Number of teachers or counselors the client believes took an interest in
his/her activities.

Number of objectives specified on intake to New Pride.

Simultaneous Variables:

Variable . Partial Correlation
School program completed during
New Pride .3255
Number of services delivered during New Pride. .2659
Number of counseling services delivered during New Pride. .3372

Number unplanned counseling services delivered during
New Pride. .2564

Number of gro.up counseling services delivered during
New Pride. .1834

Employment services were delivered during
New Pride. .2565

Job placement services were delivered during
Mew Pride. .2086
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associated with program duration. These independent variables are significantly
related to the outcome measure when the covariates for the patterns of missing
values are included in the analysis.

At the bottom of the table is a list of seven simultaneous variables which
appear to be positively related to the outcome measur. They are measured at
the same point in time as program duration. Of course, some of them are
tautological; that is, true by virtue of their logical form alone. For instance, the
number of services delivered during New Pride depends on the amount of time
youth remain in the program. Longer program durations increase the likelihood
that a school program will be completed, or that employment services will be
delivered. Receiving these services is directly related to longer program

duration and indirectly related to successful termination.

Recidivism During New Pride. The controlling covariates in this analysis

were the New Pride site dummy variables, the age variables (linear and
curvilinear, quadratic), and the measure of program duration. Table 15 presents
the list of independent variables which appear significantly (p <.10) related to
recidivism during New Pride. Note that these independent variables are
significantly related to the outcome measure when the covariates for the
patterns of missing values are included in the analysis.

At the bottom of the table is a list of simultaneous variables which appear
related to the outcome measure. These variables are considered simultaneous
with the outcome measure in that they are measured over the same period of
time as recidivism during New Pride. Both of the variables are inversely related
to recidivism during New Pride. For example, obtaining a stable employment
situation (one lasting more than 10 days) during New Pride is associated with a
reduction in recidivism during New Pride. Further, these reductions in
recidivism during New Pride are related to greater likelihoods of successful

termination from the program and to reductions in recidivism after New Pride.
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5.
6.
7.

Table 15
~ Preliminary Analysis of Recidivism During New Pride

Significant (p<£ .10) Predictors:

Number of needs specified for each client at program entry.
Disparity between desired and expected amount of schooling at entry.
Gender of client.

How often the client was punished by parents before program.
Satisfaction with life at entry to the program.

The family of the client received welfare payments at program entry.

Ethnicity of client.

Simultaneous Variables:

Variable Partial Correlation

Client employed in a job 10 or more
days during New Pride . -.1089

Number of recreational services delivered during _
New Pride -.0841
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APPENDIX D

THE SIMULTANEITY OF PROGRAM DURATIONS AND RECIDIVISM
DURING NEW PRIDE

The relationships between the variables program duration and recidivism
during New Pride were evaluated using Limited Information Maximum Likelihood
(LIML) techniques. The LIML procedures assume both dependent measures are in
an interval metric (program duration is, recidivism during New Pride is not) and
that the variables are in equilibrium (see Heise, 1975). This latter assumption is
not evaluated here. Both assurnptions were accepted in order to obtain a first

“approximation to the forms of these relationships in the data.

The included exogenous terms in both simultaneous equations were the New
Pride site dummy variables, the age variables, and the number of needs
identified at program entry. (Note the discussion in the text of the high
correlation of this variable with number of cobjectives specified, and the
significance of both in predicting program duration.) The endogenous terms of
each equation are obvious; program duration for the recidivism during New Pride
equation and recidivism during New Pride for the program duration equation.
The excluded exogenous téerms for the program duration equation were ethnicity,
gender, life satisfaction, how often punished, disparity between desired and
expected education, and whether or not the family receives AFDC payments
(welfare). These variables and the included exogenous terms above acted as
instruments for the recidivism during New Pride variable (see discussion in text
of this dependent measure). The excluded exogenous terms for the recidivism
during New Pride equation were whether or not the client had a job before New
Pride, whether or not the client had a job at entry to New Pride, whether or not
siblings were treated in the family like the client, and the number of teachers
and counselors who took an interest in the client before New Pride. These
variables and the included exogenous terms above acted as instruments for the
program duration (PDUR) variable (see discussion in text of this dependent

measure).
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The coetficients of the models for each equation appear in Tablesl6and!7
Tests of overidentification restrictions for each model were non-significant (for
the program duration model F = 1.658, df = 6,909, p ».05; for the recidivism
during New Pride model F = 1.0431, df = 3,909, p >.05) so there is some stability
in the LIML estimates of the endogenous variable coefficients (see Basmann,
1960).

The first thing to note about the coefficients for the two models is that in

neither case do the endogenous simultaneous variables, program duration and

recidivism during New Pride, efficiently predict one another. The small t-values
presented (t = .14 and t = .13 respectively) indicate this. Second, the exogenous
variables remain efficient predictors of the dependent measures. Number of
needs identified, for example, remains strongly related to program duration
(B = .008, S.E.=.004, t=2.00) and recidivism during New Pride (B =.314,
S.E.=.153, t = 2.05). The models analyzing recidivism and program duration in
the main body of the text stand essentially unchanged.

As a result of these analyses, however, the basic outcome model stands in
need of revision. The presumed simultaneous relationship between program
duration and recidivism