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CLIENTS, SERVICES, AND PROGRAM OUTCOMES 

· INTRODUCTION 

The replications of Project New Pride were funded by the Special Emphasis 

Division at OJJDP for varying lengths of time. The initial grant~o all ten sites 

was two years in duration. Thereafter, individual projects had to m~et 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 ye?\". By the fourth year of the Replication 

Program '::he 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 securing 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 1 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 admitted 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 C:1fter 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 lirmted 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. 
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--------~--------------~ 

CLIENT PROFILES 

At all ten sites, basic demographic characteristics of each New Pride 

client were collected at the ti'me 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 

(BJS: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 81.1 0 74 

Kansas City 19 16.7 77 67.5 18 15.8 114 

Los' Angeles 16 27.6 42 72.4 0 58 

Pensacola 41 27.2 78 51.7 32 21.2 15l 

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 24.9% 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% 94 8.1 % 1,167 
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Table 3 

Clients by Site by Ethnicity 

Black White His2anic AmerIndian 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 0 0 0 175 

Chicago 88 62.0 34 23.9 15 10.6 0.7 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 0 0 0 1.4 74 

Kansas City 48 42.1 59 51.8 7 6.1 0 D 0 114 

Los Angeles 9 15.5 4 6.9 44 75.9 0 1.7 0 58 

Pensacola 90 59.6 61 40.4 0 0 0 0 151 
~ 

Providence 44 37.0 57 47.9 7 5.9 0.8 0 10 8.4 119 
I 
~ 

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% 4 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 aver,age 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 II 

Clients by Age at Intake! 

Total 
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 Number of Average 

Site N ---w;- N % N % N % N % N % N % Clients Age 

Boston 0 2.1 5 10.6 13 27.7 19 40.4 9 19.1 0 47 16.2 

Camden 0 5 2.9 7 4.0 41 23.4 54 30.9 61 34.9 7 4.0 175 16.5 

Chicago 0 3 2.1 22 15.5 48 33.8 54 38.0 15 10.6 0 142 15.9 

Fresno 0 4 3.0 24 18.2 32 24.2 43 32.6 29 22.0 0 132 16.0 

Georgetown 0 1.4 7 9.5 20 27.0 25 33.8 20 27.0 1.4 74 16.3 

Kansas City 0.9' '2'- 1.8- 6' 9;3 28' 24.8 33 29.2 34'- 30.1 9 8.0 1132 16.5 

Los Angeles 0 0 3 5.2 14 24.1 18 31.0 21 36.2 2 3.4 58 16.6 

Pensacola 0 9 6.0 20 13.2 36 23.8 46 30.5 39 25.8 0.7 151 16.1 00 
I 

\.0 
Providence 0 2 1.7 6 5.0 26 21.8 38 31.9 44 37.0 3 2.5 119 16.6 

San Francisco 0 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 

Age is 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-dat~. 



Table 5 

Clients by Grade-Level at Intake 

Grade Level Clients Percent 

2 1 0.1 

1+ 2 0.2 

6 18 1.9 

7 95 10.2 

8 173 18.5 

9 321 31+.3 

10 237 25.3 

11 67 7.2 

12 15 1.6 

Ungraded 6 0.6 

T~~~1----------------------935-I------------------IOO~0%--------------

1 Missing Data = 232. 
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Table 6 

Average Grade Level at Intake by Site 

Site A verage 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 

~-;;~1----------------------------------9~-~----------------------;-29-1----------------

1 Six clients from ungraded school programs are not included here, and 
these data are missing for 232 clients. 
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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 

perfect l . 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 8 show the respective educational bvels 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 educ3.tion. 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 Inaeeroeriate 
Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N 

Black 65 15.7 151 36.6 106 25.7 91 22.0 (tt2) 

White 40 15.0 112 42.1 78 29.3 36 13.5 (28) 

Hispanic 47 36.2 55 42.3 21 16.2 7 5.4 (23) 

Other1 9 31.0 8 27.6 5 17.2 7 24.1 (6) 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 161 19.2% 326 38.9%210 25.1% 11~1 16.8% (99) 

1 In this and Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11, "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 InaQQroQriate 
Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N 

Black 61 23.0 101 38.1 61 23.0 4-2 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 1 4.8 (14- ) 
-----------------------------------------------.~----------------------
Total 14,8 24.0% 218 35.4-% 149 24.2% 101 16.4-% (321 ) 

6-13 



Table 9 

Mothers' Employment Status by Ethnicity 

Missing/ 
Part-Time Full-Time UnemQloyed InaQQroQria te 

Ethnicity N % N % N % N 

Black 53 12.0 144 32.7 243 55.2 (15) 

White 33 11.8 102 36.4 145 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% 501 55.4% (33) 
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Table 10 

Fathers' Employment Status by Ethnicity 

Missing/ 
Part-Time Full-Time UnemEloyed InaEEroEria te 

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 (l,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 figures 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 families 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. '+ 214 48.2 95 21.4 444 

White 159 54.8 116 40.0 15 5.2 290 

Hispanic £;,4 28.9 92 60.5 16 10.5 152 

Other 14 40.0 17 48.6 4 11.4 35 
-----------~----------------------------------------------------~----------------------
Total 352 38.2% 439 47.7% 130 14.1% 921 
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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 arrangemellt 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 parent. 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 11 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. 
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Table 12 

Clients By Living Arrangement 

Li ving Arrangement Clients Percent 

M other and Father 275 23.6% 

Mother Only 555 47.6 

Father Only 44- 3.8 

Mother and Stepfather 84- 7.2 

F ather 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 0.4-

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 rel.ationships 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 oids were 

unemployed at intake, 79 percent of the 17 and 18 year oids 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 am.ong the New Pride eligibility criteria were the following 

requirements (as revised in February, 1981): 

1. 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."l 

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 88.3 191 79.3 734 86.0 
Part-Time Job 10 9.4 44 'd.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 14.4 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)."l Table 14 shows the 

number and percent of clients by s,ite 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, 48.9 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 Pdde 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 %1 N %1 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 10 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 11 9.6 5 4.4 47 41.2 

Los Angeles 12 20.7 8 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 8 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 

UUMV and Motor 
Larceny Vehicle Theft 

Site N %1 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% 

1 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 a 44 93.6 2 4.3 1 2.1 

Camden 3 1.7 151 86.3 5 2.9 16 9.1 

Chicago 21 14.8 116 81.7 1 0.7 4 2.8 

Fresno a 132 100.0 a a 

Georgetown 20 27.0 33 44.6 9 12.2 12 16.2 

Kansas City 6 5.3 62 54.4 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 III 93.3 3 2.5 1 0.8 

San Francisco 3 1.9 152 98.1 a a 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 60 5.1% 977 83.7% 26 2.2% 104 8.9% 
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Table 18 

Clients by Legal Status of Presenting Offense at Intake 

Deferred/ 
Deferred Continued Sustained Pending 

Prosecution 1 Petition Petition Petition Missing 
Site N % N % N % N % N % 

Boston 0 7 14.9 37 78.7 2 4.3 1 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 1 1.4 58 78.4 9 12.2 6 8.1 

Kansas City 3 2.6 3 2.6 83 72.8 21 18.4 4 3.5 

Los Angeles 0 2 3.4 29 50.0 8 13.8 19 32.8 

Pensacola 1 0.7 5 3.3 126 83.4 18 11.9 1 0.7 

Providence 0 0 100 84.0 17 14.3 2 1.7 

San Francisco 1 0.6 0 127 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. Atone 

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

Detention and Out-oi-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 more 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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Site1 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Georgetown 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Total 

Table 19 

Clients Detained Prior to Intake and 
Length of Detention 

Number of Percent of 
Clients Detained Clients Detained 

16 9.1 

53 37.3 

123 93.2 

4-1 55.4-

36 31.6 

8 13.8 

4-1 27.2 

29 24-.4-

56 36.1 

4-03 37.5% 

Average DCZYs 
Detained 

27.0 

22.6 

31.1 

4-6.5 

21.9 

22.9 

12.3 

53.2 

33.2 

30.4-

1 No data were collected on this variabl.e 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 
Out-of-Home Average N 

Ethnicity N % of Placements l 

Clients 
Detained 
N % 

Average N 
of Detentions l 

Black 

White 

156 35.8 

107 37.5 

1.7 

2.0 

342 78.4 3.0 

196 68.8 2.7 

Hispanic 65 45.5 2.1 134 91.8 4.0 

Other 

1 

2 

16 47.1 2.6 23 69.7 3.2 

These averages are calculated on only those clients who were placed 
out of their homes or detained. 

900 clients had data on this variable. Of these, 205, or 22.8 percent, 
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 involv{;ment with the 

juvenile justice system. A juver.ile 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 criminai 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). 

6-33 



Table 21 

All Offenses and Sustained Offenses of Clients 
Throughout Their Delinquent Careers 

Clients Clients with Average 
with Average Sustained Number 

Offenses Number of Geometric Offenses of Sustained Geometric 
Site N %1 Offenses Mean N %1 Offenses 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 10.2 142 100.0 5.5 4.8 

Fresno 132 100.0 13.3 11.9 132 100.0 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 
I 

99.1 6.3 5.3 \0 

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 99.2 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 

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



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 means1 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.lt 

offenses per client. Interestingly, Kansas City clients had the highest proportion 

of total offenses su=t:a.ined, 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 OHensesl 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 N %2 Offenses Mean 

Boston 46 97.9 6.6 5.5 43 91.5 4.5 4.0 

Camden 173 98.9 11.8 9.6 173 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 
\D 
<"'\ 

Los Angeles 41 70.7 6.6 5.7 41 70.7 3.4 3.1 I 
\D 

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 Prior 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. 

P:ovidence 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 11.4 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 lj..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 lj.5.3 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 lj.1.6 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 resulting 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 

OUenses Committed Prior 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 OUenses 
Clients: 

N 42 16!1 133 123 18 10!l 35 145 10!l 134 1,017 
961 8!1.4 !l6.6 !l3.7 !l3.2 24.3 !l5.6 60.3 !l6.0 !Il.6 86 • .5 87.196 

Average N Offenses 3.8 7.2 7.4 4.6 2.2 4.4 4.1 11.6 10.8 !I.O 7 • .5 
Geometric Mean 3.1 4.!I .5.0 3.6 1.8 3.3 3.3 5.!I 5.!I 3.2 4.3 
Clients with Sustained Offenses 

N 3!1 164 126 112 16 108 32 142 107 126 !l72 
962 83.0 !l3.7 88.7 84.8 21.6 !l4.7 .5.5.2 !l4.0 8!1.!I 81.3 83.396 

Average N cf 
Sustained Offenses 2.!I 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 

OUenses Against Persons 

Clients: 
N 35 109 95 n 16 46 24 .51 69 79 601 
961 74.5 62.3 66.9 .58.3 21.6 40.4 41.4 33.8 58.0 51.0 51.596 

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 6!1 58 15 43 18 46 5.5 6.5 48.5 
962 .57.4 .50.!I 48.6 43.9 20.3 37.7 31.0 30 • .5 46.2 41.9 41.696 

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 1.8 1.3 1.3 1 • .5 2.0 1.7 1.6 

Drug and Alcohol OUenses 

Clients 
Nl 9 44 16 .54 2 1!1 12 13 20 26 21.5 
96 1!1.1 2.5.1 11.3 40.9 2.7 16.7 20.7 &.6 16.8 16.8 18.496 

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 3!1 4 41 2 17 10 11 12 I!I 162 
962 14.9 22.3 2.8 31.1 2.7 14.9 17.2 7.3 10.1 12.3 13.996 

Average N of 
Sustained Offenses 1.7 1 • .5 1.3 1.8 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.6 
Geometric Mean 1..5 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.0 1.1 1 • .5 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.4 

Other Types of OUm5eS 

Clients 
NI 19 147 61 114 4 34 26 74 92 83 6.54 
96 40.4 84.0 43.0 86." .5.4 29.8 44.8 49.0 n.3 .53.5 56.096 

Average N Offenses 2.1 3.1 2.2 3.3 1.0 2.0 1.9 2.5 7.9 5.0 3.8 
Geometric Mean 1.7 2.4 1.7 2 • .5 1.0 1 • .5 1.8 1.9 2.9 2.1 2.2 

Clients with Sustained Offenses 
N 11 125 40 88 3 30 12 70 7!1 71 52!1 
962 23.4 71.4 28.2 66.7 4.1 26.3 20.7 46.4 66.4 4.5.8 4.5.396 

Average N of 
Sustained Offenses 1.6 2.1 1.7 2. I 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 

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 repiication 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 Dispositions 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 11.5 2.4 II.O 23.3 21.0 23.4% 

Informal Probation 
Deferred/Continued Petition 
N 42 4114 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 30 447 71 399 500 222 2,540 
% 19.0 11.5 32.1 14.3 36.6 6'1.2 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 II3 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 ..:j-

% 3.3 0.8 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.7 0.4% I 
\D 

DoC Commitment 
N 10 3IJ 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 I 9 32 149 7 106 398 
% 0.4 0.2 0.2 7.0 1.2 1.3 19.0 1I.5 0.4 11.3 4.1% 

Cet"tified 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 0 3 I 82 0 3 5 0 I 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 I 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 4 49 87 161 18 475 
% 2.1 5.1 3.1 1.0 4.9 0.6 26.2 6.7 8.6 1.9 4.9% 



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 adult 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.lJ. 19 lJ.6.3 

Camden 6lJ. 5.2 1+5 26.2 

Chicago 32 lJ..9 23 16.2 

Fresno 166 21.2 91 70.0 

Georgetown 1 1.lJ. 1 3.8 

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.lJ. 5lJ. lJ.5.8 

San Francisco 130 18.8 76 50.7 
--------------------------~-------------------------------------------------
Total 900 13.7% lJ.3lJ. lJ.O.l % 

6-lJ.lJ. 



DIAGNOSTIC TESTING 

The diagnostic 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 KeyMath 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. F or 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 

leaming 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, WRA T, 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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Table 26 

Clients Diagnos€:d Learning Disabled 

Learning Disabled 
Clients Diagnosed Clients 
Learning Disabled 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 
- ----------------------- -----.. -----~-------------------------
Total 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 Oil the WISC-R was 84.4. In most 

situations, an IQ on the WISC-R or W AIS 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 W AIS 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 W AIS 

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 

6-48 



Table 27 

IQ Test Scores and Time to Testing 

WISC-R WAIS Clients Clients Clients 
Clients Clients with Valid with Invalid Ever Tested 

Averaye With Valid Average With Valid Weeks to IQ Scores IQ Scores for IQ 
Site FSIQ Std. Scores FSIQ Std. Scores Testing2 N 963 N %3 N %3 

Boston 77.0 13.7 8 88.8 7.0 19 10.8 27 57.4 0 27 57.ll 

Camden 85.2 13.0 10 n.ll 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 94 82.5 5 ll.ll 99 86.8 
0\ 

Los Angeles 9ll.3 12.8 6 89.7 10.2 28 3.9 3ll 58.6 3 5.2 37 63.8 .:::f-
I 

\D 
Pensacola 81.7 14.2 ll9 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.ll 12.5 272 91.7 11.2 414 3.3 686 58.8% 74 6.3%760 65.1% 

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. 



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 (WRA T) tests youth in the areas of 

reading, spelling, and arithmetic. There is no overall score for the test and the 

three sub tests 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 WRA T 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 sites4. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

F = 5.026, df = 8,676, MSe = 133.73, P < .01 

F = 25.162, df = 1,675, MSe = 129.12, p< .0.1 

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 

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 

Clients with at 
Grade Rating b~ Subtest Least One Valid Clients with Clients 

Reading S[!elling Arithmetic Weeks to Subtest Score Invalid Scores Ever Tested 
Site Grade Clients Grade Clients Grade Clients Testingl N %2 N %2 N %2 

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 4.8 107 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 91.2 ...... 
Ir\ 

Los Angeles 6.0 39 4.7 39 4.3 39 7.1 39 67.2 3 5.2 42 72.4 I 
\.D 

Pensacola 6.0 83 5.3 117 4.6 83 3.7 117 77.5 23 15.2 140 92.7 

Providence 6.6 74 5.2 74 4.4 73 0.5 75 63.0 4 3.4 79 66.4 

_'an 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. 



Controlling for the differences between sites, there are also significant 

differences on all sub tests between learning disabled and non-learning disabled 

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

Once again, controlling for the site differences, there are significant 

differences on all sub tests between the different ethnic groups2. White clients 

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

Key'Math 

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 WRA T, 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, 

1 

2 

3 

Reading: F = 133.31, df = 1,690, MS(e) = 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 

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

F = 3.571, df = 8,768, MS(e) = 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 Weeks to Valid Scores Invalid Scores Pre-tested 

Site Score Deviation Equiv. Testing! N 962 N 962 N 962 

Boston 16~.3 13.8 6.3 6.7 18 38.3 ~ 8.5 22 46.8 

Camden 162.5 25.0 6.4 4.9 127 72.6 7 4.0 13~ 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 ~.3 83 72.8 3 2.6 86 75.4 

Los Angeles 153.7 27.5 5.9 ~.4 35 60.3 2 3.4 37 63.8 

Pensacola 151.1 30.7 5.8 ~.8 120 79.5 20 13.2 140 92.7 
r<"\ 
It"\ 

Providence 157.7 30.3 6.2 4.7 82 68.9 2 1.7 84- 70.6 I 
\.0 

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 66.696 65 5.696 842 72.296 

1 Only those tests given ~ weeks or less before the program are analyzed. Weeks to testing are the 
average number of weeks between ~ 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. 



significant differences are also found between the scores of those clients 

diagnosed learning disabled and those who were not, with the latter group scoring 

higher!. In addition, still controlling for site differences, there are significant 

differences between ethnic groups with white clients having the highest scores 

and blacks the 10west2. 

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 sites4. The overall pre-test to post-test raw 

1 

2 

3 

4 

F = 81.745, df = 1,767, MS(e) = 698.64, p< .0001 

F = 50.591, df = 2,738, MS(e) = 692.12, p<.Ol 

t = 13.342, N = 376, P < .0001 

F = 5.738, df:: 7,367, MS(e) = 129.16, p< .01 
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Table 30 

KeyMath Pre-Test and Post-Test Differences 

Clients Clients with 
A verage 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 61 31f.9 3 1.7 61f 36.6 

Chicago I1f3.2 159.6 16.4 13.9 5.4 6.1f 1.1 0.9 30.7 14 9.9 8 5.6 22 15.5 

Fresno 155.2 168.1f 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 8.1 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 9.1f 7.2 8.1 0.9 0.9 25.0 1.7 0 1.7 

Pensacola I1f9.5 151f.O 1f.5 1f.7 5.7 6.0 0.3 0.3 24.7 68 45.0 21f 15.9 92 60.9 Il"\ 
Il"\ 

Providence 160.7 171.4 10.6 8.6 6.5 7.1 0.7 0.6 31.9 1f2 35.3 3 2.5 1f5 37.8 
I 

\0 

San Francisco 158.9 161f.0 5.1 7 .I~ 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% 1f35 37.3% 

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. 



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 clients1• 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 13lt.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 1.1 grade levels below that achieved on the reading subtest of 

the WRATy and close to It 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.lt, 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 also found between the scores of learning disabled and 

non-learning disabled clients, with the latter group scoring higherlt. In addition, 

still controlling for site differences, there are significant differences between 

ethnic groups with whites scoring highest and blacks 10west5. 

1 

2 

3 

It 

5 

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

F = 3.798, df = 2,355, MS(e) = 128.16, P < .05 

F = 3.629, df = 9,803, MS(e) = lt21.1lt, p< .0003 

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

F = 38.lt99, df = 2,768, MS(e) = 386.1lt, P < .01 
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Table 31 

Woodcock Pre-Test Scores and Time to Testing! 

Average Clients with Clients with Clients Ever 
Average Standard Grade Weeks to Valid Scores Invalid Scores Pre-Tested 

Site Score Deviation Equiv. Testing l N %2 N %2 N %2 

Boston 131.5 26.2 6.4 3.0 II 23.4 2 4.3 13 27.7 

Camden 130.8 19.8 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 17.1 5.2 3.4 119 90.2 5 3.8 124 93.9 

Georgetown 120.7 23.2 4.5 3.5 18 24.3 1.4 19 25.7 

Kansas City 134.9 18.0 6.6 3.9 88 77.2 2 1.8 90 78.9 
I"-
lr\ 

Los Angeles 130.8 17.4 5.5 5.6 37 63.8 0 37 63.8 I 

'" 
Pensacola 122.5 24.7 5.1 1f.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 88 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% 

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. 



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 404 ca~'~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 scores l . New 

Pride clients made great strides in improving their reading skills while in the 

program. 

Average si te 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 sites2• 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 

groups4. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

t = 11.257, N = 405, p<.OOOl 

F = 5.224, df = 9,394, MS(e) = 66.396, P < .01 

F = 5.455, df = 1,393, MS(e) = 65.857, p -< .03 

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- Standard2 Between Scores Scores Post-Tested 

Site 1 Pre-T~:;t Post-Test . ference Standard2 Equiv. Equiv . ference (in years) Tests N %3 N %3 N %3 

Camden 130.1S 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 H6.0 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 4.6 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 1-.0 0.8 31.1 35 29.4 5 4.2 40 33.6 

San Francisco IB4.6 139.3 4.7 6.4 6.1 7.0 0.9 1.2 19.0 93 60.0 8 5.2 JOI 65.2 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------------------------

Total 

2 

3 

130.6 135.5 4.9 5.0 5.9 ,- .9 l-.O 1.0 25.6 404 38.6% 54 5.2% 458 

Georgetown is not included for only one pre-post test score was recorded from that site. 

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 Pf!f week x 26.) 

Percents are based on the total number of clients at a site or in the entire replication. 

43.8% 
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INDIVIDUALIZED INTEGRA TED SERVICE PLAN (lISP) 

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 wOl'~d provide 

them, and when they would begin. The services were selected frC?m 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"; objecdves - "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 

DSP Data: Needs, Objectives, and Planned Services 

Clients with Clients with Average 
idl'!ntif3ed Average Clients with Average Planned Services 

Nee!ls Needs Objectives Objectives Services P!anned Weeks to 
Site N %1 Per Client N % Per Client N % Per Client liSP Staffing2 

Boston 2~ 51.1 8.0 2~ 51.1 11.2 0 

Camden 118 67.~ ~.5 118 67.~ 6.3 118 67.~ 3.6 3.~ 

Chicago 7~ 52.1 10.1 77 5~.2 17.3 7~ 52.1 ~.2 13.2 

Fresno 132 100.0 6.3 132 100.0 7.2 132 100.0 ·~.9 6.9 

Kansas City 92 80.7 8.2 103 90.~ 9.2 103 90.~ 5.1 8.0 

Los Angeles 23 39.7 27.9 2~ ~1.~ 11.0 2~ ~1.~ 6.2 16.5 

Pensacola 138 91.~ 12.5 138 91.~ 12.6 138 91.~ 7.0 9.~ 

Providence 112 94.1 17.~ 112 9~.1 50.7 112 9~.1 7.7 2.1 

San Francisco 119 76.8 11.8 127 81.9 11.6 79 51.0 ~.7 7.1 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 832 71.3% 10.6 855 73.3% 15.7 780 66.8% 5.5 6.2 

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 liSP 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 diHicult to construct, and were not fully 

available to sites until April, 19& . 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 goaJs or repeat the same set of 

objectives over and over. It was often the case that lISPs were written and then 

never referred to again. 

A t 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. 

A t 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 nsp 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. 
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Table3~ 

Clients with Objectives by Area of Need Addressedl 

Emotional Trans-
Family Develo~ment Social Physical Education Em~loyment 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 44.7 14 29.8 7 14.9 0 

Camden 40 22.9 91 52.0 26 14.9 13 7.4 80 45.7 69 39.4 0.6 0.6 

Chicago 36 25.4 69 48.6 38 26.8 43 30.3 62 43.7 28 19.7 39 27.5 0.7 

Fresno 37 28.0 115 87.1 43 32.6 33 25.0 94 71.2 73 55.3 68 51.5 4 3.0 
.::!-

Kansas City 84 73.7 86 75.4 71 62.3 50 43.9 74 64.9 79 69.3 64 56.1 47 41.2 \.0 
I 

\.0 

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 91.4 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 44 37.0 102 85.7 110 92.4 64 53.8 11 9.2 

San Francisco 78 50.3 99 63.9 38 24.5 57 36.8 104 67.1 61 39.4 42 27.1 0 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 449 38.5% 733 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. 



A similar picture is drawn ')n Table 35, which shows the types of services 

planned for clients. Again there is a large variation among individual sites as to 

areas of emphasis. 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 lISPs for a substantial proportion of their clients. Ft>llow-

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 lISPs. 

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 Em~loyment Services 

Sitel N 9(,2 N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Camden 4 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 

Kansas City 3 2.6 93 81.6 70 61.4 37 32.5 20 17.5 70 61.4 68 59.6 

l:> 
Los Angeles 3 5.2 4 6.9 17 29.3 23 39.7 6 10.3 13 22.4 19 32.8 

Pensacola 6 4.0 11 7.3 138 91.4 117 77.5 32 21.2 122 80.8 55 3f.4 \0 
\0 

I 
Providence 7 5.9 0.8 98 82.4 86 72.3 41 34.5 104 87.4 24 20.2 \0 

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% 169 14.5% 484 41.5% 314 26.9% 

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

2 These and other percentages represent the percent of clients at a site or in the replication. 



Table 36 

Objectives Updated by Site 

Clients with 
Objectives A verage Objectives Objectives Uedated 

Site Updated Updated per Client N %1 

Camden 91 4.0 23 13 .1 

Chicago 752 13.4 56 39.4 

Fresno 1,206 9.4 128 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% 

1 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 schedu~e, 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 time 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 program 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. 
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Table 37 

Jobs by Site 

Number Clients Ever EmEloyed 
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 85 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 

EmElo~er New Pride CETA Other Combination 
Site N 96 1 N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96 

Boston 4 8.0 23 46.0 2.0 10 20.0 12 24.0 

Camden 90 73.8 0.8 29 23.8 2 1.6 0 

Chicago Ii 27.3 22 50.0 10 22.7 0 0 

Fresno 27 19.3 18 12.9 87 62.1 6 4.3 2 1.4 

Georgetown 12 50.0 11 45.8 0 0 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 16.7 0 I 
\.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 17 12.4 0 

San Francisco 38 22.5 110 65.1 0.6 0 20 11.8 
-------------------------------------------------

Total 315 32.796 392 40.796 171 17.896 47 4.996 37 3.896 

These and the following represent the number and percent of jobs at a site or over the 
entire replication. 



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 betwe~n 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 aC1uired 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 I 

Percent Percent 
Number Employed Salaries 

Number of Percent2 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% 

FoHow-up Phase 255 203 24.3% 45.8% 36.5% 30.2% 8.7 24.7 18.4% 

After New Pride 78 66 32.1% 52.6% 44.'9% 14.1'" 8.0 26.7 19.2% 

2 

3 

Jobs are included in "Intensive Phase" if they began on or between the case action date and six months after that date. 
"Follow-u.., 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 mon.lls after case action 
date and there is no termination date, this is considered an "After New Pride" record. 

These and the following percentagf's are based on the total number of jobs per phase. 

Above IT.inimum wage is $3.50 and above per hour. 
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employment situation, the proportion of jobs which were permanent (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: 8.8 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: 8 weeks. Thus, as clients progressed through the ~rogram 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 'l:vell as finding jobs for younger, in addition to elder clients, sites were 

able to place youth in a wide rang~ 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 

Average Percent 
Number Clients N of Percent2 Employed 

Percent 
Paid Percent Length 

of Emplo~ N of Jobs Per Permanent by Private Solely by Paid Solely of J,:·b 
Age of Clients All Clients N %1 Jobs Client Positions Employer by Employer by New Pride in Weeks 

Under 16 449 196 43.7% 199 1.:5 16.8% 27.3% 19.2% 47.5% 8.6 

16 and Older 7f8 406 55.5% 668 1.6 27.0% 50.1% 38.8% 37.7% 8.7 

Percent of clients within the age group who were employed. 

2 These and the following percentages are based on the number 0,' jobs within each age group. 

3 Above minimum wage is $3.50 and abOVe per hour. 

Hours 
Worked 

per Week 

20.7 

23.2 

Percent 
Saiaries 
Above 

Minimum 
Wage3 

10.4% 

16.0% 

tt'\ 
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SCHOOL STATUS 

Projects were ask.:d 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 4-1 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 16 percent of the cases, the school 

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

6-76 



.~' 

Table 41 

Sch.>ol Status Data by Time School Program Started 

Before New Pride During New Pride After New Pride Total 
Intensive Follow-u~ 

Records I Clients Records I Clients Records! Clients Records 1 Clients Records 1 Clients 
Site N 962 N 963 N 962 N 963 N 962 N 963 N 962 N 963 N N 964 

Boston 23 37.1 23 62.2 37 59.7 34 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 3.1 7 4.5 5 2.2 5 3.2 226 156 89.1 

~hicago 13 13.3 13 14.1 84 85.7 80 87.0 1.0 1.1 0 0 98 92 67.8 

Fresno 207 43.7 126 96.9 186 39.2 115 88.5 47 9.9 40 30.8 34 7.2 27 20.8 474 130 98.5 

Georgetown 0 0 25 100.0 24 100.0 0 0 0 0 25 24 32.4 

Kansas City 66 58.4 66 88.0 44 )8.9 42 56.0 0 0 3 2.7 3 4.0 113 75 65.8 

Los Angeles 15 27.8 15 36.6 32 59.3 32 78.0 7 13.0 7 17.1 0 0 54 41 70.7 

Pensacola 54 21.9 54 36.7 190 76.9 146 99.3 2 0.8 2 1.4 0.4 0.7 247 147 97.4 

Providence 84 42.4 84 71.8 110 55.6 108 92.3 0.5 0.9 3 1.5 3 2.6 198 117 98.3 

San Francisco 0 0 210 72.7 147 99.3 41 14.2 36 24.3 38 13.1 n 20.9 289 148 95.5 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 

2 

3 

4 

541 30.396 457 47.3% 1,053 59.0%860 88.996 106 5.996 94 9.796 86 4.896 72 7.496 1,786 967 

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. 

These percentages represent the percent of school status records at a site or, in the total row, for the entire replication. 

These figures represent the percent of clients with school status records whose records fall into the given time period. 

These figures represent the percent of all clients at a site or in the replication who have school status records. 

82.996 

I"-
I"-

..b 



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 42). 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 pr,ograms begun 

during the intensive phase). An additional 77 records listed the school type as 

the New Pride Alternative School, but this was indicated in combinaLon 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 3.ttending, if at all possible. Thus, at Fresno 

only 57.6 percent of the clients attendee! 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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Time of Start-up 

Before New Pride 

Intensive Phase 

Follow-up Phase 

After New Pride 

New Pride 
Alternative 

School i 
N%2 

0 

770 73.3 

22 20.8 

0 

Regu,\ar 
Public 
School 

N % 

407 77.5 

[34 12.7 

51 48.1 

39 45.9 

Table 42 

Type of School by Time School Program Started 

Alternative 
Pub .. : 
School 

N % 

84 Ib.O 

42 4.0 

14 13.2 

17 20.0 

Private 
School 

N % 

5 1.0 

0 

0 

1(2 

Parochial 
School 

N % 

0 

1 0.1 

0 

0 

Technicai 
School 

N % 

4 0.& 

5 0.5 

0.9 

2 2.4 

Junior 
College 
N % 

0 

4 0.4 

4 3.8 

2 2.4 

OthEr 
School 
N % 

16 3.0 

14 1.3 

12 11.3 

23 27.1 

More Than 
One Type 
Indicated 
N % 

9 1.7 

81 7.7 

2 1.9 

1.2 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 792 44.8% 631 35.7% 157 8.9% 6 0.3% 0.1% 12 0.7% 10 0.6% 65 3.7% 93 5.3% 

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. 
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Site 

Boston 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Georgetown 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Pensacola 

Providence 

Table 43 

Clients Attending the New Pride 
Alternative Schooj 

Clients 

32 

131 

79 

76 

24-

38 

39 

14-6 

108 

San Francisco 14-6 

Total 819 

6-80 

% 

68.1 

74-.9 

55.6 

57.6 

32.4-

33.3 

67.2 

96.7 

90.8 

94-.2 

70.2% 



Table 44 

Types of School Program by Time School Program Started 1 

Vocational 
Special- Special-Ed/ Reha- Other Vocational Regular 
Ed/LD Behavioral bilitation SEecial-Ed Education Program 

Time of Start-ujl 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 20'1 19.4 0 • .1. 71 6.7 63 6.0 661 62.8 

Follow-up Phase 20 18.9 5 4.7 0 0.9 11 10.4 78 73.6 

After New Pride 12 14.0 3 3.5 0 1.2 4 4.7 65 75.6 
----------------------------------------------------

Total 2115 13.7%268 15.0% 3 0.2% 101 5.7% 105 5.9% 1,214 

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. 

68.0% 
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Although few clients were given all the tests recommended by the 

Diagnostic Testing Battery, the New Pride programs were apparently successful 

a.t 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 begLJn 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. 

A ttendance data, including the number of days clients were enrolled in a 

sch00l 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 enrolled 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 progr 1m 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 

Records with 
A ttendance Datal 

N % 

Before New Pride (N = 541) 

Excused Absences 219 40.5 

UnexcusedAbsences 291 53.8 

During New Pride 

New Pride Alternative School (N = 869) 

Excused Absences 712 81.9 

Unexcused Absences 722 83.1 

Other Schools (N = 290) 

Excused Absences 138 45.1 

Unexcused Absences 153 50.0 

After New Pride (N = 86) 

Excused Absences 

Unexcused Absences 

25 35.7 

26 37.1 

Average 
Days 

Enrolled 

75.1 

83.9 

74.2 

74.9 

57.6 

59.9 

58.6 

60.4 

Average 
Days 

Ahsent 
Per Client 

4.6 

32.7 

7.0 

21.2 

4.7 

10.6 

9.0 

8.9 

Percent 
of Days 
Enrolled 

Which Are 
Absences 

6.1 

39.0 

9.4 

28.3 

8.2 

17.7 

15.4 

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 

difficul t 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 ror 

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 aGED (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), whLle 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 11.5 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 N1 %1 N % N % N % N % 

Completed 
Program 3 0.6 263 28.7 12 12.9 4 6.6 282 18.1 

Completed GED 0 32 3 • .5 0 2 3.3 34 2.2 

Graduated 3 0.6 37 4-.0 1 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 2.8 0 2 3.3 64 4.1 

New Offense 22 4.6 109 11. 9 1!.~ 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 

1 

541 30.3% 1,053 59.0% 106 5.9% 86 4.8% 1,786 

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 follow-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. 

F or 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 staH 
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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 "vas provided to the highest 

proportion of clients, 85.5 percent. A t 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 43.5 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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Type of Service 

Intake Activities 

N of Records 

'WI of Site's Records 

N of Clients 

'WI of Site's Clients 

Case Work Activities 

N of Records 

'WI of Site's Records 

N of Clients 

'WI of Site's Clients 

CowIsellng 

N of Records 

. 96 of Site's Records 

N of Clients 

'WI of Site's Clients 

Education! 

N of Records 

96 of Site's Records 

N of Clients 

96 of Site's Clients 

Learning Di.sahilities1 

N of Records 

96 of Site's Records 

N of Cllents 

% of Site's Clients 

Employment 

N of Records 

96 of Site's Records 

N of Clients 

'WI of Site's Cllents 

Other Client Services 

N of Records 

96 of Site's Records 

N of Clients 

'WI of Site's Clients 

Total 

N of Records 

N of Clients 

96 of total Clients 

Boston 

216 

2.2 

.3.3 

70.2 

112 

1.2 

25 

'.3.2 

1,685 

17.4 

39 

83.0 

4,114 

42.4 

40 

85.1 

1,807 

18.6 

37 

78.7 

834 

8.6 

33 

70.2 

928 

9.6 

.36 

76.6 

9,696 

43 

91,.5 

Camden 

1,.32.3 

12.1 

162 

92.6 

1,781 

16 • .3 

1'12 

81.1 

4,755 

43.5 

149 

85.1 

407 

3.7 

66 

37.7 

321 

2.9 

22 

12.6 

1,237 

11.3 

132 
75.4 

1,099 

10.1 

1.31 

71.9 

10,923 

168 

96.0 

TabieU 

Services Delivered by Type of Service 

Sites 
Chicago Fresno Kansas City Los Angeles Pensacola Providence San Franclsco Total2 

.363 

1.5 
8'1 

59.2 

2,248 

9 • .3 

107 

7'.'1 

3,728 

15.4 

105 

7.3.9 

14,7911 

61.2 

121 

85.2 

1,445 

6.0 

70 

49.3 

266 

1.1 

53 

37.3 

1,342 

5.5 
110 

77.5 

24,186 

13.5 

9.5.1 

1,423 

.3.2 

129 

97.7 

6,082 

1.3.6 

1.32 

100.0 

9,053 

20.2 

132 
100.0 

14,467 

32.3 

109 

82.6 

3,540 

7.9 

36 

27.3 

3,192 
7.1 

112 

84.8 

7,002 

1.5.6 

129 

97.7 

44,759 
132 

100.0 

637 

4.0 

67 

58.8 

2,1.5.3 

1.3.6 

7.3 

64.0 

541 

3.4 

63 

55.3 

1,710 

10.8 

37 

32.5 

7,114 

45.0 

32 

28.1 

361 

2.3 
18 

15.8 

3,304 

20.9 

40 

3.5.1 

1.5,820 

97 

85.1 

.351 

8.9 
44 

7'.9 

714 

18.1 

47 

81.0 

489 

12.4 

44 

75.9 

1,498 

38.1 

38 

65.5 

37 

0.9 

2 

3.4 

238 

6.0 
28 

48.3 

608 

1.5.5 
39 

67.2 

3,93.5 

49 

84 • .5 

2,202 

12.0 

147 

97.4 

6,681 

36.3 

140 

92.7 

6,528 

35.4 

146 

96.7 

324 
1.8 

4C 
26.5 

0.0 

1 

0.7 

1,694 

9.2 

104 

68.9 

993 

5.4 
129 

85.4 

18,423 
149 

98.7 

1,098 

8.8 

119 

100.0 

3,081 

24.8 

119 

100.0 

.5,364 

43.1 

119 

100.0 

236 

1.9 

62 

'2.1 

121 

1.0 

'12 

10.1 

1,616 

13.0 

105 
88.2 

924 
7.4 

108 

90.8 

12,440 

119 

100.0 

3,782 

23.6 

131 

84.' 

1,860 

11.6 

128 

82.6 

3,070 

19.2 

137 

88.4 

1 .. 348 
. 8.4 

78 

50.3 

282 

1.8 

31 
20.0 

3,026 

Il1.9 

134 

86.5 

2,647 

16.5 

131 

84.5 

16,015 

143 

92.3 

11 ,395 

7.3 

917 

83.9 

24,712 

15.8 

915 

83.7 

35,21.3 

22.5 

934 

85.5 

38,898 

24.9 

.591 

54.1 

14,668 

9.4 

243 

22.2 

12,464 

8.0 

719 

65;'~ 

18,847 

12.1 

8.53 

78.0 

1.56,197 

1,035 

94.7 

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

2 The total client percentile figures are based on a total client population of 1,093, which excludes Georgetown clients who have no service 
delivery records. 
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Table 48 

Amount of Services Delivered 
by Service Type! 

"" 
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 4-5.7 

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 4-5.2 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 4-2.2 

Total 18.7 16.5 27.5 16.7 4-3.5 

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, staff 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 contair.~d 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 I!SP, 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 DeHveredl by Ser"ice Type2 by Site 

Other 
Intake Case Work Client 

Activities Activities Counselirrg Employment Services 
Site N % N % N % N % N % 

Camden 3 75.0 8 66.7 107 79.9 29 39.2 19 4-8.7 

Chicago 1 5.3 5 83.8 4-7 53.4 8 50.0 15 37.5 

Fresno 14- 100.0 102 98.1 174 90.6 56 74.7 17 45.9 

Kansas City 1 33.3 66 48.9 55 50.,9 6 '6.3 29 26.9 

Los Angeles 3 100.0 4 100.0 15 53.6 16 61.5 12 54.5 

Pensacola 4 57.1 8 72.7 248 87'.0 130 52.8 20 27.0 

Providence 1 14.3 1 100.0 110 90.9 84 27.8 13 43.3 

San Francisco 23 85.2 8 61.5 85 83.3 87 88.8 44 59.5 
---------------------------------------------------------.--------------------------------

Total 

1 

50 59.2% 202 70.6% 841 79.5% 416 44.6% 169 39.9% 

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. 

A t 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 10. Among the service 

types, the lowest proportion of delivered services that were planned in advance 

is for intake activities: 4.0 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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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 50 

Percent of Delivered Services That Were Planned 
by Service Type 

Intake Case Work 
Activities Activities Counseling Employment 

% % % % 

1.1 0.8 20.7 7.3 

4.4 2.3 16.0 6.4 

4.3 31.6 34.6 47.3 

0.5 77.9 46.8 51.2 

4.0 8.0 15.7 27.7 

0.7 1.6 76.1 39.3 

0.5 46.4 16.8 

8.6 1.5 25.9 25.0 

Other 
Client 

Services 
% 

6.6 

2.2 

5.3 

41.6 

5.,9 

8.2 

6.0 

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 

identify~ng 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 78.8 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 cf 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 R':!ceived 

N Services Planned Services N Services Clients Served Educational Services2 
Site Planned N 963 Deliveredlj. N 965 N 96 

Boston6 .5,921 Ij.l 87.2 

Camden 165 69 39.1j. IIj.,513 11j.2 81.1 61j. 92.8 

Chicago IIj.O 56 39.1j. 16,239 121 85.2 1j.8 85.7 

Fresno 252 62 1j.7.0 28,000 120 90.9 61 98.1j. 

Kansas City 76 55 48.2 8,824 52 45.6 39 70.9 

Los Angeles 63 23 39.7 3,001 1j.2 72.1j. 22 95.7 

Pensacola 350 119 78.8 325 Ij.l 27.2 37 31.1 

Providence 1j.06 106 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 1,545 550 52.696 101,665 783 71.696 79.196 

These include both regular and learning disability educational services. 

2 Records of planned services and delivered services were only matched by client 10, as attendance records did not 
specify individual service codes. 

3 

5 

6 

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 schoo!). 

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). 

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 TERMINA nONS 

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. A t 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 

Site 

Boston 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Georgetown 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Total 

Clients 

36 

175 

138 

131 

0 

113 

58 

151 

114-

119 

1,035 

6-99 

Percent of 
Total Clients 

76.6 

100.0 

97.2 

99.2 

99.1 

100.0 

100.0 

95.8 

76.8 

88.7% 
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Table 53 

Reason for Termination by Site 

Judicial/ 
Program Client Probation Program 

Com[!letion Decision Decision Decision Other Total 
Site N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Boston 3 11.5 3.8 11 42.3 11 42.3 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 13.5 

Fresno 59 45.0 0.8 41 31.3 8 6.1 22 16.8 131 12.8 

Kansas City 65 57.5 11 9.7 21 18.6 16 14.2 0 113 11.0 

Los Angeles 8 13.8 0 8 13.8 40 69.0 2 3.4 58 5.7 

Pensacola 84 55.6 0.7 52 34.4 10 6.6 4 2.6 151 14.7 

Providence 66 57.9 0.9 36 31.6 7 6.1 4 3.5 114 11.1 

San Francisco 62 52.1 3 2.5 33 27.7 11 9.2 10 8.4 119 11.6 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------r--------

Total 457 44.6% 79 7.7% 268 26.1% 160 15.6% 61 6.0% 1,025 100.0% 

This is the total for whom we have data on termination reason. This information was missing from 10 termination 
records. 

0 
0 
--< 
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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 completed 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, A WOLs, 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. Boston, 

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 QY Site 

Missing 
Successful Neutral Failure Data 

Site N % N % N % N 

Camden 65 39.2 5 3.0 96 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 11.5 36 31.9 (1) 

Pensacola 87 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) 
--_._-------------------------------------------... _---------------------------------------
Total 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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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

Table 55 

Clients by Termination Status by Site by Year 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Successful 
N % 

9 23.1 
38 39.2 
18 60.0 

7 53.8 
24 33.8 

9 16.7 

12 37.5 
26 51.0 
22 44.9 

8 42.1 
48 62.3 

8 47.1 

24 77.4 
48 61.5 
15 46.7 

13 68.4 
37 69.8 
16 43.2 

Neutral 
N 

2 
1 
2 

o 
o 

% 

5.1 
1.0 
6.7 

14 25.9 

2 
3 
4 

6.3 
5.9 
8.2 

2 10.5 
5 6.5 
6 35.3 

2 
1 
1 

0 
1 
3 

6.5 
1.3 
3.1 

1.9 
8.1 

Failure 
N % 

28 71.8 
58 59.8 
10 33.3 

6 46.2 
47 66.2 
31 57.4 

18 56.3 
22 43.1 
23 46.9 

9 47.4 
24 31. 2 

3 17.6 

15 48.4 
29 37.2 
16 50.0 

6 31.6 
15 28.3 
18 48.6 

------------------------------------------------------------_.----------------------------
San Francisco 

Total 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

28 54.9 
28 53.8 
22 44.0 

101 47.2 
249 52.0 
llO 40.9 

4 7.g 19 37.3 
6 ll.5 18 34.6 

17 34.0 II 22.0 

12 5.6 101 47.2 
17 3.5 213 44.5 
47 17.5 ll2 41. 6 

1 Year one includes data for those clients who were admitted into the 
program 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 3it.O 

Chicago 52.4- 30.1 

Fresno 50.it 22.0 

Kansas City it7.0 3it.5 

Pensacola 5it.it 21.8 

Providence 52.7 38.8 

San Francisco 53.6 17.5 

Total 51.8 27.7 

1 A verage 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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20.9 
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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 th~t 

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 w~eks. 

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 

terminat~d 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 Clients Terminated in 
Intensive Phasel Follow-UE Phase2 

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.'+ 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 13.4 344 33.2% 47.6 691 66.8% 

1 

2 

Clients were considered to be in this category if they were in the 
program 25 weeks or less. 

Clients were considered to be in this category if they were in the 
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 A WOL, 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 client 

attitudes and perceptions. 

Work 

According to the Intake Survey, 86 percent of all clients were unemployed when 

they entered New Pride (see Table 58). 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 employel'1 

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. 

A t 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 st.aff. 

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). 
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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 87 10.2 99 19.8 

Full-time 32 3.7 53 10.6 

Total 854 100.0% l}99 100.0% 

What 1s (or was) your !ivUrly $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 41.4 

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 very 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 

A t 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 41 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 

education l . 

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 11.1 

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 they 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 people 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 Pride!. 

Clients were asked on both the Intake and I.e Exit Surveys how many 

teachers or counselors had taken a real interest in their 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 It or more teachers or counselors had been 

in~erested 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 help of these adults had been beneficial. 

On coming to New Pride, ltO 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 = lt2.93, df :: lt95, 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 been 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 HelE by Percent l 

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 10.1 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. These 
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 Percent1 

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 4·8.8 

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 

F eel better about self 79.1 20.9 

Leave home 12.8 87.2 

Find a place to stay 15.9 84.1 

1 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 Percent 1 

Satisfied 
Not at All Somewhat or Very 

Staff Performance and Interaction Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied 

Courtesy staff showed you 2.'+% 1'+.3% 83.3% 

How well staff did jobs '+.8 11.7 83.5 

Amount of time you and your counselor 
spent together '+.3 15.5 80.2 

Amount of time you and other staff 
spent together 7.6 22.0 70.'+ 

How much you could trust your 
counselor '+.3 11.5 8'+.1 

How much you could trust other staff 8.6 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 8'+.'+ 

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 

Code 

1000 

1010 
1020 
1030 
104-0 
1050 

2000 

2010 
2020 
2030 
204-0 
2050 
2060 
2070 
2080 
2090 
2100 
2110 
2120 
2130 
214-0 
2150 
2160 
2170 
2180 
2190 
2200 
2210 
2220 
2230 
224-0 
2250 
2260 
2270 
2280 
2290 
2300 
2310 
2320 
2330 
234-0 
2350 
2360 
2370 
2380 

List of Needs 

Description 

Family 

Relationship with Mother 
Relationship with Father 
Relationship with Siblings 
Relationship with Other Family/Guardians 
Relationship within Family Unit 

Emotional Development 

Need for Psychological Assessment 
Individual Mental Health Needs 
Family Mental Health Needs 
Low Self-esteem 
Exaggerated Self-confidence 
Other View of Self 
Fear of Involvement or Success in School 
Fear of Involvement or Success in Job 
Fear of Involvement or Success in Social Situations 
Has Difficulty Accepting Compliments 
Has Difficulty Accepting Criticism 
Unaware of Own Emotions 
Problems with Impulse Control 
Afraid to Express Emotions 
Appears Overly Anxious 
Denies any Dependence on Others 
Shows Excessive Dependence on Others 
Demands Excessive Amount of Attention 
Appears Shy or Withdrawn 
Appears Fearful 
Appears Depressed 
Appears Excessively Angry 
Behaves Aggressively 
Acts Destructively 
Sets Self Up to Fail 
Inflicts or Threatens Self-injury 
Has Attempted or Threatened Suicide 
Exhibits Bizarre, Unrealistic, or Delusional Behavior 
Rejects Responsibility 
Is Not Fully Aware of Responsibilities 
Exhibits Manipulative Behavior 
Cannot Foresee Consequences of Particular Behaviors 
Deliberately Gives Inaccurate Information 
Needs Help Adjusting to Death of Relative or Friend 
Needs Help Adjusting to Divorce 
Needs Help Adjusting to Separation 
Needs Help Adjusting to Major Move 
Needs Help Adjusting to Out of Home Placement 
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Code 

3000 

3010 
3020 
3030 
301.J.0 
3050 
3060 
3070 
3080 
3090 
3100 

1.J.000 

1.J.0I0 
1.J.020 
1.J.030 
1.J.01.J.0 
1.J.050 
1.J.060 
1.J.070 
1.J.080 
1.J.090 

l.J.IOO 

1.J.110 
1.J.120 

5000 

5010 
5020 
5030 
50 1.J. 0 
5050 
5060 
5070 
5080 
5090 

5500 
5510 
5520 
5530 

Description 

Social 

Lacks Basic Survival Skills 
Lacks Basic English Skills 
Lacks Skills in Managing Personal Finances 
Lacks Socializing Skills 
Has Trouble Working Cooperatively With Others 
Has Difficulty Relating to Authority Figures 
Has Difficulty Developing Positive Sexual Relationships 
Does Not Hear Verbal Cues 
Does Not Understand Non-Verbal Cues 
Has Problems With Substance Abuse 

Physical 

Vision Examination 
Auditory Examination 
Physical Examination 
Dental Evaluation and Treatment 
Dermatology 
Drug/ Alcohol Assessment 
Contraception/ Abortion 
Pre-/Post-natal Care 
Has Needs Relating to Use and/or Care of Glasses or 

Other Physical Aids 
,\leeds Information About Physiology of Sex, Birth 

Control, or VD 
Needs Help with Personal Hygiene 
Has Dietary Problems 

Education 

School Program is Inappropriate 
Has Difficulty Coping With Academic Failure 
Has Difficulty Coping With Academic Success 
Is not Aware of Teacher Expectations 
Is not Aware of Academic Deficiencies 
Is not Aware of Academic Strengths 
Acts Inappropriately With School Personnel 
Has Behavioral Problems in School Setting 
Has Problems with School Attendance 

Education - Specific Academic Needs 

Attention: Audio 
Attention: Visual 
Attention: Haptic 
Attention: Social 
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Code 

5000 

5540 
5550 
5560. 
5570 
5580 
5590 
5600 
5610 
5620 
5630 
5640 
5650 
5660 
5670 
5680 
5690 
5700 
5710 
5720 
5730 
5740 
5750 
5760 
5770 
5780 
5790 
5800 
5810 
5820 
5830 
5840 
5850 
5860 
5870' 
5880 

6000 

6010 
6020 
6030 
6040 
6050 
6060 

Description 

Education - Specific Academic Needs Continued 

Discrimination: Audio 
Discrimination: Visual 
Discrimination: Social 
Figure Ground: Audio 
Figure Ground: Visual 
Closure: Audio 
Closure: Visual 
Perception: Audio 
Perception: Visual 
Perception: Haptic 
Perception: Social 
Visualiza tion 
Memory: Audio 
Memory: Visual 
Memory: Haptic 
Cognition: Academic 
Cognition: Language 
Cognition: Sodal 
Cognition: Informational 
Cognition: Developmental 
Reading: Decoding Skills 
Reading: Comprehension 
Spelling 
Math: Computational 
Math: Numeral Measurement 
Math: Geometric 
Math: Time 
Language: Morphology 
Language: Semantics 
Language: Comprehension 
Language: Expressive 
Adaptive Physical Education: Gross 
Adaptive Physical Education: Fine Motor 
Social Studies 
Science 

Employment 

Lacks Motivation to Work 
Needs Pre-Voca tional Skills 
Vocational Training Needs 
Explora tion of Career Interests 
Career Planning 
Job Placement 
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Code 

7000 

7010 
7020 
7030 
7040 
7050 

8000 

8010 
8020 
8030 
8040 

Description 

Needs Help Interpreting Court Objectives 
Needs Help Adjusting to Probation Responsibilities 
Needs Support in Making Scheduled Court Appearances 
Needs Defense Attorney, Advocacy Resources 
Needs Agency Advocacy in Court 

Transportation 

Needs Transportation to and from Court 
Needs Transportation to and from Program 
Needs Transportation to and from Work 
Needs Transportation to and from Clinic 
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Code 

1000 

1100 
1200 
1300 
1400 
1500 
1600 

2000 

2100 
2200 
2300 
2400 

3000 

3100 
3200 
3300 
3400 
35(10 
3600 
3700 
3800 
3900 

4000 

l~050 

4100 
4200 
4300 
4400 
4500 
4600 
4700 
4800 
4900 
4950 

List of Services 

Description 

Intake Activities 

Court Liaison 
Home Visits 
School History Documentation 
Diagnostics 
Intake Assessment and Pli'lnning 
Orientation 

Case Work Activities 

Supervision 
Case Staffing 
Case Notes/Case Management 
Transportation 

Counseling 

Individual Counseling (Unplanned) 
Individual Counseling (Planned) 
Individual Counseling (Crisis Intervention) 
Group Counseling (Unplanned) 
Group Counseling (Planned) 
Group Counseling (Crisis Intervention) 
Family Counseling (Unplanned) 
Family Counseling (Planned) 
Family Counseling (Crisis Intervention) 

Education 

General Thinking Skills 
Language/Reading Skills 
Mathematical Skills 
Physical Education 
Health Education 
Physical and Biological Sciences 
Social Sciences 
History 
Crea ti ve Arts 
Academic Subject Tutoring 
G ED /Proficiency Instruction 
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Code 

5000 

5100 
5200 
5300 
5400 

6000 

6100 
6200 
6300 
6400 
6500 

7000 

7100 
7200 
7300 
7400 
7500 
7600 
7700 
7800 
7900 

8000 

8100 
8200 
8300 
8400 
8500 
8600 
3700 
8800 

Description 

Learning Disabilities 

Language/Reading Remediation 
Mathematics Remediation 
Motor Remediation 
Process Remediation (auditory, visual, haptic) 

Employment 

Prevocational Skills 
Vocational Skills Training 
Job Placement Services 
Career Awareness Services 
Job Counseling and Advocacy 

Other Client Services 

Court Services 
Health Services 
Recreation 
Cultural Enrichment 
Life Skills training 
Drivers Education 
Referral: Education 
School Advocacy 
School Reintegration 

General/ Administrative 

Job Development 
Volunteer Recruitment/Screening 
Volunteer Orientation/Training 
Staff Development 
Staff Meeting/General Planning 
Program Liaison 
Community Relations 
Policy Board Activities 
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Code 

1000 

1100 
1200 
1300 
1400 
1500 

2000 

2100 
2200 
2300 
2310 
2400 
2500 
2600 

3000 

3100 
3200 
3300 

3400 

4000 

4100 
4200 
4300 

5000 

5100 
5200 

6000 

6100 
6200 

List of Offenses 

Literal Description 

Homicide 

Murder I (Premeditated) 
Murder II (Intention, No Premeditation) 
Murder II 
Criminal Negligence (resulting in death to another) 
Manslaughter (all degrees) 

Assault 

Aggravated Assault - Attempted Homicide 
Assault with a Deadly Weapon 
Battery 
Aggravated Battery 
Other Assault 
Assault and Battery 
Assault on a Police Officer 

Rape 

Forcible Rape 
Sta tutory Rape 
Sex Offenses other than Rape (Attempted Rape, Sodomy, 
Carnal Knowledge, Indecent Liberties, Enticement for Indecent 
Liberties, Incest) 
Commercial Sex Offenders 

Kidnapping 

Kidnapping for Ransom 
Hijacking Public Transport 
Other Kidnapping 

Robbery 

Armed Robbery 
Other Robbery 

Arson 

Willful Arson 
Other Arson 
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Code 

7000 

7100 
7110 
7200 
7220 
7222 
7224 
7230 
7300 
7310 
7320 

7400 

7410 

7420 
7500 
7600 
7700 

8000 

8100 
8200 
8300 
8400 
8500 
8600 
8700 
8800 

9000 

9010 
9020 
9030 
9100 
9200 
9300 

9400 
9500 
9600 

Literal Description 

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 
Counterfei ting 
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 
Conduct, Harassment, Verbal Assault, Loitering, Trespassing, 
etc.) 
Drunkeness 
Gambling 
Reckless Driving 
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Code 

9610 
9620 

9800 
9810 
9820 
9850 
9860 
9900 

Literal Description 

Driving While Intoxicated 
Other Driving Offenses (Driving without a License, Insurance, 
Helmet, etc.) 
Violation of Probation 
Violation of Parole 
Violation of Court Order/Contempt of Court 
AWOL 
Escape/ Attempted Escape 
Status Offenses 
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NEW PRIDE 
SITE 

Boston 

Camden 

APPENDIX B: JOBS HELD BY NEW PRIDE CLIENTS 

. JOB DESCRIPTION 

Auto Mechanic Trainee 
Bike & Ski Repair Trainee 
Clear Land for Park 
Cook Fast Foods/Cashier 
Counter Helper 
General Daycare 
General Factory Help 
General Helper 
Maintenance Work 
Office Assistant 
Office Work 
Refinishing Furniture 
Trainee 
Trainee - Ski & Bike Repair 
Unskilled Office 
Washer of Cars 

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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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
1 

12 
1 
1 
1 
1 

12 
7 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
6 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
5 
1 
1 
1 
6 
1 



---~-----

NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF 
SITE JOBS 

Camden Continued 

Gas Station Attendant 1 
Hotdog Vendor 1 
Janitor 3 
Kennel Worker 1 
Kitchen Aide 13 
Kitchen Clerk 1 
Kitchen Help 5 
Laborer 8 
Landscaper 1 
Landscaping 1 
Loader 1 
Log Splitter 1 
Maid 1 
Maintenance Engineer lit 
Packer 1 
Painter 2 
Painter's Helper 1 
Pipefitter I 
Pizza Maker I 
Porter 2 
Press Mechanic 1 
Presser 1 
Recreation Supervisor 1 
Recrea tion Aide 3 
Roofer's Helper 1 
Salad Boy 1 
Sandwich Maker I 
Sandwich Maker-Luncheonette 1 
Short Order Cook 2 
Spooler 1 
Stockboy 1 
Vendor 1 
Waiter I 
Waiter/Kitchen Help I 
Waitress 1 
Warehouse 1 
Waterproofer 1 

Chicago 

Auto Mechanic 1 
Clerk 2 
Clerk Assistant 8 
Construction Helper I 
Cook I 
Cook Restaurant 1 
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NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF 
SITE JOBS 

Chicago Continued 

Food Service 5 
Janitorial 1 
Library Clerk 1 
Maintenance 15 
Maintenance Assistance I 
Mechanic Helper 1 
Packer 2 
Records Department Assistant 1 
Retail Assistant 1 
Security Maintenance 1 
Service Technician 1 
Stock Clerk 1 
Student ll..ide 1 
Tutor 1 

Fresno 

Auto Detailer 3 
Auto Maintenance Assistant 2 
Auto Mechanic 1 
Body & Fender I 
Box Maker 1 
Busboy I 
Car Washer I 
Career Awareness I 
Cashier, Cook 1 
Cashier, Cook, Clean-Up 1 
Cashier, Food Worker 1 
Clerical 1 
Clerical Aide 1 
Clerical Assistant I 
Construction 1 
Cook, Cashier, Clean-Up 1 
Cook, Wash, Clean Tables 1 
Cook's Assistant 1 
Delivery 1 
Demolition Team I 
Dish Washer 2 
Dog Trainer I 
Energy Aide 2 
File Clerk 1 
File Room Aide 1 
Gardener's Aide 1 
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NEW PRIDE 
SITE 

Fresno 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

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 
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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
1 
1 
8 
1 
2 
1 

15 
3 
2 
2 
3 
1 
1 
7 
2 
5 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
7 
1 
1 
1 
2 
lJ. 
1 
1 
1 

15 
1 



NEW PRIDE 
SITE 

Georgetown 

Kansas-City 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

Academic 
Cashier / Checker 
Clerical/General Maintenance 
Construction/Maintenance/Trainee 
General Maintenance 
Maintenance Training 
New Home Finishing 
Paint/Plasterer 
Solar Energy Trainee 
Stock Clerk 

Army Recruiter 
Busboy / Cleaner 
Busboy 
Busboy/Cook 
Busgirl 
Car Cleaning Technician 
Cleaning Technician 
Clerk 
Construction 
Construction/Y CCIP 
Construction/SYEP 
Construction/Y CCIP 
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 
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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

16 
1 
2 
1 

10 
3 
1 
2 
4-
1 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

13 
1 
3 
9 
5 
1 
1 
4-
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
9 
1 

22 
1 
8 
1 



NEW PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION NUMBER OF 
SITE JOBS 

Kansas City Continued 

National Guard/Supply 1 
Newspaper Delivery 1 
Photo Processor 1 
Plant Helper 1 
Receiving Clerk 1 
Sales Clerk 1 
Screw Machine Operator 1 
Shop Labor/Job Search 1 
Shop Labor/Job Skills Class 6 
Shop Laborer 1 
Steward 1 
Stocking/ Maintenance 1 
Stockman 1 
Teacher Aide 1 
Weed Cutter/SYEP 1 
Work Crew 1 
Youth Supervision 1 

Los Angeles 

Assembler 1 
Assembler and Clerical 1 
Carpenter Apprentice 1 
Firefighter 1 
Janitorial 2 
Laborer 3 
Painter 1 
Press Trainee 1 
Trainee 1 

Pensacola 

Busboy 1 
Busboy /Dishwasher 1 
Carpenter's Helper 2 
Cashier / Cleanup 1 
Ce:netery Cleanup 1 
Cleanup 3 
Cleanup/ Construction Worker 1 
Cleanup Helper 1 
Cleanup/ Construction ! 
Cleanup/Painting 1 
Cleanup/Pottery 1 
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NEW PRIDE 
SITE 

Pensacola 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

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 
Jani tor ial/La wncare 
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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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
4 
8 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
I 
I 
2 
5 
1 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 

'1 
1 
1 

21 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

10 
2 
1 
1 



NEW PRIDE 
SITE 

Pensacola 

Providence 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

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 

Assembler 
Auto Mechanic Helper 
Autobody Helper 
Baker's Helper 
Bench Worker 
Building Maintenance 
Busboy 
Carpenter's Helper 
Child Care Aide 
Child Care W or ker 
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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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
5 
1 
2 
I 
I 
4 
I 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
8 

1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

-! 
2 
1 
6 
1 
1 
1 
3 



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 
M\~chanic's Helper 
Nursing Assistant 
Office Worker 
Painter's Helper 
Plumber's Helper 
Receptionist-Hairdresser's Helper 
Recrea tion 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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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
2 
6 
2 

23 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 

34-
1 
1 
1. 
3 
4-
1 
1 
lJ. 
1 
1 
1 

10 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
7 
1 
lJ. 



NE W PRIDE JOB DESCRIPTION 
SITE 

San Francisco 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 Recr~ation Room 
Mechanic's Assistant 
Medical Technical Aide 
Mover /Household Goods & Office Supplies 
Mover 
Museum Aide 
Nurse's Aide 
Office Assistant 
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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
i 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 

13 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 



NEW PRIDE 
SITE 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

San Francisco Continued 

Phone/ Counter 
Production Assistant 
Program Completion Leader 
Receptionist 
Receptionist/Trainee 
Recreation 
Recrea tion 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 
'futor 
Video Technician 
Warehouse Worker 
Workshop AssistFl.nt 
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NUMBER OF 
JOBS 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
9 
1 
1 
1 
1 
5 
5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
7 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
i 
2 
2 
1 
3 



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 Janu.ary 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), ahd Exit Surveys for 

503 (43.1 percent). Therefore, in order to assess samplp 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. Forty-nine 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 ~ercent 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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Site 

Boston 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Georgetown 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 63 

Clients with Client Characteristics, Intake Survey 
and Exit Survey Data 

Client Intake Exit 
Char acteristics Survey Survey 

N % N % N % 

19 40.4 19 40.4 5 10.6 

146 83.4 142 81 1 108 61.7 

106 74.6 120 84.5 70 49.3 

132 100.0 130 98.5 98 74.2 

2 2.7 0 0 

99 86.8 82 71.9 40 35. I 

46 79.3 46 79.3 9 15.5 

151 100.0 123 81.5 53 35.1 

108 90.8 97 91.5 80 67.2 

128 82.6 III 71.6 40 25.8 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------------
Total 937 80.3% 870 74.6% 503 43.1 % 
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Level I: 

Level U: 

Level m: 

Level IV: 

Table 6~ 

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 

Misldmins 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 U testing was mandatory for alI clients in these tests: 

WAIS or WISC-R 

Woodcock Reading Mastery Test 

In addition, the remainder of Level II is recommended for those 
clients who score below the 25th percentile on the WRA T and/or 
exhibit significant processing problems on the LD Screening 
Battery: 

- Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 

Required for alI client-s in this level: 

- Key Math Diagnostic Math Test 

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

If "classified as LD" then "needs Level III for programming 
purposes" 

If "classified as possible LD" then "needs Level III 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 (YMI) 

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 Inv~ntory (optional) 

The Projective Psychological Assessment (Level IV) consists of: 

TAT 

Boston College Guess Why Questionnaire 

Sentence Completion 

Figure Drawing 

Rorschach (optional) 
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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 67 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. AU 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. 
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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: 

1. 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.) 

2. Acuity Tests 

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

4. WRAT 

5. Conclusions Based on Approach to Testing Checklist and Diagnostic 
Observations 

Level ll: 

1. Woodcock Reading (required for all clients, pre and post) 

2. Key Math (required for all clients, pre and post) 

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

4. Bender Visual Motor using Watkins system. 

5. Conclusions Based on Approach to Testing Checklist and Diagnostic 
Observations. 

Level m: 

1. Detroit Tests of LD (10 subtests) 

2. VMI (optional) 

3. Wepman (optional) 

4. Lindamood (optional) 

5. Conclusions Based on Approach to Testing Checklist and Diagnostic 
Observations. 

Level IV: 

As stated in the original manual. 
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Table 66 

Scores Records and Clients Tested 

Clients with at Least 

Test Scores1 
One Test Score 

Site 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 94.7 

Los Angeles 3,174 42 72.4 

Pensacola 16,184 150 99.3 

Providence 8,117 114 95.8 

San Francisco 16,612 152 98.1 

Total 87,587 1,020 87.4% 

1 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 Testedl by Required Test 

Visual Auditory 
IQ2 

Woodcock 3 Keymath 3 
Acuity Acuity WRAT Pre Pre/Post Pre Pre/Post 

Site N 96 N 96 N 96 N % N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96 

Boston 12 25.5 12 25.5 27 57.4 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 75.4 66 37.7 134 76.6 64 36.6 

Chicago 9 6.3 9 6.3 60 42.3 62 43.7 85 59.9 19 13.4 93 65.5 22 15.5 

Fresno 112 84.8 78 59.1 127 96.2 III 84.1 124 93.9 83 62.9 125 94.7 83 62.9 

Georgetown 0 0 0 0 19 25.7 1.4 0 0 

Kansas City 78 68.4 78 68.4 99 86.8 104 91.2 90 78.9 57 50.0 86 75.4 57 50.0 
ll"\ 

"'" Los Angeles 32 55.2 32 55.2 37 63.8 42 72.4 37 63.8 2 3.4 37 63.8 1 1.7 -0 

..b 
Pensacola 138 91.4 133 88.1 131 86.8 140 92.7 142 94.0 90 59.6 140 92.7 92 60.9 

Providence 64 53.8 44 37.0 80 67.2 79 66.4 88 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 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 612 52.496 564 48.396 760 65.196 840 72.096 878 75.296 459 39.396 842 72.296 435 37.396 

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. 

2 IQ tests include both WISC-R and W AIS. 

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



The identification and remediation of learning disabilities was an important 

part of the New Pride model. While all but one site did diagnose 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 indicates, 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 68 

Clients Ever Tested1 by Test 

Slinger- Detroit 
MalcomesiCJs land Bender Pre Pre/Post Beery Weeman Lindamood 

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

Boston 10 21.3 0 0 2.1 0 2.1 2.1 0 

Camden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Chicago 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fresno 30 22.7 0 29 22.0 4 3.0 0 0 1 0.8 0 

Georgetown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kansas City 0 0 0 5 4.4 2 1.8 0.9 0.9 0 

Los Angeles 8 13.8 0 31 53.4 1.7 0 0 0 0 ~ 
-< 

I 

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 \D 

Providence 5 4.2 0 5 4.2 0 0 5 4.2 0 0 

San Francisco 12 7.7 24 15.5 36 23.2 34 21.9 10 6.5 0 0 0 
------------------------------------------ -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 83 7.1% 31 2.7% l32 11.396 70 6.0% 22 1.996 12 1.096 12 1.096 5 0.496 

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. 



Table 69 

LD Clients Ever Tested l by Required Test 

Visual Auditory 
IQ3 

WoGdcock 4 Keymath 4 

Site
2 Acuity Acuity WRAT Pre Pre/Post Pre Pre/Post 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Boston 2 22.2 2 22.2 8 88.9 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 79.4 21 61.8 27 79.4 20 58.8 

Chicago 0 0 8.3 8.3 Ii 91.7 4 33.3 12 100.0 4 33.3 

Fresno 54 88.5 35 57.4 57 93.4 51 83.6 59 96.7 39 63.6 59 96.7 39 63.9 

Georgetown 0 0 0 0 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% 1.56 56.1% 209 75.2% 220 79.1% 254 89.1% 159 55.8% 226 79.3% 141 

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 W AIS. 

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 Tested1 by Test 

Slinger- Detroit 

Sitl 
Malcomesius land Bender Pre Pre/Post Beery WeEman Lindamood 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Boston 5 55.6 0 0 1 11.1 0 11.1 11.1 0 

Camden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Chicago 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fresno 27 44.3 0 26 42.6 4 6.6 0 0 1.6 0 

Georgetown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kansas City 0 0 0 5 14.7 2 5.9 2.9 1 2.9 0 

Pensacola 14 48.3 6 20.7 21 72.4 22 75.9 10 34.5 3 10.3 8 27.6 4 13.8 

Providence 3 7.0 0 0 0 0 2 4.7 0 0 

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 8.6% 71 25.5% 61 21.9% 21 7.4% 7 2.5% 11 4.0% 4 

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

1.4% 

0'\ 
.::t-....... 

I 
'-0 



CHAPTER SEVEN: 

THE COMPARATIVE 

ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM 
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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 woulu 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 Part II 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 wi"th the court system to the tast 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 disposition, 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 chC;l.rging behavior of the courts. To this end, the ba~ic 

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 offices spread over wide 

geographic areas. Generally speaking, measures involving earlier decision points 

are superior to other types of recidivism measures (Lerman,. 1975:59). 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. 
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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, ~.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 an~ comparison subjects 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 cO,mmitted 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. 

7-3 



-----------------------------~,--,--

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 recidivism, 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 

challenge 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 offense 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. 
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1. 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 f01.low-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 w.(f,uld be followed for only one year. All other 

things 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. 
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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 dealiAg 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 1'7.2 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 reoifenses, 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. 
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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 a,ddition, 

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 

mere recidivators. 

To clarify the relationships addressed by this analysis, refer to Figure 1. 

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 t
2

, 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) = 1 - 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 l' Group 2 has recidivated more 

than Group 1, while Group 1 has more survivors than Group 2. At time t
2
, 

Group 1 has r~cidivated 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 
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(or failure functions), obviates this problem by describing the situation over time 

ra ther 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 oller 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 any 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; 
Mal tz 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 group 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 

u,nsatisfactory 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 unconstr:ained manner as long as the subjects met the inta~e 

cdterion. 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 that 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, 19~.s..; 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 expecte!d to have a lower 

recidivism rate. 

Number oi 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 offenses, although 

age-related, will also require control in the match. Third, the~re 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 juveni.le delinquents. Therefore, 

comparison groups must be constructed from either the remaining offenders 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 sam piing problemse 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 comparison 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 as 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 ccntemporaneou;; 

c:mparison subject pool. Thus, it is more difficult to obtain an adequate match 

between Fhe 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 matched comparison group a large pool of comparable 

subjects should be available. Th~ sample needs to be approximately 150 percent 

of the size of the treatment group. Most sites were unable to generate a 

comparison group lurge enough to meet this goal. Only 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 sit~s 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 de!'lign 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 controlllng 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, differences between 

the tW() will more likely be due to differences in program impact rather than 

either methodologicalartlfact or procedures of the administration of justice 

unique to each jurisdiction. 

Oil 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 . 
program by December 31, 1982 in order to aSSl)re at least a year of time to 

fol1ow~up the official records of each youth~ It had been requested of local 

evaluators that all client and comparison group off~rtse 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 member 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 only 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 all subjects' records, dates were used as follows: (1) Case action date 

was taken as the date oi program (m·~ry. 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 da1;e was used. Screening the juvenile justice history 
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data in this way n~sulted 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 furtr.er restrictions on the data are 

assumed, the initial, "clean," site-by-site breakdown appears in Table 1. 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 compc:irison group contemporaneous 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 sampling 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, from the same 

court jurisdictions as the treatment subjects, the two groups may not adequately 

match on two variables of considerable importance. The flrst of these variables 

is the number of adjudicated offenses. The number of 2djudicatec\ 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 entry 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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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Total 

Table I 

Initial Available Treatment and Comparison Subjects 
for Matching Procedure 

Treatment N Comparison N 

172 141 

142 88 

130 302 

113 118 

150 170 

118 180 

151 129 

976 1,128 
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was 16 at the time of the last offense, a matching comparison subject must be 

i'lelected 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 pr~sents 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 lJ.l subjects 

had three. The row labeled Age at Last Prior Offense presents the integer age 

of clients at the last adjudica~ion 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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Number of 
Priors 

1 

2 

3 

q. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Table 2 

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

Age at Last Prior Offense 
12 13 1lf. 15 16 17 Sum 

1 1 

1 1 

2 6 9 18 6 41 

3 8 9 11 7 38 

4 8 6 If. 22 

2 7 3 1 13 

1 2 4 2 1 10 

1 1 

2 2 

1 1 

--------------------------~------------------------~------------------
Surn 1 5 22 41 If.0 21 130 
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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, fttr;;. example, the comparison group overall is about half 

the size of the treatment group (88 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 la.rgely 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 wer~ 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 f~ur 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 sampllng of comparison subjects with lower 

numbers of priors was equally likely to eliminate subjects with man: '3.S well as 

with few previous adjudications. Thus a comparison subject with ten offenses 

could have been matched at his third oife:nse, eliminating him as a candidate for 

matching at any of his later offenses (thl~ 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 (fo'ur 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 com parison 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 cycle 
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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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 3 

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

Treatment Group Comparison Group 
N Mean Median N Mean Median 

172 5.3 5 132 5.3 4-

14-2 3.7 3 55 3.5 3 

130 4-.4- 4- 216 4-.3 4-

113 4-.3 3 64- 3.9 3 

14-6 6.2 5 72 5.0 4-

117 6.2 5 92 5.6 5 

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 offens'@'J 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 slightly between the two 

groups (see Tables 3 and 4). 

The results of the matching procedure appUed 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. After 

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 

adjudicate.d offense and case action date is called the intake-lag. A t 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 matched offense 

plus the intake-lag assigned provides the point in time of his or her hypothetical 

case action date. 
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Site 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Camden 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 4 

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

Treatment Group Comparison Group 
N Mean Median N Mean Median 

14-2 14- .9 15 55 15.0 15 

130 15.4- 15 216 15.3 15 

172 15.5 16 132 15.4- 15 

113 15.7 16 64- 15.6 16 

14-6 15.4- 16 72 15.3 15 

117 15.7 16 92 15.7 16 

150 15.3 15 93 15.4- 15 



Table 5 

Median Intake-Lag in Weeks for Each Site 

Site Median Lag 

Camden 20 

Chicago 13 

Fresno 6 

Kansas City 12 

Pensacola 8 

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 case action date 

of each comparison 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 correspondence 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 YOLlnger 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: 
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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 -1.41 195 .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 e 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 1.05 195 .2959 

Fresno 16.0 15.9 1.06 344- .2873 

Kansas City 16.5 16.3 0.95 175 .34-21 

Pensacola 16.1 16.0 0.77 216 .4-393 

Providence 16.6 16.4- 1.27 207 .2057 

San Francisco 16.2 16.1 0.65 24-1 .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 indic.ate potential biases 
in recidivism rates (BJS, 1981:7). 

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. 

q.. 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 offens~s. 

Although none ot these four variables are controlled directly 'in the 

matching algorithm, their status should be reviewed in a consideration of the 

adequacy of the match. 

A verage 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 differences 

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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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 8 

Average Seriousness Scores Before Case Action Date 
for Adjudicated Offenses 

Treatment Comparison 
Mean Mean t df P 

7.8 7.8 -O.Oll- 302 .9638 

9.0 9.5 -1.4-9 195 .1388 

7.8 7.9 -0.70 3l1-lI- .4-831 

8.6 9.9 -lI-.Oll- 175 .0001 
~. 

8.lI- S.lI- 0.13 216 .8976 

7.6 7.5 0.lI-5 207 :6512 

8.4- 3.9 -1.4-6 24-1 • Ill-53 

7-30 



Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 
. 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 9 

Average Seriousness Scores Before Case Action Date 
for Petition-Filed Offenses 

Treatment Comparison 
Mean Mean t df P 

7.6 7.8 -0.74- 302 .4-626 

9.1 9.2 -0.56 10 " .5695 .: '" .~ 

7.9 8.0 -0.19 34-4- .8533 

8.6 9.9 -4- .01 175 .0001 

8.4- 8.3 0.39 216 .6966 

7.7 7.3 1. 64- 207 .1031 

8.7 8.9 -0.64. 24-1 .14-53 
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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). A t 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, AI-American Indian, AS-Asian, OTH-other). Third, the 

sa:mple 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 (X 2) with its degrees of freedom (df) and 

probabiU ty 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 t~e 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 N~w Pride. 

* The appropriateness of the Pearson chi-square statistic for tables with zero 
cells is discussed in Larntz, 1978. 
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Site Group WH BL 

Camden T 42 45 

C 52 36 

Chicago T 24 62 

C 33 59 

Fresno T 19 42 

C 26 26 

Kansas City T 52 42 

C 44 56 

Pensacola T 39 61 

C 70 30 

Providence T 48 37 

C 88 11 

San Francisco T 5 65 

C 15 50 

Table 10 

Ethnic Distributions by Site in Percent 
(Percent of N) 

Race 
HIS? AI AS OTH 

12 

12 

11 1 1 2 

8 0 0 0 

39 2 

48 0 

6 

0 

6 1 9 

1 0 0 

17 2 1 9 

17 1 13 4 

N Missing X2 df P 

172 0 2.78 2 .2490 

132 0 

142 0 3.39 5 .6490 

51 4 

130 0 12.65 3 .0055 

216 0 r<) 
r<) , 

II3 0 6.43 2 !'O40 1 

64 0 

146 0 18.82 1 .0001 

71 1 

117 0 38. 17 4 .0001 

92 0 

150 0 23.85 5 .0001 

93 0 



Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 11 

Sex Distributions by Site in Percent 
(Percent of N) 

Group Male Female N Missing 

T 92 8 172 a 
C 95 5 132 a 

T 100 142 a 
C 100 55 0 

T 91 9 130 0 

C 88 13 216 a 

T 95 5 113 0 

C 95 5 64 0 

T 90 10 146 a 
C 97 3 72 0 

T 86 15- 117 0 

C 97 3 92 0 

T 86 14 150 0 

C 98 2 93 0 
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.2930 

.2266 

.5805 

.0556 

.0045 

.0011 



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 .0351 

Fresno 119.1 99.0 -3.57 34-4- .0004-

Camden 134- .2 152.1 3.25 302 .0013 

Kansas City 123.5 251.1 14- .87 175 .0001 

Pensacola 131.8 126.1 -0.70 216 .4-856 

Providence 119.3 129.0 1.38 207 .1688 

San Francisco 129.6 118.5 -1.88 24-1 .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 64.1 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 follow-u[) at all 

(0.& percent). This occurred because the matching procedure selected matching 

offenses in 1983 for these six subjects and, adding on the intake-lag to the 

offense-date, the resulting effective case action da.te turned out to !:le on or 

about the date of last follow-up, December 31? 19&3. Because of the random 

selection procedures of the matching process, these six subjects can be 

considered an unbiased and unbiasing random selection from the com parison 

groups. Of cour,'ie, 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 Percent 

lor more 100 .0 85.7 

2 or more 74.1 64- • 1 

3 or more 31.5 4-0 .~~ 

4- or more 0.4- 20.0 

5 or more 0.0 8.8 

6 or more 0.0 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 grou.p may be less 

likely to recidivate than the treatment group (Table 6). Difference::; 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 llkely t::> 

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 compar.ison groups at three sites, Chicago, Camden, and 

Kansas City, suggests that the treatment group would appear less likely to 

recidivate (Table 12). At Fresno the reverse is the case. This confusing 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 ll: Comparative Analyses of Recidivism 

The dependent measures used in the analysis of recidivism include both 

filed petitions and sustained adjudications. (See the discussion of system 

penetration in Part I 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 resulted 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 progral11 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 recidivism 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 I 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 control 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 effects 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 implemented 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 subject: have before program entry, as well as in the 
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number of prior adjudications. This data is presented in TabJe 14. Both means 

and geometric means are presented (see discussion in Part I). The differences 

between sites are significant (F = 55.70, df = 6,963, MS(e) = .225, P < .000 1.), 

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. Kansas 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 v'ariables. 

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 resulted 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 all the New Pride data. For this reason, in all 



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 172 7.54 6.82 16.5 0.73 

Chicago 14-2 7.70 6.96 15.9 0.68 

Fresno 130 6.99 6.4-9 16.0 0.72 

Kansas City 113 4- .67 4- .18 16.5 0.52 

Pensacola 14-6 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 



-----_ .. _----- -----------

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 dlfferential ages between groups can lead to a mis-estimation of 

group differences. Age at entry should be positively related to the probabillty 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 (:onditions 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 14. 

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 = '+.74, df = 1,961, MS(e) = .191, P < .0500) for age­
squared in a hierarchical analysis, controlling for baseline differences from 
site-to-si te. 
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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 (R2 = .0600), number of priors 

contributes little (improvement in R2 = .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 relationship 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 at 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 inquirles are based on somewhat 

inappropriate OLS regression procedures and reflect only the predictions of 

petition-filed offenses after entry to New Pride, the sam.e 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 0.1 percent of the variance 
(F = 1.00, df = 1,962, MS(e) = .202, p> .05), all prior petitions filed account 
for an additional 0.1 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 ANAL YSIS OF RECIDIVISM 

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

may be examined in the four ways discussed in Part I : 

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: 

1. Linear-logistic analyses of which subjects do and do not 
recidivate address point 1 above. 

2. Analyses of counts of recidivism address point 2 above. 

3. Time-to-recidivate survival analyses address points 1 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. 
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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 desl:riptions of the biases with which to be 

concerned in the measurement Qf 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 Nr represents the number of 

subjects recidivating and Ns represents the number of subjects not recidivating, 

the natural logarithm of Nr/Ns 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) di~tribution for a dichotomous dependent 
measure is a simple monotonic function of its probabilities. For example, 
if 50 percent of a group of 100 subjects reddivute, 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) = l/( 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 th.e 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 table.s 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 G2, 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 t .00 1 

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 1 <.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 14-4- .328 1 < .00 1 

Age at Entry 52.984- 1 <.00 1 

New Pride Sites 117.4-25 6 <.001 

Ethnicity 21.818 2 < .001 

Gender 8.803 1 <.001 

Sustained Counts 

Time to Follow·~up 159.729 1 ~.OO 1 

Age at Entry 31.215 1 <.001 

New Pride Sites 112.218 6 <.001 

Gender 10.082 1 <.002 

Ethnicity 13 .717 2 <.002 



statistic (Rao, 1973), and is treated 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 m~asures) found to significantly predict any measure 

of recidivism. In only one case was the seriousness of prior offenses signflcantly 

related to the outcome measure. The seriousness of adjudicated offenses before 

New Pride is significantly related to the probability of re~idivism after program 

entry as measured by the occurrence of another adjudication. 

The Form of Matur~tion 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 logarithm 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:;o: 13.861, df = 1, p< .001, and 

G2 = 4.159, df = 1, p < .05 respectively). The curvilinear effect is not significant 

for the measures C?f filed petitions and adjudications 12 months after case action 

date (G2 = 1.198, df = 1, 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 is 
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 sensibJ.e. The average age of comparison and treatment 

subjects at case action was 16.18 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 Treatment Groups 

Now that the form of maturation effects and the most relevant variables 

have been established, it is possible to ascertain ci~lfferences in recidivism 

between the matched groups. The simple question to be asked is whether 

treatment and comparison group differences contribute significantly 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 relationship between groups was found: Filed petitions ·after case 

action date were less frequent in the comparison group than the treatment group 

overall (G 2 = 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 linea.r-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 = 1, 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 his panics) 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 intera.ction. 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 18 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 filed 

petitions and sustained counts beginning 12 month~ after case action, it is 

reasonable to look at individual tests of group differe. nces 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 c~e action date: G 2 = 24.185, 
df = 6, p< .0005 for filed petitions and G = 21.87., df = 6, and p< .005 
f?2 adjudications. Recidivism ~mmedi~t~ly after ~se action datc;: 
G = 4.712, df = 6, p) .05 for fIled petItIons and G = 7.526, df := b, 

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 slte-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 .2'21 

Camden .302 .271 

San Francisco .330 .255 

Pensacola .160 .055 

Kansas City .178 .Ol~3 

Chicago .333 .153 

*. Ordered by the relative success ,~f 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 .13f.1. .210 

Camden .257 .257 

Pensacola .090 .035 

Chicago .18.3 .107 

San Francisco .319 .237 

Kansas City .150 .03f.1. 

* Ordered by the relative success of the 
treatment group. 
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Table 19 

Expected Probabilities of Recidivism of Groups by Site: 

Site* 

Providence 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Camden 

San Francisco 

Pensacola 

Filed Petitions After Case Action Date Plus 
12 Months, Individual Site Analyses 

GrouE 
Treatment Comparison G2 

.581 .679 1.202 

.096 .139 .981 

.068 .091 1.0lj.lj. 

.062 .028 1.578 

.265 .218 .811 

.228 .161 1.908 

.352 .098 8.lj.65 

* Ordered by the relative success of the treatment group. 
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1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

P 

> .050 

'7 .050 

) .050 

") .050 

) .050 

> .050 

<.005 



Table 20 

Expected Probabilities of Recidivism of Groups by Site: 
. Adjudications After Case Action Date Plus 

12 Months, Individual Site Analyses 

GrouE 
Site** Treatment Comparison G2 df P 

Providence .582 .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 .082 .019 5.287 1 <.005 

San Francisco .204 .134 2.613 1 >.050 

* At Kansas City P(recidivism) = .000 1 for the comparison group and 
P(recidlvism) = .0003 for the treatment group. 

** Ordered by the relative success of the treatment group. 
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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 groups 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 ot 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 for 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 analy'5p.s. 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, G2 = 13.4-07, df = 6, P < .04-0 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 = .04-7, df = 1, p> .05 for filed 

petitions, G2 = .009, df = 1, p> .050 for adjudications). There remain significant 

relationships between rec"idivism and the interaction of groups by site 

(G2 = 19.24-0, 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 ~f 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 Acti~n Date 

Site 
Grou1 P (Treatment) P Comparison) Fisher's P 

Camden .227 .246 .4001 

Chicago .261 .136 .0625 

Fresno .108 .048 .0411. 

Kansas City .062 .2'22 .0022 

Pensacola .068 .167 .0379 

Providence .376 .358 .4576 

San Francisco .140 .083 .1414 
--------------------------------------------------
Overall .177 .168 .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. A t 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 case 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 ~ these first 12 

months. Above the standard list of covariates already extensively reviewed in 

this t~x.t, incarcerations as measured are not significantly related to reductions 

or increases in reddivism after the date of case action plus 12 months 

(G2 = 3.183, df = 1, p> .050 for filed petitions, G2 = 2.625, df :-: 1, p) .050 fot;" 

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 1. 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 offenses per 

subject at each site in the comparison and treatment groups. Remember that 

differential follow-up tini~.':: 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 
. ** 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 = 1, 
1580, MS(e) = 3.468, p';7 .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 = 6,1574, MS(e) = 3.601, p<..005 12 months after 
case action date. 
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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 22 

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

Filed Petitions Ad judica tions 
Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison 

2.63 3.44 1.66 2.34 

1.76 2.09 0.81 0.94 

1.62 1.39 0.93 0.89 

1.30 2.53 1.00 1.78 

1.72 1.24 1.17 0.96 

5.09 6.58 2.68 3.36 

1.83 1.30 1.33 0.91 
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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 23 

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

Filed Petitions Ad i udica tions 
Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison 

1.19 1.96 0.74- 1.36 

0.70 1.23 0.35 0.66 

0.57 0.76 0.32 0.51 

0.50 1.78 0.34- 1.27 

0.52 0.37 0.27 0.28 

2.05 3.67 1.09 1.90 

0.85 0.63 0.63 0.4-8 
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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 com parison groups recidi va te 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, MS(e) = 2.367, p( .001 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 rf'ddivate. 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 above. 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 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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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

?rovidence 

San Francisco 

Table 24 

Rates of Recidivism in Each Group by Site 
After Case Action Date 

(Geometric Mean) 

Filed Petitions Ad i udica tions 
Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison 

0.020 0.022 0.015 0.016 

0.018 0.016 0.013 0.012 

0.016 0.013 0.013 0.014 

0.016 0.010 0.014 0.008 

0.018 0.016 0.015 0.014 

0.035 0.042 0.022 0.026 

0.016 0.015 oj .013 0.012 
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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 25 

Rates of Recidivism in Each Group by Site 
12 Months After Case Action Date 

(Geometric Mean) 

Filed Petitions Adjudications 
Treatment Comparison Treatment Comparison 

0.015 0.016 0.012 0.012 

0.014 0.010 0.011 0.009 

0.013 0.014 0.0 10 0.0 11 

0.012 ~),O 11 0.010 0.009' 

0.011 0.006 0.009 0.006 

0.020 0.027 0.016 0.017 

0.011 0.011 0.009 0.009 
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when New Pride site differences and the effects 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 g.roups is not significant, a number of sites 

show significant differences between groups 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 (8 = .288, F = 4.2.56, 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 (8 = -.517, F = 11.832, df = 1,99, MS(e) = .555, P (.0010 and 

8 = -.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 (8 = -.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, MS(e) = .436, p> .050 12 
months after case action date. For adjudications F = .4-96, 
df = 1, 969, MS(e) = .434, p> .050 after case action and F = .790, 
df = 1, 506, MS(e) = .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 .010 after case 
action date and F = 2.757, df = 6, 626, MS(e) = .4-29, P <. .025 12 
months after case action; for sustained counts F = 3.507, df = 6,963, 
MS(e) = .4-27, 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 trea.tment 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 = 1.333, 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 1 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 between 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 offenses 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 Basic 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. If, 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 outllne 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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Camden 
Treat- Com-

Months ment parison 
-----

0 .00 .00 

6 .43 .37 

12 .58 .58 

18 .68 .65 

24 .72 .69 

30 .74 .69 

36 .69 

42 .72 

48 

N 172 131 

Median 8.3 9.0 

Breslow P .3699 

Mantel-Cox .3915 

Table 26 

Cumulative Recidivism Data by Site in Proportions Recidivating for 
Filed Petitions; Product Limit Estimates 

Chicago Fresno Kansas City Pensacola Providence 
Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com- Treat- Com-
ment parison ment 

. . 
ment parison ment parison ment parison panson 

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

.42 .32 .35 .35 .27 .311 .33 .25 • 68 .62 • 

.54 .45 .55 .51 .42 .42 .43 .40 .80 .81 

.63 .60 .67 .64 .45 .50 .48 .44 .86 .90 

.66 .66 ' .71 .73 .47 .57 .51 .46 .87 .94 

.70 .76 .72 .73 .51 .60 .54 .49 .88 .97 

.72 .76 .74 .58 .65 .58 .95 .97 

.82 .65 

.88 .67 

142 54 1.30 213 113 64 146 72 !l7 92 

10.0 J5.5 8.5 11.5 28.5 J6.5 20.3 .. 3.8 3.5 

.3351 .9662 .2515 .5335 .9655 

.7884 .7835 .2757 .4431 .5799 

* Less than 50 percent of the sample recidivated. 

San Francisco 
Treat- Com-
ment parison 

.00 .00 

34 .28 

.53 .44 

.61 .58 

.64 .66 f'1 
t-
I 

.73 .69 
t-

.76 .72 

.79 .72 

.88 .79 

150 92 

10 .3 14.0 

.2489 

.3406 



, 
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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 im portant 

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 28 

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. A t Fresno there are significant differences in the survival functions 

between the comparison and treatment groups, as tested by the Breslow 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 



Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

* p < .05 

Table 28 

Results of Survival Function Analyses of Recidivism 
Measured 12 Months After Case Action Date 

SamEle Size Filed Petitions Ad i udica ti.ons 
Treat- Com- Breslow Mantel-Cox Breslow Mantel-Cox 
ment parison P P P P 

172 126 .3662 .334-2 .14-00 .1326 

14-2 44 .2513 .15&7 .5103 .6006 

130 16& .0407* .0730 .012,!j.* .030I* 

113 63 .4593 .64-38 .3776 .4062 

146 54- .7554 .4599 .7721 ,',410 

117 81 .0767 .1076 .1540 .0966 

150 84 .8038 .5031 .9853 .4556 
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presently be found between groups. In this case, h'')wever, there is the 

interesting exception of the Fresno site where the treOl~ment group ultimately 

appears to recidivate less than the compa.rison group. One should note that there 

are proportionately more whites and his panics in the Fresno comparison group 

than the treatment group (Table 10) and proportionately more females in the 

comparison group (Table 11). 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 0 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 suspected 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 ~hould 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, tltime to follow-uptl). 

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 

exogenous terms will always be independent measures in the analyses of 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. I 

Program Duration~+ : Time to Follow-up 

"" ~ Client' 
New Pride Site s~ccess:~ + 
Age 

Recidivism During Recidivism After 
New Pride -----+-----..,.~ New Pride 

I The relationships of New Pride site and age effects are not 
diagrammed in order to keep the representation as simple ~s 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 example, the arrow leading 

from "Recidivism During" to "Recidivism After" indica:tes 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'"'Intinued 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 s!i0rter 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 ~f 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. 
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Analysis Str~.tegy 

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 Recidivismll). 

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 r,ot 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 coefficients 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 '~echniques 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 measured, but recidivism 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 assum~d, 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 Francisco 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 vf 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. Interprete.d in this way, the 
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Table 1 

Basic Outcome Model 

Filed Petitions After Program Termination, 
(N = 917) 

Variable G2 Improvement df 

Constant 1261. 68 

New Pride Site 1137 .04 74.64 6 

Age 1153.07 28.97 2 

Time to Follow-up 1071.98 86.09 1 

Recidivism During 1066.36 5.62 1 

Program Duration }O65.77 .59 1 

Client Success 1065.13 .60 1 

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) -.844 .133 -4.60 
(4) - .568 .202 -2.81 
(5) .079 .166 .48 
( 6) -.424 .135 -2.30 

Age (linear) .136 .073 2.56 
(quadratic) -.017 1.700 .01 

Time to Follow-up .013 .002 7.23 

Recidivism During .171 .079 2.18 

?~ogram Duration -.001 .006 -.21 

Client Success -.082 .106 -.77 

3-10 

P 

< .001 

<' .001 

< .'J01 

< .n5 

n.s. 

n.s. 



Table 2 

Coding of Independent Variables 

Linear Logistic Analyses 

Coding Levels 
New Pride Site (1) (2) (3) (4-) (5) (6) 

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 1 0 0 0 0 

San Francisco 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Client Success: ill 
Failure --1 
Success 1 

Recidivism During (1) 
No :y-
Yes 1 

Recidivism After ill 
No -1 
Yes 1 

Gender ill 
Male -1 
Female 1 
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baseline proportions expected to recidivate at each site are: Chicago, .67; 

Fresno, .60; Camden, .71; 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 = .01. As expected time to follow-up is positively related to recidivism after 

termination from New Pride and recidivism during the program is positively 

related to recidivism after 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 prior 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-values may be interpreted similarly to t-statistics in 
regression analyses. Z-values are not, however, asymptotically 
consistent statistics and may present qiased 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 

Constant 1263.92 

New Pride Site 1220.52 43.40 6 

Age 1206.90 13 .63 2 

Program Duration 711.04 495.82 1 

Recidivism During 661.80 49.22 t 

Variable Coefficient S.E. Z 

Constant .370 1.590 .23 

New Pride Site (1) .900 .292 3.08 
(2) .188 .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 1'6.00 

Recidivism During -.735 .111 -6.60 
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average age of 16 years at entry and the average program duration of 37 weeks). 

Once agai~, 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 line.ar (Z-value = 6.15) and one 

curvilinear (Z-value = -5.19). This verifies the effect 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 results 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 depenaent 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 dummy 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 noS. 

Variable Coefficient S.E. Z 

Constant -1.340 134.000 .01 

New Pride Site (1) -.307 .175 -1.75 
(2) 1.260 .204 6.18 
(3) -.357 .15.8 -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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Variable 

Constant 

New Pride Site 

Age 

R ecidi vism During 

Variable 

Constant 

New Pride Site 

Table 5 

Basic Outcome Model 

R2 

.00000 

.04041 

.04974 

.05228 

Program Duration 
(N = 940) 

Improvement df 

.04041 6,932 

.00933 2,930 

.00254 1,929 

Coefficient S.E. 

164.400 107.100 

(1) 1.720 1.476 
(2) -:.753 1.317 
(3) .479 1.575 
(4) 3.112 1.388 
(5) 3.295 1.597 
(6) -.473 1.546 

MSe 

331.56 

329.04 

325.73 

t P 

1.54 n.s. 

1.16 n.s. 
-.57 n.s. 

.30 n.5. 
2.24 < .025 
2.06 <: .050 
-.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. 
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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 componr.mt appears as the strongest predictor 

(recidivism after New Pride an'J client success) or neither component 

significantly predicts the outcome measure (program duration): When entered 

individually into these analyses, age shows significant linear effects 1 but no 

significant curvilinear effects.2 These results are similar to those presented on 

ni2.turation effects in Chapter Sf'.!ven. 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 likelihood of client success is 

increased, and the length of program durationis increased.3 

Summary of the Basic Outcome Model 

The empirical evaluation of the New Pride data essentially supports the 

expected outcomes proposed in the introduction 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 

1 Recidivism after ~ew Pride: G 2 = 27.65, df = 1, P < .001 
Client success: G = 12.37, df = 1, P < :P~ 1 
Program duration: improvement in R = .00723, F = 7.08, df = 1,932, 
MSe = 329.41, P ( .010. 

2 Recidivism after ~ew Pride: G2 = 1.32, df = 1, p> .05 
Client success: G = 1.26, df = 1, p> .?t 
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: 

New Pride Site 

Age 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

Program Duration~ : Time to Follow-up 
• + : 

Client; 

/

success: + 

Recidivism b'uring: : Recidivism After 
New Pride - . ~ New Pride 

I 
I 
I , 

The sigl'led 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. 

. 8-18 



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 i.n recidivism. However, this is not necessarily the 

case. The two measures of pro~ram duration and cllent 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 example' cli'ent 

employment, may subsequently reduce the likelihood of reoffense. This 

pcssibility will be investigated 1n 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 block contains data on schooling before, 

during, and after New Pride, along with all achievement testing results 

(q.q. 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 prclportion 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 dispar;ty 

between desires and expectancies for further education. In theory, it is expected 

that the greater this disparity, the more likely the client will recidivate. l 

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 performance 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 dis(;repanc:y between his aspirations and his achievements, or 
expectations for achievement, j,e can attribute his failure either to 
the social of'der or to his own fp,.l.ults. 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 progn\m 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 potenti~lly 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 number 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. Additional 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 34-2 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 subsequent 

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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TIle 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 duration 

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 analytic procedure. Exploring all of the relationships 

to the three nominal variables in the model, recidivism during and after New 

Pride and client success, would ideally involve using linear-logistic procedures 

throughoLlt. 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. 

The data analysis proceeded in thre~ 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. 1 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 

I 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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1 to .10. 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 tnis 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 success, the covariates were 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 cQvariates 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..:~ 

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 analyse~ 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, cllent success, and recidivism after 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 1 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. Information 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 

Recidivism During New Pride 

Program Duration 

Client Success 

Missing Values Variables 

Employment Variables 

4. Job Placement Services Delivered to Client 

(.023) • 
+ 

(.068) II­
+ 
(.OO~) • 

n.s. 
(.OOO) .. 

n.s. 
(.000) .. 

n.s. 
(.000) ~ 

(.005) .. 
+ 

5. Number of Jobs During New Pride-------------,{,....,.O"'"'O..-.6"")~ .. 

Sc:hoollng Variables 

+ 
3. Father's Education ---~--------------f"( . ."o.,...o'P'5) ........ 

6. WRA T Pretest Arithmetic Score (.003) ~ 

Background Variables 

1. Ethnicit.y _____________________ ::. __ ....... ~ 

. (.0 14) 

------------------------------------------,--~ (.006) 
2. Gender 

Attitude Variables 

None 

Needs and Services Variables 

7. Number of Cultural Services ______________ + __ --1~~ 
(.004) 

* 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 
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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 entered. l 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.2 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 presented. Together, they account for a total of .160 

(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 

2 

There are six mIssmg values variables representing six patterns of 
missing data found among the seven additional independent variables 
associated with recidivism after the program. 

"Variation eXfilained" 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 expla .. ined" is 
equal to the added G2 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 up anti-social activities. 

Unfortunately, clients who obtained jobs during New Pride did not recidivate 

signfkantly 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 WRA T 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 ace positive ranging from 

r = .4-360 (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 WRA T Ar:ithmetic 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 

WRA T Arithmetic Score: 
1.0000 1 Correlation Coefficient 

N 987 

WRA TReading S<;ore 
Correlation Coefficient .5596 1.0000 
N 987 987 

0 
«"\ 

WRA T Spelling Score I 
00 

Correlation Coefficient • 588lJ. .7676 1.0000 
N 720 720 720 

WISC-R or W AIS IQs 
Correlation Coefficient .lJ.780 .lJ.920 .lJ.92lJ. 1.0000 
N 987 987 720 987 

Woodcock Raw Score 
Correlation Coefficient .lJ.360 .6768 .7330 .5533 1.0000 
N 7lJ.6 7lJ.6 613 lJ.Ol 7lJ.6 

Keyr'nath Raw Score 
Correlation Coefficient .5711 .5577 • 638lJ. • 65lJ.2 .7833 1.0000 
N 735 735 598 735 70lJ. 735 

1 AU 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 

WRA T 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 fir.ding 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 v~riation. 

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 co variates 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 = 4-25, 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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Basic Outcome Model 

Figure 2 

Variables Related to Client Success 
(Successful Termination) 

New Pride Sites * 
(vanahon Explamed = .034) ~ 

* Age at Entry (.01I) ... 

Program Duration + 
(.392) )10 

Recidivism During New Pride (.039) ... 

* Missing Values Variables (.oa) ~ 

Employment Variables 

5. Times Fired From Jobs During New Pride (.004) • 

7. Perceived job/education chances at program entry + 
(.003) • 

. Schooling Variables 

+ 2. School Program Completion During New Pride --------f(-f.BHl-+l~} .. ~ 

+ 4. Keymath Pretest Score ---------------'""/('-I.0..,,0'l1l4rT) .... ,. 

Background Variables 

6. Gender 

Attitude Variables 

None 

Needs and Services Variables 

* 

1. Client Received General Administrative Services 

3. Client Has Needs in the Area of Family Relationships 

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. 

Theot"etically, success in schooi should be associated with lowered recidivism 

rates, a.,d 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 onl'( 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. l Needs in the 

family category include observed relationship problems between the client and 

his mother, father, siblings, or other !amily members. Apparently, ideNtifiable 

problems 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 likelihood of in-program success. Documenting the 

provision of these services indicates a high level of client involvement or 

visibility in the progra.m. 

--""-~--------:'" 

1 Note that the dichotomous variable flagging this iuentification of 
needs has a separate level for missing values. 
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Figure 3 pre~ents the simultar1eous 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 outcome 

model variables and the variables from Figure 2 were partialled for these 

regression analyses. A bss conservative level of significance (p < .10) was used 

here to screen for the simultaneous factors. 

The third figure shows that the clients who succee~ed· were more likel~1 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 to 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, background, 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 

program, then they were more likely to be suc:;cesdully 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 

cHents is a means by which they may remove themselves from unsatisfactory 

home environments. That ciient success is made more likely by leaving home 

cannot he interpreted from this observation, however. As these two variables 

are considered simultaneously, the causal relationship between them cannot be 

evaluated without furthE.:r inIormatlon. 
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Figure 3 

I?artial Correlations of Simultaneous Variables with 
Client Success (Successful Termination) 

Employment Variables 

+ Perceived Job Chances at Program End 

Client Ever Obtained a Job 
(Partial Correlation =+.1328) 

, . 
(.0912) 

Schooling Variables 

None 

Background Variables 

None 

Attitude Variables 

Client's Perception of Staff Support At End of Program + 
(.1914) ~ 

+ 
New Pride Helped Client Leave Home -'----------""':(~.1~1~!~ .... 6~) .... 

Client's General Satisfation With Program + 
(.1 Itt3) ... 

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. l At the top of the figure is a description of the 

basic outcome mode'! 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 90re related to 

unrealistically high educational expectancies relative to educational desires. 

1his 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 

2 

The reader is .referred to Appendix 0 for further explication. 

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. Controlllng 
the level of desired education, the disparity measure still signf.icantly 
predicts less recidivism during New Pride. Further., covarying the 
level of desired education, the measure of expectaf.lcy also directly 
predicts recidivism, verifying the observed relationship. 
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Figure 4 

Variables Related to Recidivism During New Pride 

Basic Outcome Model 

New Pride Sites 

Age at Entry 

* 
(VariatIon Explained = .036) • 

* (.013) .. 
Program Duration n. s. .. 

(.002) R 

Missing Values Variables n. s. .. E 
(.001) C 

Employment Variables 

Simultaneous 

Schooling Variables 

5. Disparity Between Wants and Expectancies for Further Education at 
New Pride Entry - ( ) ~ .004 

Background Variables 

1. Ethnicity 

6. Gender 

* (.013) .. 

(.001) • 

4.. How Often Cllent Punished by Parents Before New Pride ---+-1'C""I".O'l'P"0r'7T4"1-) .~ 

6. Cllent's Family Receives Welfare Payments 

Attitude Variables 

7. Cllent's Life Satisfaction at Entry 

Needs and Services Variables 

* 

7. Number of Identified Needs at Program Entry 

Categorical Variables and Composite Variables: 
New Pride Sites - see discussion in text 
Age at Entry - see discussion in text 

+ 
(.006) a.. 

+ (.003)'" 

+ 
(.006) ~ 

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 

clelnts 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 tt:tey were to recidivate. It 

appears that this m.easure 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 employment. The second 

way is that longer employment experiences reduce the chances of recidivism. 
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Figure, 

Partial Correlations of Simultaneous 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 Variables 

Number of Recreational Services Delivered 
During New Pride 
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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 servkes 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 longer 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 manl1er 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 

Age at Entry 
(Variation Explained i" .040) .. 

(.009) ,. 
Recidivism During New Pride D.S. 

(.003) 
Missing Values Variables * (.281) ... 

Employment Variables 

2. Client Had Job Before New Pride --------------:(~.0~0~6~) .. ~ 

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 

5. Number of Teacher/Counselors Who Took Interest in 
Client Before New Pride 

Needs and Services Variables 

* 

1. Number of Objectives Specified at Program Entry 

Categorical Variables and Composite Variables: 
New Pride Sites - see discussion in text 
Age at Entry - see discus~ion 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 from 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 aU the 

1 The substantial cQrrelation 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. NE"'W Pride 

Client Received Job Placement Services During New Pride 

Schooling Variables 

Client Completed School Program During New Pride 

Background Variables 

None 

Attitude Variables 

None 

Needs and Services Variables 

Number of Services Delivered During New Pride 

Number of Counseling Services Delivered During New Pride 

Number of Unplanned Counseling Services Delivered 
During New Pride 

Number of Group Counseling Services Delivered 
During New Pride 
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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 associated with longer 

program 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 them. 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 obtained. 

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 = .00 1, S.E. = .007, 

t = .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 

I 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 simultaneou$ 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 background and 

program process variables are listed. Each dictionary presents the abbreviation 

for each variable, the variable name, and a brief description 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 CLIENTBACKS ARCHIVE DnTnSET 

The f 0 11 0 win g die t ion a 1" '0:) e :.{ r·l ~ inc the con t ~ rl t Z 0 f the C LIE N T F! n C K f.; <:; r' d Ii v 
da~,a~~t in abbr-eviatQd forrn. Tili~ dictipnui'':: -::;hol.Jld DO ~doGUJt.w t'or IJlost 
purposes for understandins th~ 'cont~ntz of CLIENTBnCKS. 

The purpo£~ of the CLIENTBnCKS data~~t i~ toor~aniz~ ~1l cljcnt 
back~r()und vuriubl~s from tho intak~-sv~, cl-demo~ form, ~nd tho cliont­
char~cteristica form. Thia rcctcnsulcr file CDn be run dir~ctlu cjainat t'iC 
OUTCOME dataset and ia ra~trictod to onlu tho~o allbJoct~ cont~inod in OUTCOME 
(S~c the OUTCOME-DICT for D diccuczion of th~ contcnta of thDt d<:;tu~~t.) 

ABBR: VARIABLE-NAME! DESCRIPTION: 

CLID CLIENT-ID Client id~ntificr. 

-----------------------------------------~--------------------------------._---

RACE ETHNICITY 

RACl RACl 

RAC2 RAC2 

Racial ~rDur~ zrlit bu whiteST bluckc 
and oth~rs. 

E f fee tee 0 din ~ for c·t h n i cit u • 

Eff~ctz codin~ for ctlmicit':...:. 
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LARR LIVING-~RRANGEMT 

CLAl CLAl 

CLAl CLAl 

WHR(') WHO-RtiISED 

WHl WHl 

WH2 WH2 

Client liYin~ arr~n~~mentG codcd ~G 
both n~tural p~rent~, Gin~l~ ~3rent 
families, and other~. 

Eff~ctG codin!:l for LttRR (1I1i~Gj r,!:.i .. (199). 

E f f e c t ~ cod i n ~ for L (.\ R R (nli G ~ i r,!:.i .. 999). 

Who ri3i~ed ~licnt IJnt i 1 ~!j~ 1~! c:od(~'d (~~ 

both r'i3 r:a>i1tG, mother onlu7 or other .. 

Effcct~ codin!:l for WI'IF~fi (nli G!;;in!:! . - 999) • 

Effect~ codin~ for WHRfl (ltd G~ i r,!j .. 999) . 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
ADULT-DISC 

ADl ADl 

AD2 AD2 

TYDI TYPE-DISC 

TIll TIll 

TD2 TD2 

CTNP CAME-TO-NP 

CTNl CTN1 

,CTN2 CTN2 

CTN3 CTN3 

Primar~ di~ciplini3rii3n codcd i3G fother, 
both and rrlothe I' + 

Effectc codins for (')D[l1 (missirHl .. 9~9) 

Effects codin!:l for flDDI <udccinij ··999) 

Primar~ ture of diGciplin~ cod~d ~c 
ph~~ici31, Y~rbal Qr other. 

Effects codirl!:! for TYIJI (lui!:J.cin!:.i .- 999) 

EffectG codin!:l for TYD1 (ndGcirl!:.i·· ';'99) 

Basis of comin!:l tel New Pride: codcd ~;c 

court order, f .:llTli h~, III 'J choice or .:lll. 

Eff~ctG cod i rl!:l for CTNF' ( III i G C i r I f.i ,. S'99 ) 

Effect~ codin~ for CTNP (nd GC ir,!:.i .- 999) 

Effects codinrl fOT' CTNF' (lid Gci J',f.l ... 999) 
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PRF'f'; PROG-PI'lRT Codins of c:o'!"ccted 9cins from r-ro!lrum 
into th:1 (~<lte!lO r i oz ' not-uluch I , 

i rl~ t rlJlTlen t,a 1 ~~in!;r c:ffcctivc !:l<:inc un 
both. 

PF'l F'f'1 Effectc codin!:l faT' F' RF-'I"~ ( ICd. ~ c i n ~~ ., ,,'99 ) 

f'P2 PP2 Effcctc cod i rid faT' PRPf.l (nd cc i n~ .. 1)99) 

PP3 PF'3 .Effectz codin::! for F'RPA (lId cz i rl~ .. 999) 

------------------------------------------------------------------~-----.-----

LNRS LENGTH-RES 

TMMV TIMES-MOVED 

SLVS SAT-LVNG-SIT 

f~ELM REL-WITH-MOM 

MNOW REL-MOM-NOW 

MOAD MOf'1-A!IV I CE 

MMOD MOM-MODEL 

RDAD REL-W-DI'lD 

DREL REL-D(\D-NOW 

DADV DAD-~DVICE 

DArlM DAD-HODEL 

HOFF' HOW-OFT-PUN 

OTSB OTHR-SIBS 
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Scal~d l~n::!th of current rc~idcnce f~orr 

under ~ix month~ to ovor 10 ~c~rs. 

Number of tim~z mDvcd from 0 to • • • 

Sca 1 ed cct i cf iJct i orl wi th 1 i vi fI!:i ~ i't,IJiJi.. i 
from not-~oti~fiQd to vcr~-~~ti~fied. 

Sealcd GUiJlitu of reliJtiDn~hip with 
mothcr from b~d to Sood. 

Scaled GIJelit\J of rclc:stionshif' wii..h 
mother now from bad to !lood. 

How often do ~ou det iJdviee fTO~ uou 
mother from nevar to iJlw~~s. 

To wh.Jt c~,{tent i~ mother e model ~ec:slc::r. 

fro!TI not ~ t ~ 11 to v ~1 r ~ ITIIJ C h • 

Scaled G1Jelit\J of T'elc:stiDrlchir- with 
fathQr in the ~~~t from b~d to ~ood. 

S cal e d G IJ eli t u of r ml c:s t i 0 r I ~ h i 1'0' \oJ i 'l, h 
father now from b~d to aood. 

How often do uou ::let iJdvice from ~our 
father from ncvor to ~lwo\Js. 

Tow ~ etc ~,{ t c rl t 'i' ~ f <3 the r i3 mod c I ~ .. eel c c 
from not ot ~ll to vur~ much. 

Ho~ often iz the client F"uni~her.:i RCVER!: 
CODED frQ~ d~11~ to le~~ thon monthl~ 
scaled. 

tio other siblin::lc !:let thc seme trec:trucr 
No or ~es. 



DRAL DRUG-()LCOHL 

CDUD CIt-U-DRUGS 

TAC() TAKE-CtlRE 

CLFR CLOSE-FRNDS 

TRLW TROUBLE-L~W 

EFAR 

JEItC JOB-ED-CHNCE 

TRCN TCHR-CNSL 

FEHE FEEL-HELP 

SALI SAT-LIFE 

Has anuone in the f umi 1 w h<:.c.i ~ c.i l'U~ 0 r 
alcohol problem! No or weSt 

Do \:.IOU think \Jou rrli!jht dcyelol" c.i,·u~ or 
alcohol problema! No or uc~. 

Iloes zorrleonc tur..c curc of UOIJ wll(;'1'1 \.wu 
ara aick! Ho or u~s. 

Number of cloac f~icnda aculcd. 

Haye u m~ 0 f ~ 0 u r f T' i c n d l.> b c G: n i 1'1 "!. l' 0 u b 
with the l.Jw! None t.hroIJ!jh rrlorc than 
five, scaled. 

How does soin~ to court uff~c"!. Qth~rc 

OF' i n ion ~ 0 f U C) lj ? F \' 0 III b .J d -Ill 0 ~ t l!J to 
to ~ood-w~u~r aculcd. 

D 0 ~ 0 IJ t h i rd« .. !J 0 IJ r Job c hun c !? ~ U \" (,' b (:-1. t 
OT' wor:iC th:m otilcrs in trouble with 
law! S c CJ 1 c d fro III !,oJ 0 r z c toe C III e t 0 

better. 

NIJmber of tc<:chcr-col.JnzclQr~ tukil'ln un 
activc interc:;t in aubJcct. 

Do ~OIJ fecI thut tcuchcr-cQI.JrlaG:l.or 
intercat heIr'cd! Scoled, from cre3te 
morc problems to mudc thirl~t, IJt:>IJ,~ll':! 

better. 

How zutieficd urc !.IOU with uour Ijfc 
now! Scolcd from not-ut-~ll to ycr~­
satiafied. 

., 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------_._---
FF~ES FAMILY-RES 

EM EMPLOY-MOM. 

.... --..- -
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Where doce clicnt'a f~mil\J liyc! ~Qdadi 
as r->riYote rcnt~l anr.! ;'!'IJbl ic hOIJ:iins 
ys. owrl-horrle. 

Is mothcr cmrloucd! No vs. Yc~. 



SCHM SCHOOL-MOM 

ED EMF'LOY-DflD 

SCHD SCHOOL-DflD 

YRIN YRLY-INCOME 

AFDC AFDC/WLFARE 

NIH NO'- IN-HOUSE 

LVST LIVING-STttTS 

DUTF' DUT-F'LCMT 

tlET DETENTION 

SEX SEX 

MARl CLIENT-MflRITflL 

DDET DAYS-DETf'lINED 

REST RESTITUTION 

RAMT RESTITUTION-AMT 

ASUF' ASGD-SUF'ERVISN 

ALII ASGD-LD 

AAE ASG-ALT-ED 

AVOC ASGD-VOC~TIONflL 

s: cal e dIe vel 0 f mot her '!:) !:> C' h 0 Cll i n ~l 
8 or less to dr~du~tc d~drae. 

l' r'Cllfi ! 

I 

Is fether emrloucd? No v!:). Yo!:). 

Scaled lovel of fether'!:) ochoolin~ f~Clm 

8 or lOGS to dr~dua~e d~droe. 

Scaled f~mil~ incomc 5000 o~ le~c to 
35000 or more. 

Doe s f e nli 1 \J ~ C' till com (;., fro m !.oj c: 1 f ;:; r c? 
No vs. ~es~ 

Number of rcorlc in cliont/~ houo~hold. 

Was c 1 i cnt 1 i v i rl~ wi th OCITIC j'(;'OI"11.;' 2 
months-c~o? No vs. \Jes. 

How men~ OI.Jt-o of-home.:: p 1 ;:;eomc'nt~? 

How mcn~ timcc d~t~inc.::d? 

Mol0 vs. FalTJ.:le. 

SinSlc yo. Herried. 

Da~s dcteined. 

Whethc r 0 r riot rest i tl.Jt i orl r~'{\I_1 i T'(~ rJ. 
RE'.) E R SEC 0 DIN G '':: e!:) v ~> + no. 

Amount of reetitutiorl il'l doll;:;T'e. 

Coded ~t:?G v!:) 1"10 (lTll!:)oin!j ".. flCl). 
REVERSE CODED. 

Coded ~~c yo. no (mioein~ - no). 
RE'JERSE CODED. 

Coded ~c~ ve. no (miooin~ = no). 
REVERSE CODED. 

Cod e d ~ c ~ ve. rio (m i e e i n ~ ::: r I (I ) • 

REVERSE COItED. 
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NOTE ON MISSING VALUES: 

MiGGin~ values ~rc u~uellu cetc~orie~llu eodcd ~G miGGind bu MICRO-MID 
i n tor 1"' H (~E) • W il e r ~ i n d i C i3 ted MIS SIN G = 999 f IJr .'311 d u ITlltl '.J cod 0 G • 0 the r \01 

thcu ~re ffiozt frcQuentlu coded o. 

NOTE ON SOURCES OF INFORM~TION: 

ThE) Y~riables in thic filo erc drawn from three Gourec~: the cJi~nt­
ch~rDct~rl~ticG form, tho intake ~urYo~ .'3nd th~ client dCffioaro~hics 
form. 

;,' 
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DICTIONARY FOR THE CLIENTEXIT ARCHIVE DATASET 

The followin~ dietionaru expl~ins the eontentc of the CLJENTEXIT ~r~tlivE 

d a t.. <J ~ e tin 13 b b r ~ v i ,ri', H d for If! • T h i ~ die t ion <J r ~ t. h () I": 1 d b 0 u. d :~I U u.J I~ e for "'OS t 
purpoecs for underst~ndin~ the eontente of CLIENTEXIT. 

The rurrose of the CLIENTEXIT dDtD~et it. to hold ell v~rioble$ fta~ tt,e 
e >d t t.1.1 I' V e' J not e -'l f' t IJ red Ij n t i1 e roe t;:) rd IJ 1 ;:) r f i 1 0 ~ for t. c h 0 tJ 1 i n ~ (S C H 0 0 L R E C T ) 
or elT!plo'~lT!ent (EMF'LOYRECT:'. CLIENTEXIT is ~ rcct<:.:n!:luli3l' filE.' irlelIJ(iirl~ iJ 

1 a I' ~ 0 n IJ III b::! l' tJ t' IT! ~:l .:J ~ IJ r 0 'j I) rl e 1 t 0 1'1 t ~ ;:) t. i s f .:J e t i \J n 101 i t, h t 1\ e i' l' t.) ~ r :J IT! i3 t pro S r a ITI 

terrrdnation. It ec:::n be di rectI!..: rlJr, wi th OUTCOME ttl roloto theee fC:'CtOT'C 
to th~~ bD~ic IJIJt.COITIO 1T103SIJrO~ of tl1~~ Now Pride Iflodol. 

ABBR! VARIABLE-NAME! DESCRIPTION! 

CLID CLIENT-ID Client identifier. 

CRES CHNG-RESDNS Charlse rct.idcnec t.inee be~inrdn~ 
pro~r;:)lli? No 7 'JO'j (1,2). 

NU)G NOW-L I IJI NG Who livin~ with now! BClth f'i:1 T'ord,s ( :J. ) , 

sin::Hc parent ( 2) 7 \J t ilo i~ (8) • 

NLl NLl Effe:ctc codin~ for NOW-LIVIHG. 

NL2 NL2 Effeetc eodin~ fOT' NOW-LIVINC. 
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SLVS 

SGAN 

TCIN 

HEQU 

PEG~ 

F'Gl 

F'G~ 

F'G3 

NF'HF' 

CHSL 

EDUC 

SPED 

EMF'L 

CUAC 

HESE 

RECR 

OTHE 

CLCR 

SAT-LVNG-ST 

SAT-GflIN 

TCHR-COUNS 

HELP-QUflL 

PERS-GflIN 

F'Gl 

F'G2 

F'G3 

NF'-HELP 

COUNSELING 

EDUCA 

SPEC-ED 

EMPLOYMENT 

CULT-(':CTIV 

HEALTH-SERV 

RECRE(,:TION 

OTHER-HELF' 

Current ~~ti~f~ction with liyin~ 
sit U;J t i \) n 7 :; c oJ 1 C? d • 

Gai n in sati zf oct i on f rClm il'lt.:dt.I:' to 
exit :;uryc~, GC<:lled. 

How 1J.;Jn~ tcochcrc/c:olJrrcc::lor~ h.:cyc t(~lu~n 

intC?rcct in ~our lif~7 sc~lcd. 

Overall Gu~litu of hclPr ~colcd. 

Per son a I ~ ~ in: Not IT,'J C h (l) r i r I!" t T' U IT! c.:: 1"(, 

(2), <:lffcctiyc (3), bot-il (1). 

Effcctz codc for PERS-GAIN. 

Effectz code for PERS-GAIN. 

Effects code for PERS-GAIN. 

How hclrful NPr sc:~lcd. 

H~s COIJnse 1 i n~~ GO T'Y i c: c hclr'cdr !:' c' a J t? d • 

Has cdlJc~tion ~crYiec hc'IT'cdr ~t'<::)~d. 

Has sr'eciol edt ~orYicc hclpedr 'G(~ <.; 1 c tJ • 

Has etT.? 1 owmcr,t ccrvic<.:: hcli'cdr f.,C": 1 cd. 

Has clJltur~l i3ctivitu h<.::lpetJr cC'u 1 ad. 

Has hc~lth scryicfr~ h~lpRdr cc:uIca. 

Has rccre~tion sc ry i c'c:c hc::If'ed. GCl.clcd. 

Has othcr ~erviccc h<.::lpcdr cc~lmd. 

The followin~ v;Jri~blo~ indic~~c whethor or not New Pride ~~~i~t~d 
tho cubJQc~G in maatin~ tho :;pocifi~d ~o~l: 

CLASS-CRDT C~edit for cli3~~c~ ~t N~w Pride. 
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VTRH VOC-TR-HELP 

JOF'R JOB-PREP 

JBTR JOB-TRANG 

EXJO EXF'-JOB-OF'N 

GEJO GET-JOB 

CACH CAREER-CHS 

HECT HELF'-IN-CT 

GOUJ GO-LAWYER 

GOCT GO-COURT 

DEBU DEAL-BUCKS 

DLTR DL-TRANSF'RT 

FIHO FIND-HOBBIE 

F'HPR F'HYS-PROBS 

FAFF~ FI'lM-F'ROBS 

F'EF'R PEF~S-F'ROBL 

FBRS FEEL-BTR-SLF 

LVHM LEAVE-HOME 

PLST PL-TO-STf.'IY 

GHEL SHELF' 
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Get Yocationel trDinin~. 

Learn how to ~ct Job. 

Get Job trainin~. 

Find Job orcnin~c. 

Obtein Job. 

Determine career ~oal~. 

Aid client in court. 

Accomran~ client to lawuer. 

Go with client to court h~crir,~~.· 

Deal with moneu rrDbl~m~. 

Deal with tr~ncr'oT·t<:;tior, r'rclblcms. 

Find ~ hobbic. 

Take care of rhusi~Dl rroblcm~. 

Deal with familu rroblcm~. 

De a 1 wit hot her r' G: r ~ 0 n c 1 r, r CI b 1 c ", ~ • 

Feel better about ~clf. 

Leaye home. 

Find a rlace to ~tcu. 

S IJlJi 0 f ya 1 'J C $ 0 n D 11 abo v c he 1 r' i r I ~': c;: Cl toJ t 

Proyidos ~calad indQx of h~l~ provid~c 



STCR 

STF'E 

THCO 

ATHO 

TRCO 

TROS 

STSU 

STCO 

COFT 

OTFO 

GSAT 

Thc fol1owin~ vari~blcc ~11 indic~tc the clicnt'c ~~ti~f~cti~n with 
thc ~arrQrffi~nCa 01 v~rious ~s~cctz of tho New Pride ~ro~rams+ 
Sati~faction ic ccaled froru 1 to ~. 

STF-CRTSY 

STAF-PERF 

TM-CQUNS 

AMT-TM-OSTF 

TRUST-COUN 

TRUST-OT-ST 

STAF-SUPORT 

STAF-CONCEN 

COUNS-FO-TH 

OTHSTF-FOTH 

GSAT 

Staff eourtecu. 

How well ~t~ff did Jol,z, 

Amount of time cl"'(;'nt with courl~cdclr. 

Amount of time with other ~t~tf, 

T T' IJ ~ t 0 f eli en t for e CJ u n c e I CI T' • 

Trust of client of othcr ~taff. 

How IT! U c h c t ~ f f ~ I.J r·· r' 0 r t 0 d c I i <:::' n t t (.. !J CI <s 1 

Concern $t~ff had for clicnt. 

CO IJ n 5 C lor c C' f f 0 T't c to f 0 I low .t., 1'1 T' CII.J £l h • 

o the r ~ t a f f e f for t ~ to f 0 I low tIl r' c. tJ!:l h • 

SIJIT! of ci:ti~fi:ction irldicr.'c. Providcs 
scaled index of oaticfoction. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

REPR REM-PROBLMS 

CONO COMPR-NF'-OT 

GCAN GLAD-CtiM-NP 

RENP RECOM-NF' 

Anw relT!~inin~ rroblClT!c NF' did not d~al 
with? (1,2in07~q5) 

How co ITI r' i: r c N F' wit hoi, h c r (' r 0 £l!:' r ~ C ;:; 1 (l" i.' 

G I ad W 0 l.l C i: IT! e toN P 1 ( :1 r 2 r rio r !..I t·· 0 ) 

Would ~ou recommend NP to othcrc1 (1r2 
nO,'Jes) 

NOTE ON MISSING VnLUES: 

Mi~Gin~ vi:lwec for all variDblcc cKccrt NL1, NL21 SGnNr rCIN, POl, PB2, 
and PG3 are cod~d with zarOG. nIl root aro coded 999 ~xcert TCIN which 
is coded 99. 
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DICTIONnRY FOR THE EMPLOYRECT nRCHIVE D~T~SET 

The fol1owin!:1 diction~r~ elo-'luins the C'ontcntc of the: EMF'LOYF~ECT uT'dlivc 
datilcot. in ,3bbl·OVi.;Jt~d form. Thi:')' dic'i'.il)n:n'J -;holJld be 3dct1U~tC for ITIO!E-t 
purpozes for underst~ndin!:1 th~ contents of EMPLOYRECT. 

Thc purrose of the EMPLOYRECT duta~et iz to cct~bliGh ~ r~ct~n~ul~r 

sn:Jl~Gi:; 't'il~:! I)'f f.'lLL em:-rlo\.JlTlent v3ri:~ble-; iJv:Jil3bl:~ ff'()1TI fiL.L orl::ilinsl 
datil files. Thc file is rectricted to onl\J thoce GIJbJectc cntorcd irl'~CJ thc 
D U T COM E d (3. t;3 <';:0 t, • ( Sec t h D 0 UTe m'l E - D I C T for 3 d i ':3 C tJ S '3 ion 0 f t In~' car; ten t s c f 
t hat d a t a set. ) I nth i z 1.0.' <3 \.,; ell c IJ b J c c t sid etc i n E 1'1 P LOY R E' C T ITI C \.,;. b c: d i T' c: c t I \.,; 
re13ted to t.ho ~v~ll~blc OUTCOME dut~ on trciJtmsnt SUbJects. 

ABBR: VARIABLE-NAME: DES'7'~IF'TION: 
<> "L .. ___ ... .-# ____ ~;!-r_--

CLID CLIENT-ID Clier,t r;der,tifier. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
NJOB NOW-JOB 

NPHJ NF'-HELP-JOB 

XWAG EXIT-W()GE 

LIJO LIKE-JOB 

JBCC JOB-CHANCE 

Whethcr(2-9) o T' not(l) the C IJ t. .. icc:t h<:id 
a Job on e:-:it r T'tJ!TI Ni'!W Prid:0. 2-9 are 
ordered vallJE:c of Job lc:n~th frellT. c: hou u 

to 36 ;:', IIJS hOIJrs. 

Whether(2) or rlot(l) New F'T'id~ h",I)"cd 
client jot ,job. 

I 

Scaled w(3!:1c of clicr,t on E:~d t Job. 

S cal e d lilt- i n ~ 0 f c ),~ i t Job b':.J cub .. i C ct. 

Whether(2) or not(l) client cccc ctl<:HIC:~C 

for oJ Job imr-roved on e~d t. 
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JBNW 

XJOB 

I-:RWG 

LNWK 

LIWK 

JOCC 

JIMN 

NFAF 

NFDU 

NFBE 

AWOT 

AWCT 

AWNF' 

AWEM 

JOB-NOW 

EX-JOB 

HOURLY-WAGE 

LENGTH-WORK 

L I KE!I~'WORK 

JOB-CHANCES 

JOB- I MF'-NOW 

NFAF 

NFDU 

NFBE 

AWOT 

AWCT 

AWNF' 

AWEM 

Whether(2-9) 01' not(l) the ~ubJcc:t hCld 
a Job ~ ton t r".J toN ~ 101 P r .i. do (i r, t a k e s v ~ :. 
2-9 are ordered v~lue$ of Job l~n~th. 

Whether(2-9) or notCl) tho ~ubJoct hCld 
a Job boforc 2ntr~ to N8W Pride as 
rerorted on the intake ~urveu. 

Scaled w~~c on Job befor~ or at cntru. 

N u ITI b c r 0 f u 0 i3 r ~ W 0 r I~ e dOli J 0 /:1 l' en . CIT' t c· d 
irltake slJrve~. 

Scaled likin~ of cntru Job bu ~ubJcct. 

Perceived eh~neoD of elTlploum~ntr~calmd. 

Perceived importence of Jobr ~C:Dlcd. 

N IJITI b e r 0 f t i 111 e s fir e ci iJt-t ,,' l' N c' W F' d d ~ • 

NIJlTlber of time\:. fired ,jIJT'in!:l Nc:w F'l,i,jl!,:. 

NlJlflbor of time~ fired before New F')'ide. 

Was't, ~OIJree 'other' after N~w Pridc. 
Val"i.:Jble coded ( 0 = n \) 7 1 -: \J I'.:' s) • 

Wage SOIJ rco 'CETA' i:,ftG'r New F'ride. 

Wage ~OIJr'ee 'New P Y' i ci~ , after NG'w r' T' i de. 

Wage ~OIJrec ' 0 01 r, lou e r ' after Nc:w P T' i dc • 

This ~et of vDriebles rapceted for durin~ New Pride (DWOTr DWCT, 
D W N P Cl n d D WE i1) .:J n d b (:! f l,.lr e N e \oj F' l' ide con d i t ion :.> (D W () T 7 n WeT, B W N F' , 
and BWEM). Note thDt1 e~ in charter 3 of the finel reportr bfrfore 
No \" ::. rid:~ Job ~ ~ t Cl 1" ted b~:J f 01" 1"1 New P 1" ide H 1'1 t, 1"'J I d IJ i'i I'd N ~ !,.) F' l' ide 
Job~ ct~rtcd on the dCl~ of entrw or laterr ~nd i3ft~r N~w Pride 
Job~ ~t~rted on the diJ~ of ~erminiJtion or lCl!:,cr. 
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STIL STILLEMP Whether (1) or not (0) thc subject ic 
s till 0 If! i' 1 0 ~ (? dot t h ~2 0 n d () f N ~ w P I' ide 
re~z::rt;ncss of wherl hc/she obt~iflc:d Jub. 

--------------------------------------~--------------------------------,-------

APER AF'ER 

DPER DPER 

BPER BF'ER 

AATT AATT 

DATT DATT 

BATT BATT 

ADUR ADUF: 

DDUR DDUR 

BDUR BDUR 

ASTB ASTB 

DSTB DSTB 

nSTB BSTB 

JAFT JAFT 

NAFT NAFT 

JDUR JDUR 

Aver~sed r' C l' f 0 rlTl~ncc: i rlr.i~n: of .:;11 Jolls 
of tor New Pride. 

Aver~~t'd r'c rfo rlTl.:ncc i nd (;:~: of <3] J JC.d:I$ 
dl,.IT'i ng New Pride. 

A\ler.:~cd r't' rfo rlTl~ncc indcN of .:;11 Jcrl.\~ 

before N~w Pride. 

Aver<3scd ~ttcnd<Jncc irlocN of ~] 1 Jt.rb!3 
after N~w Pride. 

Averc~cd .:ttC?nd~ncc ir,r.icN cd .:11 J(Jb~ 

dlJring New Pride. 

Aver~!jcd ~ttcndC:lrIcc inde)" of e:t 1 J()b~ 

before Now Pride. 

Aver~ljed dlJriJtion cd L< 11 JClb~ i3f'I,cT' I~ F' + 

('we roljed dlJ ret ion of ~11 Job~ dl.lT'inH Nt· • 

Aver.:scd dUT'oticJrJ of <311 Jobc before' NP. 

ADUR / Nt:FT.<--Job S'l,.:;bi1itu I 110 (;:~: • 

DDUF: / NDUR.<--Job S'l,.:;bilit':.: I rldll'N + 

BDUR / NBEF.<--Job S'l . .:lt:d 1 i tu Illdc)·:. 

Whether(l) or not(O) ~ubJcct h.:;d 0 Job 
aftt'r New Pride. 

Number of Job~ .:ftcr New Pride. 

W h e the r ( 1) 0 I' riot ( 0) !:; U b "i c c t h iJ d c J Q b 
durin~ New Pride. 
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NDUR N!lUR 

JEEF JBEF 

NBEF NBEF 

JOBE JOBEVER 

Number of Jobs durin~ N~w Pride. 

Whether(l) or notCO) ~ubJect h~d ~ Jub 
before New Pride. 

Numbcr of Jobe b~for~ Ncw Pride. 

F rom ALL SOI.JrCC5 of info rm<:{t i orlF d:i d tIlE 
subject (l-:'JO!:) E\"'ER hovo ;l Job? 

NOTE ON MISSING VALUES: 

Miecin~ valucs for the firct two blocke of v~riablce above (th~ ~xjt 
and int~k~ ~urveu$) ~r~ ~ll codad with zeros (0), All r~moinins 

mi5!:)in~ v~luc~ ~re coded 999. 

NOTE ON SOURCES OF INFORMnTION: 

The inform~tiorl for thi~ filc ie drawn from thrce z;oIJrce~: 1. The 
e }d t, ~) IJ r ve \J r> I' \J V i d " din for III 0 t L \J n () n Job <; ;~ os tho os u b...i Ii.' co! t 'oJ 1 a ft:. the 
pro~rams. Thiz data w~s drawn from the cleaned file EXIT-FIN~L. 
2. The int.3J1~e !:)urovcu j,rovided inrormation on Job!:) .3~ t:.he $IJbJ~ct~ 

entered the rrosrams. Thie data WD$ drawn from the cl~aned file 
I NTK-CL!::":MH:D. 3', till othc l' vo l' i ob 1 aos We! re d r.Jwn f' rW1l1 til~ c 1 caned 
emplo~ment hi~torw forme in EMPLOY-~NAL. 
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DICTIONARY FOR THE MnTCH ARCHIVE DATASET 

The fol10win~ dictioncru cxrleinE the contcntc of th~ MA1CH archive 
d~'I~a·;;;:~t. i.n c3bi.:.H'~vi.JtC'd form. Th:i.~ di.ctionDr'J ~~h\JI.lld be '3dcQIJ;,lt~~ fill' most 
purroccs for underEt~ndin~ the contcntc of MATCH. 

T h.o. r' u I' r- 0 $ e 0 f the MAT C H dDt D ~ e tic to be a c 0 11 c c tin ~ r' 0 i n t f CH A I. L 
val' i. a b 1 ~ ~~ L I"'t vol V (? din COlli P ~n i ~ 0 n v'~ + t rea t rTI e n t :::! \' 0 W'" t ~ ~ t, <; • I'l L Lan J 1 ':J ~ e s­
for the final rer-ort involvin~ Duch cOrlipariconc cen be bas~d on the MA1CH 
datDset v~riab1o~i. The Ilne exea~tion here is th~t the t.ime ~erieD Dn~lses 
will reQuire resort to the CLEANJH dateDct for time-line ba~cd date. 

Thc MATCH dat~~ct i~ rcctrietcd to trcDtmcnt cubJectD aveilabl~ with 
JUV-HIST recordE (from CLEANJH) ~nd matchcd comp~riDoh cubJects with 
JUV-H I ST rc'co rd~ (f 1'0111 CLE;"\NJH). SIJbJocts with no ~ r i I) I' 0 f'fon~e~ c OIJ 1 d not 
be matched end EO are not ror'rccerltcd in thc dat~~ct. Arid cIJbJc::ctc fr'olli 
tho ~>i tos GE()RGETOW~h LOS-(.l~WELES and BOSTON hDVO been COlTll'" l t't~ 1',$ o~:c IIJded y 

Notcr ver~ imrortentlu, this cet of treatmcnt DubJectc CANNOT be u~~d fLlr 
eVJluDticn of anu outcom~~ outsido 6f com~Drisons betwoon tr~;ltment ~nd 
comr~rison ~rOIJrE. IT MUST NEVER BE USED TO EVnLUnTE OllTCOME MODELS! 

ABBR: I')ARI~BLE-NAME ! DESCRIPTION: 

CLIO CLIENT-ID C 1 i en tid c n t i f i c r: C :":" COlT! P< ~ riD 0 r I S 1,.1 b "j c c' t 
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PFE2 PF-RECID-EGCT2 

CSE2 CS-REC!D-EQCT2 

F'FEC F'F-RECIO-EGCT 

CSEC C~) - R E C .{ (1- E Q C T 

FNS FNS 

FNS2 FNS2 

CSS2 CS-f.'IFTER2-SER 

PFS2 PF-AFTER2-SER 

CSAS CS-AFTER-SER 

PFAS PF-AFTER-SER 

cSPS CS-F'R I OR-SER 

PFF'S PF-F'F: I Ol~-SER 

CS12 CS-RECID-12 

PF12 PF 'RECID-12 

Recidivicm countar Pctitiona ~ilcdr frD~ 

the 12th to 21th m0n~h ~f~~r ~ntrw~ 
for subjects cau~tcd on follow-IJT' time 
at 2~ montha (730 d~U$). 

R tJ c i d i v i am co IJ n t a 7 Co U 1'1 t <:; B u ~ t ~ i nod 1 e G IJ ~ t e ( 
on fDllow-ur ~G for PFE2. 

Recidiviam counts, Potitiona Filod, from 
the 1at to 12th month ~ftcr ~ntru, 
for subJacta OGu~tud an follow-u~ time 
at 12 months (365 d~~s). 

Rccidiviam counts, Counta Suat~inod, eau~te' 
on follow-ur ~c for PFEC. 

F A I L U REv c. sue C E S S ~ !:, d c t c:: r !Til n Q d b !o! tho 
individu~l ait.~~ (Thi':::'C ll?vcla! F~ilv 
neutr~11 ~IJCCCCG). Note IidGairl~ v<~lIJC 

codod with 99. 
FAILURE v~+ SUCCESS cDdcd f~om FNS with 

neutr31s cl~~~ified with ~uccea~os. 

A vel' ~.d e G ~ rio u 'C rl eGG 0 f 0 f f c n G ~ c f (J r a 1.1 b ~i c c t 
offondin~ aftcr 12 montha ~ftor antr~. 
Excludin~ char~ea STATrD~NK,PROLrPROB 

and ~ d Jus t cdc h a r !.hJ a (a r i !i i n.:l 1 c h ~ r ~ e s 
?rc~crved). 

Aver~~e serioucncaa of p~tition fil~d 
offensea. ns for CSS2. 

Aver~.dc Gc:::rioIJGneaa of clJat~incd offC!rlacs 
for slJbJacts offondi!)n ~fl:,~r :--rosralJl 
entrw. Excludinn ch~r~OG1 otc. ~s fo' 
CSS2. 

Aver~.dc ccrioucneac of rctition fjl~d 
offcnao~;. :'\~ fa r C8t"1S. 

Avera.de scriolJcncGG of r'rior clJat.:lirlCd 
offenac~. R~atric~~d to offonses 
as for CSS2 for comp~r~bilitu of 
indices. 

:'\vor~~o aoriouanosa of potition filed 
offcnscc rrior to rro.dr~m. Rcctrict~ 

to offonaca ~a for CSS2. 

Whether (1) or not (0) ~ !:,IJatDincci Dffc:'rlac 
occlJrrcd ~fter C?n'l~r~ plua 12 !Tlonths. 

Wh~thor or not ~ patition-fil~d offense 
occurr~d aftcr cntru r'llJa 12 month!:>. 
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CSE2 

F'FE2 

CSEG 

F'FEQ 

CSFL 
CSHW 
CSFD 
PFFL 
F'FHW 
PFFD 

CSAL 

PFAL 

F'RAL 

PRF'F 

PF:S 

CS-RECltl-EGFT2 

F'F-RECID-EQFT2 

CS-RF::CID-EGFT 

F'F-RECID-EQFT 

CS-Ft-JIL 
CS-HflLF-WKS 
CS-FUDATE 
PF-F~IL 
::OF -HALF -lJ~~ S 
F'F-FUDi-lTE 

Whethcr or not ~ ~uzt~incd offcnce 
o C c IJ r red for e a 1.1 <3 t (:! d f 0 11 0 w -IJ r' 5 u b J c ( 

at 24 monthc for ~~riod from 12 to 24 
months. 

Whethcr or not ~ petition filcd offcnce 
occurred undcr conditLon~ ~s for CSE2 

Whether or not ~ cU~~<3in~d offense 
occurred for cauetcd follow-up ~ubJcc' 

at 12 months for period from 1 to 12 
monthz. 

Whether or not ~ pctition fil~d off~n~c 
occurred under condi~ionc <3S for PFE2 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Thiz z~eci~l block of v~ri~blez i~ dcci~ncd to run dircctJu 
i n t:, () iJ n <3 1 ':J ~ i s pro ~ r iJ rTf c 'f a r iJ n <3 1 '.J Z i I't :1 sur v i val f IJ n (~ til) nco f 
timc-to-recidivizm. S~eci~l FAILure codes (O/99)r HALF-WKS 
to f~ilIJI':;! or t.he IJf'd~tc! d<3tc, ~nd th~ ~t~tIJ~ll fal llJI'c or 
upd~tc! d~te (FUDflTE) Drc ~resented'for countc suctDincd end 
petlt.ionc filed. 

CS-F:E C I D-':LL 

pr:-RF.CID-ALL 

PRIOR-i-lLL 

PR I OR-F'FS 

PR I OR··GUSTS 

• 

Whether or not ~ cuct~incd count occurr~d 
for ~ c 1.1 b J c c t iJ f t.~! r en t rut 0 N C w F' rid 

Wh~thcr or not D petition w~~ filcd for 
a cubJect Dftcr cntru to Ncw Pridc. 

Numbcr of r'riore r:'C r cubJcct ITICD ~u rl·d f l' onl 
all offenses. 

NlJltlbe r of ?riorc per SUbJl"ct /tiC Deu rc·d f l' CJ lTl 

petitions filed. 
NurTfb~~ r of priors r'Qr clJbJcct IlIC D~IJ rcd from 

slJct.:dncd r'ctitions • 
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INLG INTAI\E-L~G 

NNPS NF.W-NPS 
nDT BIRTH-Df'lTE 
CDT C:"ISE-f.lCTION-DT 
SEX SEX 
F:ACE t::THN [CITY 

EXCL EXPTL-CTRL 
AGEC AGE-?':T-CDT 
AGES ()GE··SlJUf.'lRED 

UPDA UF'rr~TE 

TTF T U'1f::-fOLLOW-UF' 

INCD INCDUR 

INCA INCAFT 

INCB INCBEF 

NF'12 NUM-PF-12 

NC12 NUM-CS-12 

NPF NUM-PF 

NCS NUM-CS 

Weeks: from sus:tained I"'rior to I"'T'cl!iT'ulll C::flt.\'U 

Ob t;) i n~d w~~'" ~ f 0 \' l:. r{! at.mont subJoc t 5 • 

DeriYed wcckc for comroricon cubJcct~. 
N0W Prid~ Site cod~s. 
Date of birth. 
D~t~ of N~w Prid~ ~ntrs. 
Sex (l~malef 2~femDlc). 

R;)co of subJ~ct (whito7 bl;)ck, hi~~~nic, 
asi~nl ~mcrican indion, othc~). 

E~{~orimental Y'::.. ContT'wl ":;ljb,j~ct code. 
A~e ct cc":;e-action-dt for cach cubJcct. 
AGEC ~~u;)rcd for t~~t of lin~;)rit~ of s~e 

effQ·ct..:; • 
FinDl upd;)t~ dat~ of criminDl hi..:;torw 

follow-ul"'~ (831231). 
W~~k~ from rro~r~ffi en~T'~ (CDT) to final 

lJPd<Jte (UPDA). 

Whether or not clicnt wo~ inccrccrctc .. d 
in fir~t twelYe 1Tt01'lth~ ;)ft.cr New 
Pride entr~ (DrSp ~ DEP-COR-CDM, 
or OTI1ER Dt F T'e~1'I0 ()l"ll '..I) • 

Wh~thC!r or not cli~nt W~~ inc;)rcerated 
aftcT' 12 ITlonths from entr'.J '[,0 tIle 
proSrarru 

W h ~ t h C! I' 0 I' not c 1 i ~ n t w ~l ~ inc;:) r c c I' ,J ted 
befor~ cntru to the pro~rcm. 

Numbcr of I"'otition-filcd offcn~cs 
per ~ubJC!ct 12 month~ ufter 
pro~rcm erltru. 

Number of counts Guctcined per 
stJbJect 12 rrtonti1~ uft~r ~ro~ralTl 
entr!.::. 

Number of retitiDn-fil~d offcnces 
per $ubJ~ct aftDr prOdr;)ffi entr~. 

Numbcr of count~ su~t;)inDd per 
subject aftcr rro~rcm cntru. 
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NOTE ON MISSING VALUES! 

All mi!;sin~ vclue~ for .:.11 vuricble~r C}·:ccr--t FNSr ~T'C c<JdQ·d 9 CJ9. 
FN~ hJG a mi~~in~ vo1ucs code of 99. 

NOTE ON EXCLUDED OFFENSES: 

EX C E P TIN THE C t.l L C U U\ TID N 0 F F'R r 0 R S ~ 0 m C 0 f f c rl G c G 0 f ITI i rio r r IIj t C 

\.Jero {~;·:c1uded in cols~u13tin~ t.JLL mCC3~IJrc·.; of rccidivi'.Zlll incllJdins 
offcn!;e ~criousne$$. Thc offen~e~ excluded wcr~ DRNKr PROLr r~OB, 
anej STAT. :"ll~o c}·:~lIJdcd ~rQlrl con~idcr3tion worc ~dJIJ,;t.nd chur~es 

DISP=10. The!;~ letter are r~dundDnt with thc ori~inul chDr~e 
records. 

This course of action WDG tukcn in di~covcrin~ thct ~omc ~it~s 
rCl"'Qri:.~d ITI<Jn'J mon~ miner infraction'; (0 • .:1., Frc~I'I() I.,h~roas 
others rer'ortcd vcrlJ fcw (c.!:l., Heddonfield). trJ01'~(:H thcre 
a??ecrs to be ~ diffcrcr,ti<:sl rcr'ortc~c biD~ between conll"cri~on 

arllj 'i',r!JatlTlent ~rOIJl"G on these ITlinor offcnGc .... E;·~cllJt:lin::! thelrl 
from .:.11 rccidivi~m mccsurc!; ~rovidcs UG with D morc b~lcnccd 
louk dt r~ciejivi~)ltl within and bctw~~cn trootlllcl'lt ~~l'Id cOIT,r-'eri~on 

Sroul"'lJ.. 
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DICTION~RY FOR THE OUTCOME ~RCHIVE DnTASET 

The followin~ diction~ru exrl~inG the contents of the OUTCOME aT'ctlive 
d.: t D 5 ~ tin ;"J b b I' 0 v i ~l t 0 d f IJr ITI • T h 1 s d i c t ion .:l r u 5 h 0 iJ 1 d b ~ ;:~ d ~ 1.11J ,3 ,,~ ~ fIJI' ITI 0 5 t 
pur~O$es for underGt~ndin~ the contcnt~ of OUTCOME. 

The r'u rpose of the OllTCOME dat<3sct i ~ to be the co 11 ect i n~ r' 0 i nt felT' t:l. L 
v 0 I' i Db l e'.> r:;) lev iJ n t tot i'l e iJ n D 1 'J sis 0 f t h f) f' I' ~ III <l i' ~s 01.1 teo "I e ITI U ~ ::. 1.1 I' ~ 7 I' (;) C i d i \I i s r. 
aft 0 l' New F' rid c, i rl the N c W F' I' i d c t I' C ~ t men t ~ r 0 w-· • No COlli ~ ~ I' :i. G CJr I ~ u I:.r J c: co t ~ 
oro includ~d in thi:: ~~t. Noto thot the voriablos DO Nor in~ludo ITIC3~UrO~ 01 

c 1 ion t d e IT! 0 Sf I' a i-' h i c s ~ n d r' r 0 Sf r a ITt f"' roc c sse 5 r C ITI 1-' 1 0 !.nfl ~ n tOT' 5 C h 0 0 1 i n ~ d <:; t D • T h r 
v· 0 r i ;3 b 1 ~ ~ 1-, 1.1. 1 b ~ ;"J t t.J C h edt 1'.) t h ~~ 0 U T C 011 E :. ~ t .J ~ n : ) Eo' d ;0 d I'- CH ,3 n a 1 :3'; i -: u f the 
prim~r~ outcome mcasure. R~ther OUTCOME is rc~crved for tho~c v<31'i~bJcc 
nece~s::lr':J +'0 t~l!~ initi~l dovolor>lIIont ond control of f'ro!:lr,:lm OIJtCIJllle .:3n:3l~~es 

Refcr to the initial c~ctions of the New Prid~ fin~l rc~ort Ch~rt~r V fur 
f u l' t h ~:! r tn~ i' 1 ~m <J t ion 5 • 

Thc OUTCOME d<3tacet is reitrictod to tho~e treatmcnt cubJects frum the 
seven sit~~ '..sith t'ollow-ur> dotD (CIiI, FRS, Ht.D, KC, F'E:N~ F'f\OV <Jnd SF), hO\lin£ 
o defined birth-d~tc for the calcul<3tion of a~c ~t rro~r~m entru (1 sul:.r.icc:t 
did not). NOTE! THIS DflTtJSI-::T IS(!) TO I3E USED IN THE EVtlLUflT [ON OF THE 
FINtJL NEW PRIDE OUTCOME MODEL! (This iJS or'r'oscd to thQ MATCH d<:;t<Js~t for 
testin!:1 dit'f~rcncos lJotwo~:!n tho m<Jtchod corrli'ori-;:;on ond \:'rc<JtIlIQnt ~roIJPs.) 

ABBRt VARIABLE-NAME! DESCRIF'TION: 

CLID CLIENT-ID Client id~ntificr. 
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CSAF 

CSDU 

CSAL 

RECO 

PFAL 

PFAF 

PFDU 

NNF'S 
CDT 
TIlT 
UPDA 

AGEC 
AGES 

FNS 

FNS2 

AFTR-CS 

DURR-CS 

:"ILLR-CS 

RECORD 

ALLR-F'F 

t-lFTR-PF 

DURR-F'F 

NEW-NF'S 
Cr)SE-~)CT r ON- DT 
TE;RMINATION-DATE 
UPDt-lTE 

AGEe 
:"IGES 

FNS 

FNS2 

Whether(l) or not(O) th~ ~ubJeet 

recidiv~ted ~ftcr t~rffiin~tion from 
the New Pride rro~rCffi. Me~sured 
b~ ~u~t~in~d counts. 

Whether or not thc ~ubJect rc~idivctcd 

d iJ r ins h i ~ / hOI' N ~~ w P r :t d c ~ ~.: r:' ~ r i ~ n c: e ; 
Sustained countc. Time measurcd 
between co~e-oction-d~t~ ~nd 
termination d~te. 

Whether or not the ~ubJect recidivoted 
aft c r en t l' ~ to N c w P r i de • C CIIJ n t s 
SIJ~toirlod. Tillie meo~IJr\ild from 
case-action-dctc. 

Wheth~r(l) or noteo> criminal hictoricc 
are ~v~iloble on the ~ubJcct. 

Whether(l) or noteO) D ~ctiti~n-filcd 
offel"l~e occurrod oft<:lr cD~e-~ction-dt 

Whether or not ~ r~tltion-filed offense 
OCCIJ r rc d aftc r te rm i nat ion f \"0 If. 

New Pride. 
Whether(l) or not(O) D petition-filed 

off~nze occurred b6twecn CD~C-3ction· 
date and termination froffi New Pride. 

New Pride sitc lcbclc. 
D~te of ~ubJect entr~ to Ncw Pride. 
D ate 0 f sub J e C t t e r lfli n D t ion f T' 0 nl N (.' \fJ F-' l" j r.i ( 
L ~ ~ t d ~ teo f S Ij b ,j e I;: t f I) 1 1 0 I,) - w-, (83 123 1 ) • 

Subject a~c ~t rro~rDm entr~. 
nG~C ~Guared for rol~nomiol tests. 

F~ilure VG. Succcc~ of cubJect~ d~t~rffijncr 

bw cach ~rodrom ~t tcrminotion. 
FNS variablc with 'ncutrcl' cDt~~~riz(.'d 

slJbJect~ coded wi (~h ~ljccc'.:;ses. 
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F'DUR 

TTF 

T-P 

F'HAT 
PRCS 
F'RF'F 

PDUR 

T I r1F. .. ·FOl.LOW-UP 

TTF-F'DUR 

F'HAT 
PRCS 
F'RF'F 

Pro~rcm dur~tion in wcck~ from cc~c-action 
dato to ~orminatton-date. 

Tim 0 i n woo I.:. ~ fro III I: a -::; :~ •. act ion - d 3 t e to 
the follow-u~ dote (831231). 

Tho difference botwe~n rTF and PDUR 
repre~entin~ follow-up timc ofter 
the subJe~t~ t~rmination from New 
Pridc. 

I 
I 
I 

This ~pecial block of yariablc~ reprcscnt INSTRUMENTS of the 
yoriables PDUR, DURR-CS ~nd DURR-PF, rc-::;poctiyel~, ~boyo. The~ 

arc'defined ONLY on thc ba~is of the prcdictors NNrSr ~GEC and 
AGr::S. Tl"1o\.$ are IJnlli;:):)od o::>tim.:;tC:'s of the PDUR '::,nd dlHin3 i"ro=ram 
recidiyi~m yoriablo~, to be used in eyaluotinS the ccntrol 
simult~noou~ component of the New Pride OUTCOME mudel. 

NOTE ON MISSING VnLUES: 

All ITd~~in~ yallJcs for 011 yariable~ i3l"C codcd 999. ENcei't FNS arid 
FNU2 <codod 99) ~nd all d~tc yari~ble:> <coded 0). 

NOTE ON EXCLUDED OFFENSES: 

All meCZIJre~ of reeidiyi~m e:·(clude the offcrl~c char~e~ of drlJrdu?rlc!'",~, 

statu~ orfons~:>1 parolo violations and probation Yioll~tion$. Further 
all adJustcd offenzes (DISP ~ 10) ar~ not eonsi'dcred as thcu are 
rod IJ 1"1 d'lI"I't. 101 i tilt h 0 0 f fen:) (~s tho ~ w 0 r 0 3 d J IJ '$ ted to. 

Thi~ course of action was taken in di~eoyerin~ that comc sites 
rer-ort,ed 1n<}fH~ manu nlinor infraction~:H whoroa::; oth~!'5 IH.j not. 
See further documentation on this in the MnTCH-DICT dictionor~. 
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DICTIONARY FOR THe PROCESS nRCHIUE !!nTnSET 

The followirl.!:l dicti'onD1"U c:u'l~ins the corltcnt~ of th~ F'RnCESf; c:nchiv(? 
d;J t OJ S t;') l:. j, nub b 1" C v i <3 1'. ~ d for III • T hi·:; d b= t i (J n <3 1" ~ 13 h 0 u 1 d be ad t;') LlI.I u t, 0 f \J r fll 0 S t 
purrOGCS for understandin.!:l the contcnt~ of PROCESS. 

The rurro~c of the PROCESS dmt~Gct iG to hold <311 varioblc~ ffica~urin~ 

tho prOC"~G of obJoctivo GPecific:ation (tho IISP) throu~h Gorvice dolivcr~ 
( the S E R I,) ICE - DEL) • The v ~ r i ~ b 1 c ~ m (? ~ ~ IJ 1" 0 n e 0 d c -:; r' e c i f i cdr 0 b J e c t i '.,I (? G G G' t. -. u r' 
to mc~t thoGO n~od~1 Gervico-plan-:; <3nd $eryico-doliv"rl~-:; ~G wull a~ 

o b J c c t i ve IJ r' d ate s w her e iJ v C i 1 ~ b 1 c • For t h i ~ r C ~ ~ 0 nth e r c ~ T' 0 a 1 ~: r !:::l c n IJ nil,. c r 
of cod~G oGt<JbliGhe~ l:.o mO=Gure the incid(?nco of these GP~cific<Jtion~ and 
the i 1" con c lJ r r e rl c e s wit h e ~ c h 01'. her • The d <3 t C W ~ ~ ~ C !j E:' m b 1 c d fro 01 t h (;,. I HH·-­
FIRSTi ORIG-OBJUPDtlTEH <Jnd OF:IG-SD filos in the ;:Hchi l /;:'. Ti'\c tlICr.:o lTI;Jcros 
ASS E M B L E - S E R I,), n SSE ~1 B L E - I I S F- ~ n d S ~1 (.'i S H - I S D we r 0 IJ !:; edt 0 d C OJ C 1 0 F' til (:,' F' r: () C E c: S 
rect<Jn~IJlc3r d<J l:..313~ t. ThiG rect<Jn~IJl<J r ~ot C<3n t.;:) run di ro(:t I.'~ wi t.h thE": 
OUTCOME d~tiJcet to deterffiinc thc im~act of PROCE~~ vDriablcG on OUTCOME~. 

. ABBR: 

CLI!! 

NONY 

IJARI~BLE-NAME: DESCRIPTION! 

CLIENT-ID Client identifier. 

Thic first cct of vQriQblc~ rclateG to ~Qta from the IISP ~nd tho 
ur'd3t'J~ to tho I I SI:- he 1 din the:? ;J rc hive. 

tOBJ-NOYETA!!R Number of obJectivcc not uct Dd~rc~~cd 
as of l~Gt obJoctiv~ u~d<Jte. 
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NONP tOBJ-NOPROG 

NORD tOBJ-REV/DEL 

NOSU tOBJ-SUCCESS 

REC REC 

CLTN CULTEN 

JBPL JOBF'LtlC 

DGSV DIAGSERV 

IDCN INDCOUN 

GF'CN GRPCOUN 

FMCN FAMCOUN 

SF'G8 SF'G8 

SF'G7 SF'G7 

SF'G6 SPG6 

SPG5 SPG5 

SF'G-1 SPG4 

SF'G3 SPG3 

Number of obJcctivca no'~ro~rc~c os 
of l43ct obJ:~c ~iv~ IJI~d43te. 

Number of obJectivc~ rcviccd/dclctcd 
as of l43ct obJoetlv~~ IJf,d.:lte. 

Number of obJcctive~ ~ucc~csfullw 
complcted ~s of l~Gt ubJ~ctive upd~te. 

Total number timc~ recreotion ~~rviecs 
planned. 

Total number timcc elJltlJrDl c!':"rvi('C:s 
plcmned. 

Totol number Job plocement services 
pl<lnned, 

Total nUITIber of di~!:inCl~t.ir."~ cl"rvic:cG 
plc:nned. 

Totol number individuol CClUflC(;,ljns 
serviccG rl3nned. 

Total number ~rolJr c:ounselin~ services 
planned. 

T (} tal n u m bel' f ~ nd 1 \J e (.11.J riG <:: 1 :i n!:.: ~ e "V i c" c:: ~ 
planned. 

Total number ~cncrDl/Ddmini~trot.ive 
services pl.:lnned. 

Total number other elicnt s<::rvi~es 

planned. 

Tot~l number emrlo\JlTtent ~c::rvi~cc 

Ftlanned. 

Totml number lc::ornin~ di~obilitw 
serviccc r-l,:mned. 

Tot D 1 rllJ m bel' c d IJ cot i 0 rl 0 1 ~ C T" vic: c: s 
planned. 

Total nlJmber eoun~clirl~ scrvieec r"l.:lftnt'r..i 
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SPG2 SF'G2 

SF'Gl SF'Gl 

NGF'8 NGF'8 

NGF'7 NGF'7 

NGF'6 NGP6 

NGP5 NGP5 

NGP'" NGF'4 

NGF'3 NGF'3 

NGF'2 NGF"2 

NGF'l NGF'l 

TSCD TSCD 

NSCrr tSCODES 

TNDS TNDS 

NNDS tNEEDS 

NOBJ tOBJECTIVSS 

NGCl NGCl 
NGC2 NGC2 
NGC3 NGC3 
NGC4 NGC4 
NGC5 NGC5 
NGC6 HGC6 
NGC7 NGC7 
NGC8 NGC8 

SF'Cl SF'Cl 
SPC2 SF'C2 . 
SF'C3 SF'C3 
SF'C4 SPC4 
SF'C5 spe5 
SPC6 SPC6 
SF'C7 SPC7 
SPCS SPCS 

-. 

Total nUlfiber CiJ~cWOT'I~ ~~rvil't::~ f'li:innc:ci. ,. 

Total number intiJkc ~c::rviccG rli:inncd. 

Total number of triJn~rortDtion n~~ds 
identified. 

Totcl number of emrloumcnt nccd~ 
identified. 

Total nu~ber of cdu~etion n~ods 
identified. 

Total number of rhuoicel ncc::ds 
identified. 

Total nUAlbel' of cociel flcc:dl" ir:.i(:'rJ'l,i'i'icd. 

Tot.::-l rl U ITI bel' 0 f 0 lTl CJ t i CJ n D 1 d to: IJ C 1 (I f' III (:.' n t 
needs identifisd. 

Total number of fDmilu necda idcntifi~d. 

Total nUITlbe r of cc:rvicc!j f' 1 ;;flnc:d • 

Totel rllJmbe r of TYPES of ceT'vict::G f"l;:! n rl c. 

Total rllJmbe l' of nc:cdc identified. 

Total nlJmbe r TYPES of nc~dc idc:ntific::d. 

Tot~l 

i 
i 
i 

nur7lber of obJcctilJe~ 

i------) 0/1 codas for NGPl 
i------) throuch NGF'8 
i 
i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i-----· .. ) 0/1 codes for SF'Gl 
i------) throuCh SPGS 
i 
i 
i 
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FMCC 

GPCC 

IDCC 

DGSC 

JBPC 

CLTC 

RECC 

TIME 

SUCR 

sueD 

IVER 

SREC 

SCUL 

SJPC 

SDI~ 

SIC 

FMCC 

GPCC 

IDCC 

DGSC 

JBF'C 

CLTC 

RECC 

TIME-S-L 

SUCRAT 

SUCODE 

IISPEVER 

Fa mil!:l Co u rl s eli n,!j (0 11) N (.1 s !J C ~ • 

Individual Councelin,!j (OIl) Nof!Jc~. 

Dia~noztic~ Planncd (OIl) No;wco. 

Job Placemcnt Planncd (OIl) NDf!Jc~. 

Recreation rlcnned (OIl) NO;~frD. 

Time irs wecks from firot ct;:)ffirl,!j to 
l~~t Qvaluatian d~te. 

Rat i 0 0 f n U m b e r ~ IJ C 1:.' C D ~ f u 1 t CJ r IU nd,\ c: r CJ f 
total obJ~ctiylZ's pl<Jl'lned. 

F' art i t ion e d ret i 0 ~ 0 f ~ IJ e e E' ~ ~ W ! 'I e Y' e 
1: 0.0 to 0.333 
2: 0.334 to 0.666 
3: 0.667 to 1.000 

Whether (1) or not (0) an IISP iD 
avciloblc on c<lch slJb,jcet. 

Thic ~ccond set of ycricblcs arc from the scrvicc dclivcr~ d~ta 
extroctad from ORIG-SD. 

SREC 

SCUL 

SJOBPLAC 

SDI(.lG 

SIC 
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N IJ ITI b err c c rea t ion c 1 ~ c:: r y i 1:.' C !:. d <:: 1 i v (' J' cd. 

Number culturel cnrichment DCT'viccs 
deliycr:?d. 

Number of Job pl~ccment ceryiccs 
delivored. 

Number indiyiducl ~ouncclin,!j scrvices 
delivered. 



SGC SGC 

SFC SFC 

NCIC NCIC 

NUF'C NUF'C 

NF'LC NF'LC 

SDG8 SDG8 
SDG7 SDG7 
SDG6 SDG6 
SDG5 SDG5 
SDG-1 SDG4 
SrtG3 SDG3 
SDG2 SDG2 
SDGl SDGl 

TDRC TOTREC 

TDCL TOTCULTEN 

TDJP TOT JOBF'L~C 

TDI~ TOTDIf'tG 

TTIC TOTlC 

TTGC TOTGe 

TDFC TOTFC 

TDCC TDRCIC 

NUmber drour councclind ~crviccs 
delivered. 

Number fcmilu couns~lin~ cc~viccs 
deliv~red. 

N IJ m b ere r i sis i n t c;.' r v c;: r It i CH I !:.> (,::T' .... icc s 
delivered. 

Numbe 1" unp 1 cnned COIJnce 1 i fl!j Ct' rv i c:os 
delivered. 

Number planned councclin!j cerviccs 
delivt?red. 

i 
i 
i 
1------> NI.Jmbt?r of !:>~I'vi(~c!:> I¥ithin TYPES 
i ------> (Sce dc:f~. fCJ r TYF'ES abovG.) 
i 
i 
i 

Totcl durction rccrcation a~rviccs 
delivered. 

Tot ~ 1 d u 1" a t i 0 rl c IJ 1 t IJ 1" a 1 s c: r vic' c !; 
delivt?red. 

Total duration Job rl~ccmcnt ~crvicuc 
delivered. 

Tota 1 dlJrat i on d i adno!:>ti c !:>(~ rvi cc!:> 
delivt?red. 

Totcl duration individual coun~frlin!j 
st?rvi(~c~ dGliv~rcd. 

Tot~l dur~tion !jrour coun!:>clins ccrvic~t 
delivt?red. 

Total dlJratiorl famil'J cOJJrI~(:'ljn!j 

serviccs dclivcrGd. 

Tot<Jl duration cri~i!:> irltc::r'v'cntion 
serviccs dGlivcrcd. 
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TDUC 

TDF'C 

TItR8 
TDR7 
TDR6. 
TDR5 
TDR4 
TDR3 
TDR2 
TDRl 

NIAT 

INF'R 

NATT 

NSRV 

NNAT 

NIPR 

OTRS 

SItCl 
SDC2 
SDC3 
SDC4 
SDC5 
SDC6 
SDC7 
SDce 

SFCC 

SGCC 

SlCC 

SDlC 

SJCC 

TDRUPC 

TDRF'LC 

TDR8 
TDR7 
TDR6 
TtlR5 
TDR4 
TDR3 
TDR2 
TDRl 

NlNF'R~TT 

INF'R 

NATT 

NSRlj 

NNAT 

NIPR 

OTRS 

SDCl 
SDC2 
SDC3 
SDC4 
SItCS 
SDC6 
SDC7 
SDC8 

SFCC 

SGCC 

SlCC 

SDIC 

SJCC 
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Tot~l dur~tion unrl~nncd cQun&clin~ 

services d~liv~r~d. 

Total dur~tion F'l,:mned cCJurJ~clin~ 

sorvices d~l iverod·. 

i 
i 
i 
i------) Totml Dur~tiCJn of ~crvicc TYPES 
i------) (Bco del"';:;. fQ(' TYf-'ES ;JOove.) 
i 
i 
i 

N IJ ITI b e r 0 f ~ 11 i n per con s; c r I.l icc c CJ f f ", l' (;' I; 

Number of mll ccrvicc';:; ettcnd~d. 

Number of ~ll $orvice~ tcndcr~d. 

NumbEr of ~ll s;Qrvicc~ not ~ttcndcd. 

Number of ell scrvieec not irl r·'!:'r<"'on. 

Number of ;Jll $cryic~c with modc other. 

i 
i 
i 
i------) Servicc dQlivQ('tc~ coded Oil. 
i------) (TYPES cxrl~incd ~~ove.) 
i 
i 
i 

Familu councElin~ Oil, No/uec. 

Group coun$clind OllF No/uec. 

lndividu~l eounsclind Oils No/ucc. 

Job rl~eemcnt OllF No/ucc. 



S!')ER 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7" 

NOTE: 

SDELEVER W h e the r (1) 0 r not (0) !3 c T· vic c: del i v C T·l;j 

record~ 3~~~3r for th~ !3ubJ~ct. 

The recrc<Jtion .:3nd culturel cerviccc ~re considered errc.n&ouc 
confound~1'5 t.o thlJ TYPES of ~orvice~ in which l".tlC'J .:3;"'i'CaT' 

(Groul"' 7: Other client Gl?rvice£). So the~ ere cl.Jbtl'c:H.:tc::d fl·OIIl 

th8 clJunt!3 :in.;! codl?::; 1"0 r th<J I·, tu;·'o (i >.~., Se07, SPC7 7 SDG7, SDC7) • 

The followin~ ~odec mcecure thc concurrence bctwecfl G~rvic~!3 rlenncd 
on the I I !3P ~nd ~c I'V h~e~ rei'O rted .3~ d~ 1 i ve ,'ed on th;;J G£F:V I CE ·-DEL 
formc. Two t~l"'ec of codes ~re of m~Jor concern: 1. Concurrenc~ cod~s 
IT! e a ~; u 1'~! W h~! t h ~r 3 ~ ::? r vic ~ p 1 .:3 nne d W <J S ,J c t 1.1.3 11 u do). i vcr cd. 
Delivcred codec IT!ce£ure whether cervice5 w~rc delivered 
which w~ 1':2 l.Jrl~lanned • 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

0/1 Concurrcncc code TYPE 1: Int~ke 

activiti~s. 

0/1 Concurrence cod~ TYPE 2: C~ce 

work <JctivU~i::?s. 

0/1 Corlcurrcncc codc TYPE 3: Cour'Gcl.:i.fl:z! 
activities. 

0/1 Concurrencc codc TYPE ~: Educction 
activiti~s. 

o / 1 Con c 1.1 r r e n c ceo d e T Y P E 5! L !l' i.l r rd r IS 

di~<Jbled oduc~tion ~ctivl~ics. 

0/ 1 Con c 1.1 r r err c e cod c T Y P E 6: r fil p hi 'J III f . .'I1 t 
activities. 

0/1 Concurrence code TYPE 7: Other 
client sorvices. 
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C8 

GCOR 

UPDl 
UF'D2 
UF'D3 
UF'D4 
UPD5 
UPD6 
UPD7 
UF'D8 

GUPD 

GDS 

GF'S 

DBRE 

CFMC 

UF'DF 

CGPC 

UF'DG 

CIDC 

UPDI 

CDGC 

UPDS 

CDJB 

UPJB 

C8 

GeOR 

UF'rll 
UPD2 
UPD3 
UF'D4 
UF'D5 
UF'D6 
UF'D7 
UPD8 

GUPD 

GDS 

GF'S 

DBREADTH 

CFMC 

UF'DF 

CGF'C 

UPDG 

CIDC 

UPDI 

CDGC 

UPDS 

CDJB 

UF'JB 

0/1 Concurrence code TYPE 8: 
A d III i n i ~ t r D t i v::! ~) e r v 1. c e s • 

Gener~l correpondcncc code: Sum of 
Cl throu:jh C8. 

i 
i 
i 
i - -..: - - - )- <) / 1 Un r> .l i3 n n~:! d - d ~ 1 i vcr e d e 0 des • 
i------> (TYPES o~ li!;)tcd for Cl-·>C[:.) 

i 
I 
i 

Ge r,e r c 1 'Jr,f" 1 cnned-d c 1 j VI::' rl::' d e CI d(;" : S UlTi 

of UPDl throu~h UF'D8. 

B rea d t II 0 f del i veT' e d !:> C r vic I::' C : N u IT! b ~ r 
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of different t~pos of s~rvice~ deliver 

Brecdth of r'li::rln~d zey·viet:·~: NI.llTlbC:l· (;.f 

d iff e I' ~ n t t '..I P ~ . .; f.) f s ~ I'V .l c:) ~ p 1 i3 nne d • 

GPS - GDS. 

0/1 con cur r c nee f ;:\ ITI i 1 \J co u rl ~ eli r I ~ • 

0/1 unrlDnncd-dclivcr~d f~lTIilu coun!;)clj 

0/1 concurrence ~roup counc~lin~. 

0/1 concurrence individu~l coun~clin~. 

0/1 unpIDnned-dcliv~rcd individu~l 
cOIJns~ling. 

0/1 concurrence diD~no!:>ticc. 

0/1 unpIDnn~d-dclivcrl::'d dic~nocticc. 

0/1 concurrence Job pla~cm~nt. 

0/1 unrlcnn~d-dcliv~r~d Job ~lDcemcnt, 



CCOR 

CUPD 

CGtlS 

CGPS 

CDBR 

ISBa 

CCOR 

CUPD 

CGDS 

CGPS 

CDBREADTH 

ISBOTH 

Gene rc 1 COIJnse 1 i n~ co T· re~f'orldt:·rlc·e 

eodo! Sum of CFMC,CGPCJCIDC. 

Genercl eounc~lin~ unplanned-delivered 
eodo: Sum of UPDF/UPDG,UPDI. 

Breadth of d~livercd eouncclin~ ~~rviect 

Bremdth of rlcnned eounaelinS a~rvie~s. 

CGF'S - CGDS. 

Whether (1) or not (0) ~IJhJcet hm!:. BOTH 
I IS F' ,'3 n d ::; 0 r 'v' i. cod 0 1 i \,~) r in for ITI,'3 t ion. 

NOTE ON MISSING VALUES: 

All miccin~ vcluec cre coded 999 EXCEPT for these f~w exccrtjorl~: 
A 1 J. d u r .J t i (J n v <J ria b 1 ~~::; ~ rom i a ~ i rd eo dod 99 <J 9 '1 • T i1:J V (3\' i a b 1 e s 
NCICr NUPC, mnd NPLC Dre miGcin~ coded 99999. 
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DICTION~RY FOR THE SCHOOLRECT ARCHH.'E Dr.:Tr.:SET 

The tallow i n!l die ti ana r!.: e}{r' 1 <J ins th,,· eorltent~ of the SCHOOLRECT .ne:/) i 'Ie 
d,'Jt.J~~t in ilbbrovi.Jt~d tOI'ITI. Tili~ dietiol"l<Jr~ ~hl)lJld i);;! .J1·hJ~IlJ.3·;·,~ i"or Illost 
pur~05es for under~tDndin~ tho contents of SCHOOL~ECT. 

The purpose of th£ SCHOOLRECT dctc~£t i~ to cccomod<Jte ALL r~leY~nt 
s c h 0 0 l:i. n::l V.J r i..~ Lll ~ .:; J d r,'J w n f r \:) m tl L L ~ 0 tJ r e (?~; , ~, 0 b (? IJ ~ 0 din tIl 0 .J n <J 1 \J ~ i ';; 0 f 
OUT COM E s <J III 0 n !j New F' rid c t 1" C ~ t III 0 n t r' r 0 !l r w ITI ~ • The d il t a z c t i!:; J'" IJ }. e 1 ~ 
r e e t em ~ 1.I J. <J r <J rl d 1-;; ;" 0 ';; t. r 11: t ~ d tot h 0 ~ 0 5 IJ b Joe t s wit h ~ e h () Q 1 i n ~ i n for tTl ,'J t i 0 1"1 

III a t c h edt 0 the 0 U T COM E de t c -:, £ t I Z sub J c c t ~ • ( See the 0 U T COM E - D I r. T f () T' IT! () r e 
infoT'llI:Jtiort on l:.h~ ~ .. t, l' ictlJ ro~ ~r'i··l'..Jin:j to t.hi~ .JrJul·J~i~ to ) Sl;HOOLF~ECT lTIa'=J 
be direetl~ run a~~in~t tho vcricbles presented in OUTCOME. 

ABBR: VARIABLE-NAME! 

CLID CLIENT-ID 

SCHfI SCHAFT 

ATTN ATTNF'S 

DESCRIF'TION: 

Client identifier. 

Whether (2) or riot (1) school irl~ I.WS 

continuod <Jfter New Pride. 

Whether(2) or notCl) the N~w F'~ide 

schllQI \oI<J~ ,'Jtt:;:>ndod + 
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AArT 

ArlUR 

ABEF 

DAFT 

DDUR 

DI:lEF 

PABB 

PABt! 

PABA 

GF'f'\F 

GPDR 

GPBF 

RAFT 

RDUR· 

RBEF 

RBCD 

'RDCD 

RACD 

AAFT 

ADUR 

ABEF 

DAYS~FT 

DAYSDUR 

!lAYSBEF 

F'ABBEF 

PABDUR 

PABAFT 

GF'AAF.T 

GPADUR 

GPABEF 

RSN~FT 

RSNDUR 

RSNBEF 

RBEFCODE 

RDURCODE 

RAFT CODE 

- ----~------

Nurrlbc r of d<J!Jc 4lbt>Cl'nt irl r' ro!:: rom 4lftCl'r 
New Pride. 

Number of duu~ <Jbt>ont i r, r'ro~riJm duriTIs 
New Pride. 

NIJmbe l' of dO!Jt> c'Jbt>cnt i rl r' ro~ rOITl b(~ f ~I r e 
New Pride. 

NIJrrlbcr of totc'Jl d~u~ in cchool il"l r"rcl!:!r'::{1T! 
aftor New Pride. 

NIJmbc r of tot<Jl d<:S!Jc in cchool i fl f' rCJ~ T'OIT! 
dlJrins Now Pride. 

NIJITlbc l' of tot<Jl duu~ il'l cchooJ. ill 1" ro~ r <JJTI 
before Now Pride. 

F'ro?ortion ab~enccz in r' ros ram La (~ f () )' (~ • 

P 1'01"'0 rt i or, eb~cncc:. il'l r'ro~rcITI durjn~. 

F'roF'ortiCln cb~crlee~ iff r'ronrclTI eft,:r. 

GF'A in F'T'o~r<Jm cfte::r Nc··w F'T'ide. 

GPf'\ in !">ro~rom durin~ New Pride. 

GPA in F'ro~rom before New Pride. 

Reasorl felr r'ro~rcnl tc rJTIl net i on oft.c· r NF'. 

Reason for 1'" ro!'! ren. tCl'T'min,:d.iCJn dlJT'inti NP. 

Rea~on for r-ro~rcn. t e r JTd net i CJ n 'b G' f n l' e NF' • 

Whether clJbJect eOIT!?leted'<l) CJ T' did rlC1t 
eOIJlr"loto(O) r' ro~ r;J1JI boforo NF'. (ColTlr"lQtic 
defined az obt", i n i rl~ GE!I, cCJlTlr'letirls 

W h e the r C IJ b J e c teo nl r' 1 e:: '\' (;1 d (1) CI r' d:i d ntl t 
eOITlr"letc r"ro~rom durina NF'. 

Whether CIJ!:tJCCt cOITII"'lCl'ted (1) or did rj(lt 
cOITlr"loto !">ro~rom ort~r NP. 

NOTE: The eom~lction eodez ore $imr-le codin~c for the three 
I'" rec~d i n:.:l r:'1;:3~lJn r 0\' !"> ro~ r~HII to rill i no t ion eodos. 
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PAFT PRGAFT 

PDUR PRGIIUR 

PBEF PRGBEF 

GAFT GRAIIEt:FT 

GDUR GRA!lEIIUR 

GBEF GRAIIEBEF 

SLIK SCHOOL-LIKE 

WAED WANT-EDUC 

EXED EXF'ECT-EDUC 

FESC FEELS-SCH 

L·ISC LIKE-SCHOOL 

EDWr-t EIIUC-WANTS 

CHEN CHNC-ED-NOW 

KPST KEYHF'OST 

KPRE KEYMF'RE 

Scaled ,..ro!:1re~lj code fel r ~chool 

PS rfo rm;:mec i.n i' r f)!:1 r ~HII \lft:.or NF'. 

Scalcd I"'ro!:1r~~lj codc felr ~c'hCJo 1 
?S r f 0 rlTl;J.nc (::! ~n i'rO!:1r\l1Tl dlJrin!:1 NP. 

Scaled pro!:1rClj~ code for school 
perforlTl;J.ncc in I"ro~jr\llrl bcf\Jre NF' • 

Grade of subject in prO!:1rclfJ c;dtc,:T' NF' • 

Gradc of cubJeet in r'rO!:1rclfJ dlJrin!j /lH-' • 

Grad~ of subject in r' ro~ rail. beforc NF' • 

Se~lcd IH,in!:1 for cc:hool 01. ~ntr\.·! 1.(,1 N F' T 

1.~Don I t li!~,c. 5...:Likc V::!I'U IfJIJ C h • 

Scalcd dc:cirlZ' for cchoolin!j at Nf" t;:ntT'u. 
l:::Droi' OtJ {-,. 7""F' rof::!',:;'::; i on\ll d~:lrce. 

Sealcd sehoolin!:1 cxreetonei~s at NP 
entru. CCod~~ \lS for W~ED.) 

Have fcelin:llj about achool chan~c,:d ct 
e:d t f r \J m r- r o!:1 r a III '1' ( 1· : .-1 0, 2 =" \.t 0 5 ) 

Scaled likin~ for cchool at t;:xjt from NF 
Coded \la for SLXK above. 

Seolcd dccirlZ' for ljchoolintl at NP cxit. 
Cod~d cJa for WtlED c3bove. 

Perccivcd chcncec for schoolin~ ot c,:xit 
from NF'. (2":':iITlPrOvoLJ, l..-:No imr·roved) 

.Ke\.JITicth POljt-t~ljt raw DCC' rcc. 

Ke~lTIath Pre-tcat r~w ljc:orClj. 
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KGAN KEYMGAIN 

PTWD POSTWD 

PRWD PREWII 

WIIGN WDGAIN 

IQS IQSCORES 

WTAS WRT(1RSCR 

WTRS WRTRDSCR 

WTSS WRTSPLSCR 

DISF' DISPARITY 

Ke~mcth Gcir. row ccorec. 

Woodcock, Poct-tcst row seorct... 

Woodcock F'l"~-tcct rilW !3cCJrcc. 

Woodcocl~ Gcin row ceorC!3. 

WAIS/WISC-R Full Sc'elll' IC~ !3corC::'c 
re~ i dlJ~ 1 i ;:.:ed i:t'J tc~t. difforcnces. 

WRtlT Arimctic rew ~1.Jb-!3corC::' • 

WR(1T Rll'cDdin= row !3IJb-!3c"ore. 

WRAT Sr>f:'llin!j riJW ~l.Jb-ccCJre. 

D iff e r c neG' W ..: E D - EX E 1.1 • L iJ r j c r v :: IIJ C s· 
indic\lto~ :lro3t~r di'JPiJl'it!J bctloJee'n 
wantc end f:'xrectoncif:'s tor educotiCJn. 

NOTE ON MISSING VALUES: 

All missinS vcDI~es ore ~G'ncriJllu codcd 999. How~vcrr 2G'roc erG' I.Jccd 
for m i z> ~ i n ,-1 \/ .31lJ 0 ~ 0... tile v ~ r i il b 1 (;) S G R 1"1 DEB E r', G R 1"1 II E.D lJ R, G R:"l D E 1"1 F T \l n d 
995 erc l.Jscd for the voriobles PRGtlFTr PRGDURr PRGBEF, RSNBEFr FWNflURr 
RSH:"lFT, OtlYSAFT, GPtlAFT,D:"lYSDUR, GP:"lDlJR, DnYSB~F, ond GP:"lBEF. 
Additionallw, =ero~ ore I.Jsll'd for the vorioblcs SLIKr W":Eflr EXEDr FESC, 
LISC, EIIWA, ond CHEN. 
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APPENDIX B 

FIRST ORDER RELA nONS 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 

Program Duration 

Recidivism During New Pride 

Client Success 

~-83 

Covariates 

New Pride site dummy 
variables 

Age variables (linear and 
quadratic) 

Recidivism During New Pride 

New Pride site dummy 
variables 

Age variables (linear and 
quadratic) 

Program Duration 

New Pride site dummy 
variables 

Age variables (linear and 
quadratic) 

Recidivism During New Pride 

Program Duration 



Recidivism After New Pride New Pride site dummy 
variables 

Age var iables (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 mea~ures 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' .ultimately 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

significant (p> .10). 
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TUlle 1 
FIrst Order P.rtia1 CorreJatians of Client ~ and 

Provam Process Var.labJes with Var.lables 01 

Variable (Abbreviation) 

Cllent~ 

Ethnlcity (RACE)* 

Father's Education (SCHO) 

Mother's Employment (EM) 

Gender (SEX) 

Job/Education Cham:;es (JillC) 

Restitution (REST) 

Treatment of Other Siblings (OTSB) 

Drug! Alcohol P~oblems (CDUD) 

Friend.! in Trouble with Law (TRL W) 

Number of Teachers Interested (TRCN) 

Detention (DET) 

Assigned Supervision (ASUP) 

Assigned Vocational Training (AVeC) 

How Often Punished (HOFP) 

Family Drug/ Alcohol Problems (ORAL) 

Life Satisfaction (SAL!) 

Family Residence (FRES)* 

Receiving AFDC (AFOC) 

Number in House (NIH) 

Employment 

Job at Entry (JBNW) 

Wage Before New Pride (BWNP) 

Wage During New Pride (OWNP) 

Job Performance During (DPER) 

Number Jobs During (NDUR) 

Had Job Before New Pride (JBEF) 

Number Jobs Before New Pride (NBEF) 

Job Before More Than 10 Days Long (J310) 

Job During More Than 10 Days Long (JD 10) 

Job Type on Exit From New Pride (NJOB) 

Job Chances at Exit (JBCC) 

Times Fired During New Pride (NFDU) 

Other Wage Source During (DWOT) 

Job at Exit (Whether or not) (STlL) 

Job During {Whether or Nod (JOUR) 

Job Ever (JOBE) 

Before Wage Source CETA (BWCT) 

Before Wage Source Employer (BWEM) 

During Job Attendance (DA TT) 

During Wage Source CETA (DWC!) 

the Outcome Model 

Program Duration Recidivism During 
beta N beta N 

Cllent Success 
beta N 

.1325 929 

.0880 801 

-'.0606 930 -.0891 930 .0753 917 

.0885 685 

.0846 797 

- .081J 620 

-.0614 729 

- .0678 712 < 

.0751 562 

-.0608 609 

-.0972 930 

-.0940 930 

.0852 668 

-.0660 737 

.0792 717 

.0943 8U 

.1190 804 

.0846 81' 

.0973 947 

.1433 326 

- .,il04 517 

- .1104 517 

- .1104 517 

- .1197 517 

.1055 468 

.1095 4.52 

- .1l80 386 

-.0880 517 .0838 508 

.1388 523 

-.0898 '17 -.0845 508 

.1014 824 

-.092S 517 

-.0909 517 

.1270 326 

- .0927 .517 

+ These variables are categorical. Reported coefficients are multiple correlation coefficients. 
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Recidivism After 
beta N 

.1263 

.0843 

.0759 

-.0740 

-.0622 

-.0858 

.0761 

- .1170 

.0898 

-.0781 

-.0781 

-.0781 

.0783 

916 

'36 
793 

917 

738 

508 

508 

319 

508 

508 

508 

508 

508 



Program Duration Recidivism Durin! Client Success Recidivism After 
Variable (Abbreviation) beta N beta N beta N beta N 

SchooIlns 
Attend New Pride School (ATTN) -.0386 719 .0671 719 

Like School (USC) .082.5 470 

Intelligence Quotient OQS) .097.5 627 -.03.54 627 

WRAT Arithmetic Subs<:ore (WTAS) .0918 .514 -.1166 .574 

WRAT Reading Subscore (WTRS) .076.5 .577 .0900 .577 

Like School (After-Before) (DLIK) .08.59 434 

Days School A ttend .. >d During (DOUR) .4016 592 .0693 '92 .0744 .584 

School Program Completea Before (RBCO) .1081 727 .0906 719 

Schoo! Program C<)mpleted During (ROCD) .4.519 727 .1303 719 

Keymath Post Tellt Score (KPST) .0896 3'2 
Keymath Pre Test Score (KPRE) .0646 690 .094.5 683 

Woodcock Pre Test Score (PR WD) .0692 694 

WRAT Spelling Subtest (wrSS) .0798 666 

Proportion Absences Before (PTa) -.0841 406 

Proportion Absences During (PTO) .0729 728 
[ . School Progress During (PGDR) -.1162 621 
I Expected Education Level (EXED) .0666 749 ! 

Wanted - Expected Level Education (OlSP) -.072.5 743 

Program Process 

Emotional Needs (NGP2) .0702 7'9 .0638 749 

Number Cultural Services (SCUL) .1613 886 .0568 749 

Job Placement Service3 (SJPC) .2294 886 -.0629 749 

Unplanned:Delivered Intake Services (UPDI) -068.5 749 

Planned:Delivued Job Placements (CD:!B) .0769 738 -.0621 749 

Diagnostic Services (DGSV) .0910 749 

Family Counseling Services (FMCN) -.OS98 749 

Legal Needs (number) (NGP;) .0620 749 

Family Relationship Needs (Yes/No) (NGCI) -.0916 749 

Intake Services Delivered (Yes/No) (SPCll .034.5 749 

Family Counseling Services Delivered 
(yes/No) (FMCC) .0704 7.59 -.0826 749 

Diagnostic Services Delivered (Yes/No) (DGSC) .1084 749 

Planned Counseling Services Delivered 
(Yes/No) (NPLC) .3404 886 .0649 87.5 

Individual Counseling Services Delivered 
(Yes/No) (SIC) •. ';217 886 .1)70S 87.5 

General Services (Number) (SOGS) .0679 &86 .1431 87.5 

CoW1Seling Services (Number) (SDG:!) .• 372.5 886 .0676 87.5 

Case Work Services (Number) (SDG2) .1716 8S6 .0S99 87.5 

Case Work Services (Yes/No) (SDC2) .1291 886 .0.56.5 87.5 

General Services (Yes, No) (SDC8) .0799 87.5 

Unplanned: Delivered Other Services 
(Number) (UPD7) .0666 723 

Unplanned: Delivered General Services 
(Number) (UPDS) .08.53 728 

Correspondence of Unplanned:Delivered 
Services (GUPD) .1269 738 .0716 728 

Planned:Oelivered Family Counseling 
Services (Yes/No) (CFMC) .0636 738 -.07.59 728 

Planned:Oil!!ivered Individual CounseUng 
Services (Yes/No) (CIDC) .069.5 738 .0663 728 

Difference Planned-Delivered Services 
(DBRE) -.1612 738 -.0664 728 

Number Successful Objectlves (NOSU) .1042 414 

Individual Counseling Planned Services 
aDCN) .082.5 . 7'9 
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Variable (Abbreviation) 
Program Duration Recidivism During 

beta /1\ beta N 

Prop-am p~ (~ 
Planned Counseling Services (Number) 

(SPG3) 

Transportation Needs (Number) (NGP8) 

Legal Needs (Number) (NGP7) 

Physical (Health) Needs (Number) (NGP4) 

Total PlannedServlce5 (TSCD) 

Number 01 Types Planned Services (NSCD) 

Total Needs Planned (TNOS) 

Number 01 Types Planned Needs (NNDS) 

Number 01 Objectives Speci1ied (NOBl) 

Employment Needs (Yes/No) (NCiC6) 

Legal Needs (Yes/No) (NCiC7) 

Transportation Needs (Yes/No) (NGC8) 

Planned COUII.~~ng Services (yes/No) 
(SPC3) 

Planned Employment Services (Yes/No) 
(SPC6) 

Planned Other Services (Yes/No) (SPC7) 

lob PlacemEnt Services Planned (Yes/No) 
(lBPC) 

Number Delivered Crisis Intervention 
Services (NCIC) 

Number Delivered Unplanned Counseling 
Services (NUPC) 

Recreational Services Delivered (Number) 
(SREC) 

Diagnostic Services Delivered (Number) 
(SOIA) 

.0981 

.0631 

.0676 

.0695 

.0693 

.0797 

.0698 

.0736 

.0737 

.0991 

.0822 

.0782 

.O6~8 

.1008 

.Q722 

.0636 

.1371 

.2294 

.1612 

.1541 

Group Counseling Services Delivered (Number) 

n9 

"9 

"9 
7~9 

"9 

"9 
n9 

759 

759 

"9 
759 

"9 

7~9 

"9 
7~9 

"9 

886 

886 

886 

886 

(SGC) .2298 886 

Family Counseling Services (Number) (SFC) .1104 886 

Legal Services Delivered (Number) (SDG7) .on~ 886 

Employment Services Delivered (Number) 
(SDCi6) 

Learning Disabilities Services Delivered 
(Number) (SDG~) 

Education Services (Number) (SDG4) 

Intake Services (Number) (SOGI) 

Total Number In-Person Services Attended 
(NIAT) 

Total Number Services (NSRV) 

Couns~J1ng Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SOC3) 

Education Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SOC4) 

Learning Disabilities Services Delivered 
(SOC~) 

Employment Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SDC6) 

Other Client Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SOC7) 

General Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SOC8) 

.2822 886 

.08~3 886 

.1562 886 

.1~28 886 

.2912 886 

.3188 886 

.1291 886 

.3109 886 

.1670 886 

.1204 886 

.3331 886 

.1033 886 

Family Counseling Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SFCC) .111/.7 886 

Group Counseling Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SCiCC) .2003 886 

Individual Counseling Services Delivered 
(Yes/No) (SICC) .2962 886 
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.0743 7~9 

.0797 "9 

Client Success 
beta N 

Recidivism A1ter 
beta N 



Variable (Abbreviation) 
Recidivism After 

beta N 
Progra~(I Duration Recidivism During 

be'ca N beta N 
Client Success 

beta N 

Program Prosresa (continued) 

Job Placement Services Dellvered (Yes/No) 
(SJCC) .3073 886 

Cultural Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SCLC) .2066 886 

Recreational Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SRCC) .22" 886 

Planned Counseiing Sessions (Yes/No) 
(CPLC) .3169 886 

Unplanned Counseling Sessions (Yes/No) 
(CUPC) .2796 886 

Crisis Interventions (Yes/No) (CCIC) .11'3 886 
Planned:Delivered Counseling (Yes/No) (C3) .0819 738 

Planned:Dellvered Education Services 
(Yes/No) (C4) .0663 708 

Planned:Dellvered Employment Services (Yes/No) 
(C6) .l872 738 

Planned:Delivered Other Services (Yes/No) 
(C7) .0895 738 

General Correspondence Planned:Delivered 
Services (GCOR) .1530 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) (UPO!i) .0764 738 

Unplanned:Delivered EmploymEnt Services 
(Yes/No) (UPD6) .0646 738 -.0666 738 

Unplanned:Delivered General Services 
(Yes/No) (UP08) .0997 738 

General Corre~oondence Unplanned:Delivered 
Services (GDS) .2386 738 

Unplanned:De1ivered Group Counseling 
Services (Number) (UPDG) .1032 73~ 

Unplanned Delivered Job Placement Services 
(Number) (UPJB) .23'6 738 

General Correspondence Unplanned:Delivered 
Serv!ces(GDS) .1072 738 

Breadth of Delivered Counsellng Services 
(CGDS) .1350 738 

Ratio of II Successful/r1 O~jectlves (SUCR) .1906 7'9 -.0949 7'9 
Coding SUCR Ratio ( .33, .66, .00) (SUCO) .2009 759 -.1009 7'9 
Breadth of Planned-Delivered Services 

(CDBR) -.l260 738 

Numbel' Recreational Services (SREC) -.0675 886 
Breadth of Planned Services (GPS) .0703 738 

________________________________ e ____________________________________ • _________________________________________ _ 

CUentExit 

How Helpful New Pride (NPHP) 

Place Now Living (NLVG). 

Personal Gains from New Pride (PEGA). 

Program Helped Find Place to Stay (PLST) 

Glad Came to New Pride (GCAN) 

Number Teachers Interested in Client (TCIN) 

Overall Quality of New Pride Help (HEQU) 

Old Counseling Services Help? (CNSL) 

Did New Pride Provide Job Preparation? (JOPR) 

Old New Pride Provide Job Placement? (JBTR) 

Did New Pride Help You Feel Better? (FBRS) 

Did New Pride Help You Leave Home? (LVHM) 

General Helpfulness of New Pride (GHEL) 
How Much Staff Support? (STSU) 

General Satisfaction With New Pride (GSA T) 
Do You Hav,e Remaining Problems? (REPR) 

.0876 

.0855 

.1024 

.1050 

.1038 

.0861 

.1137 

.1008 

.10'4 

.1828 

.0929 
-.1144 

• These variables are cateftorical. RepClrted coefficients ar .. multirle ('"rrelati,,'l rl'\"ffidp'lt'. 

8-88 

-.0846 1J22 

.1007 459 

.l315 419 

.0954 1101 

411 -.1098 1111 

419 

1122 

1102 

1102 

403 

404 

401 

403 
399 

399 
413 



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 Band 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-coefficients, 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 

Place to Stay (PLST) .118 

Cultural Services Delivered (SCUL) .009 

Job Placement Services Delivered (SJPC) -.013 

Unplanned Intake Services Delivered (UPD!) -.082 

Planned:Delivered Job Placements (CDJB) - .153 

A ttend New Pride School (ATTN) .088 

WRAT Arithmetic Score (WTAS) -.009 

Wage on Job Before New Pride (BWNP) - .611 

Number Jobs During New Pride (NDUR) .068 

Mother's Employment (EM) .071 

Father's Education (SCHD) .04-1 

Place Living at Program Exit (NLVG) (NLl) .034-
(NL2) -.068 

Gender (SEX) -.129 

Ethnicity (RACE) (RAC!) .078 

(RAC2) -.008 

t df P 

1.91 1 < .10 

2.4-6 1 < .05 

-2.28 1 < .05 

-1.81 1 <" .10 

-1.93 1 < .10 

1.84- 1 <'10 

-2.52 1 <.05 

-1.91 1 (.10 

2.35 1 <.05 

2.16 1 <.05 

2.4-7 1 <.05 

1.92 2 < .05 

-2.33 1 < .05 

2.93 2 < .• 05 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Missing Value Covariates: 

(MPLS) -.038 -.64- 1 n.s. 

(MATT) .062 1.30 1 n.s. 

(MWTA) -.018 -.51 1 n.s. 

(MEM) -.029 -.59 1 n.s. 

(MSCD) -.04-1 -1.17 1 n.s. 

(MNLI) .077 1.33 1 n.s. 
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Table' 

Client Success 

(N = 917) 

Variable (Abbreviation) 

Number Legal Needs (NGP7) 

Family Needs (Yes/No) (NGC1) 

Diagnostic Services (Yes/No) (DGSC) 

Number General Services (SDG!) 

Completion School Program Before (RBCD) 

Completion School Program During (RDCD) 

Keymath Pretest Score (KPRE) 

Times Fired From Employment During (NFDU) 

Other Source of Wage During (DWOT) 

Job/Education Chances Perceived at Entry 
(JEDC) 

Restitution Ordered at Entry (Yes/No) (REST) 

Gender (SEX) 

Missing Value Covariates 

(MKPR) 

(MNFD) 

(MDWO) 

(MJDC) 

(MRST 

B t 

.010 2.19 

-.on -2.73 

.1.59 2 • .50 

.0113 3.16 

-.312 -2.00 

.1.31 3.91 

.001 2 • .52 

-.08.5 -2.02 

.1.52 2.0.5 

.0112 2.2.5 

-.062 -2.16 

.089 2.11 

.062 2.00 

.071~ 2.02 

-.119 -3.07 

-.063 -2.0.5 

-.0211 -.60 

Simultaneous Variablesl 

Variable (Abbreviation) Partial Correlation 

Perceived Job Chances at Exit (JBCC) .1328 

StUl Employed at End of New Pride (STIL) .0.5211 

Job Ever (JOBE) .0912 

Perceived Staff Support (STStJ) .1914 

Client has Remining Problems at Erld (REPR) -.07113 

Program Helped Client Leave Home (LVHM) .11116 
Perceived General Satisfaction with Program 

(GSAT) .11113 

Independently tested against background of above model. 
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elf P 

< .0.5 

1 < .0.5 

<.0.5 

<.0.5 

< .0.5 
<.0.5 

< .0.5 

<.0.5 

< .0.5 

< .0.5 

< .0.5 

< .0.5 

< .0.5 

< .0.5 
< .0.5 

<.0.5 

n.s. 

P 

< .0.5 
nos. 

< .0.5 

< .0.5 

nos. 

<.0.5 

<.0.5 



Table 10 

Program Duration 
(N = 930) 

Variable (Abbreviation) B t df P 

School Program Completion Before Program 
(RBCD) 22./j.7.5 3.25 <.0.5 

Job at Program Entry (Yes/No) JBNW) .774 2.38 <.0.5 

Job Before New Pride (Yes/No) (JBEF) -16.282 -3.93 < .0.5 

Other Siblings Treated Same in Family 
(Yes/No) (OTSB) -3.2.52 -2.32 < .0.5 

Number Teachers Interested in Client 
(TRCN) .3.52 2.04 <.0.5 

Number Objectives Specified at Entry 
(NOBJ) .214 3.66 CO.5 

Missing Value Covariates: 

(MRBC) 3.318 2.17 < .0.5 
(MJBN) -2.814 -1 • .5/j. n.s. 

(MJBE) -1.5.921 -14.97 < .0.5 
(MOTS) -1.782 -1.21 n.s. 
(MTRC) }.I.5/j. .95 n.s. 
(MNOB) -11.668 -7.8.5 < .05 

Simultaneous Variables 1 

Variable (Abbreviation) Partial Correlation P 

School Program Completion During Program 
< (RDCD) .32.5.5 .0.5 

Days Attended School During Program (DOUR) .0335 n.s. 

Progress in School Program During (POUR) .0000 n.s. 

Number of Services Delivered (NSRU) .26.59 < .0.5 

Number of Counseling Services Delivered (SDG3) .3372 < .05 

Unplanned Counseling Services (Yes/No) (CUPC) .~64 < .0.5 

Number Unplanned Counseling Services (NUPC) .1769 <.05 

Planned:Delivered Education Services (Yes/No) 
(C4) .0000 n.s. 

Number Gro~lp Counseling Services Delivered 
(SGC) .1834 < .0.5 

Planned:Delivered Employment Services (C6) .0000 n.s. 

Delivered Counseling Services (Yes/No) (SDC3) .250.5 < .0.5 

Breadth of Delivered Counseling Services 
(CGDS) .0000 n.s. 

Delivered Employment Services (Yes/No) (SDC6) .2.56.5 < .05 

Coded Proportion Successful Objectives (SUCO) .0000 n.s. 

Job Placement Services Delivered (Yes/No) 
(SJCC) .2086 < .0.5 

Independently tested against background of above model. 
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Table 11 

Recidivism During New Pride 
(N = 9.30) 

Variable (Abbreviation) B 

Number Needs Specified at Entry (NNDS) .009 

Disparity of Desires - Expectancies 
Education (DISP) -.027 

Gender (SEX) -.189 

How Often Client Punished at Home Before 
(HOFP) .0lJ.5 

Life Satisfaction (SAL!) .038 

Family Receives AFDC (AFDC) .096 

Ethnicity (RACE) RAC1 .073 

RAC2 -.029 

t df P 

2.35 1 < .05 

-1.96 1 < .10 

-3.29 1 < .05 

2.51 1 < .05 

1.93 1 < .10 

2.69 1 < .05 

2.43 2 < .05 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Missing Value Covariates: 

(MNND) .001 .02 1 n.s. 

(MDIS) -.017 -.19 1 n.s. 

(MHOF) .050 .78 1 n.s. 

(MSAL) -.009 -.10 1 n.s. 

(MAFD) -.021 -.lJ.0 1 n.s. 

Simultaneous Variables! 

Variable (Abbreviation) Partial Correlation P 

Jobs Longer Than 10 Days During (Yes/No) 
<" .05 (JD10) -.1089 

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 independent 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 (llnearand curvilinear; quadratic), program duration, and 

recidivism during New Pride. Table 13 presents the list of independent variables 

which appear to be (p < .10) related to client success. Note that these 

independent variables are significantly related to the outcome measure when the 

co variates 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 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. 

Progr,am Duration. For the dependent measure program duration, the 

co variates were the New Pride site dummy varibles, the age variables (linear and 

curvilinear; quadratic), and the dichotomous measure of recidivism during New 

Pride. Table 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: 

II> 

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 WRAT 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. 
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Table 13 

Preliminary Analysis of Client Success 

Significant (p ·<.10) Predictors: 

1. Client dem'onstrates need for legal assistance at New Pride entry. 

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/ administra ti ve services. 

5. Client completed school program before New Pride. 

6. Client completed school program during New Pride. 

7. Client 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 rela.tive to others in trouble with the law. 

11. Restitution was ordered on client's presenting offense. 

12. Gender of client. 

Simultaneous Variables: 

Variable 

Job chances at program end 

Client obtained employment 

Perceived staff support of client at program end 

Did New Pride help client leave home? 

General. client satisfaction with the program 
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Partial Correlation 

.1328 

.0912 

.1914-

.1146 

.1143 



Tai;!~ 14 

Preliminary Analysis of Program Duration 

§lgnificant (p< .10) Predictors: 

1. Client completed the school program before entry to New Pride 

2. . Client had a job at entry to New Pride. 

3. Client had a job before New Pride. 

4. Other siblings of client are punished in the family in the same way. 

5. Number of teachers or counselors the client believes took an interest in 
his/her activities. 

6. 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 group counseling services delivered during 
New Pride. .1834 

Employment services were delivered during 
New Pride. .2565 

Job placement services were delivered during 
New 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 vari~hlp.s (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 wh~ch 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 Prid~ are related to greater likelihoods of successful 

termination from the program and to reductions in recidivism after New Pride. 
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Table 15 

Preliminary Analysis of Recidivism During New Pride 

Significant (p <. .10) Predictors: 

1. Number of needs specified for each client at program entry. 

2. Disparity between desired and expected amount of schooling at entry. 

3. Gender of client. 

4-. How often the client was punished by parents before program. 

5. Satisfaction with life at entry to the program. 

6. The family of the client received welfare payments at program entry. 

7. Ethnicity of client. 

Simultaneous Variables: 

Variable 

Client employed in a job 10 or more 
days during New Pride 

Number of recr~~ational services delivered during 
New Pride 

8-99 

Partial Correlation 

-.1089 

-.08~1 



APPENDIX D 

THE SIMULTANEITY OF PROGRAM DURA nONS 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 evaluatei here. Both assumptions 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 objectives 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 terms 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 durat.ion (POUR) variable (see discussion in text of this dependent 

measure). 
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The coefficients of the models for each equation appear in Tables 16 and 17. 

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). 

TI1e 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 during New Pride simply does not appear to hold reliably. 

Whether or not a subject recidivates, he or she is apparently retained in the 

programs as long as possible. Further, the time spent in the programs is not 

appreciably related to the chances of observing criminal behavior during New 

Pride. The lack of reliable relationships between recidivism during New Pride 

and program duration serves to further dissociate the two outcome measures of 

recidivism after New Pride and client success. 
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Table 16 

Program Duration Model from LIML Analysis 

Variable B S.E. t 

Constant 158.750 110.030 1.44 
Recidivism During New Pride .826 6.155 .13 

-------- ------------------------------------------------------------
New Pride Site (1) 2.993 1.571 1.91 

(2.) .412 1.477 .28 
(3) .842 1.639 .51 
(4) 1.938 1.545 1.25 
(5) 1.530 2.233 .69 
(6) -.527 1.608 -.33 

Age (linear) -16.669 13 .971 -1.19 
(quadratic) .563 .439 h28 

Number of Needs Identified .314 .153 2.05 

Job Before New Pride -12.262 4.887 -2.51 
Job at Entry to New Pride 1.252 .386 3.24 
Treatment of Other Siblings in Family -3.336 1.726 -1.93 
Number of Teachers or Counselors Taking 

Interest in Client Before New Pride .302 .208 1.45 
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Table 17 

Recidivism During New Pride Model from L1ML Analysis 

Variable B S.E. t 

Constant -5.403 2.953 1..33 -rogram Duration .001 .007 .14 
--------------------------------------------

New Pride Site (1) .018 .049 .37 
(2) -.070 .038 1.84 
(3) -.051 .043 ·-1.19 
(4) -.088 .040 -2.20 
(5) .237 .050 4.74 
(6) -.076 .042 -l.S 1 

Age (linear) .791 .364 2.17 
(quadratic) -.026 .114 .23 

Number of Needs Identified .008 .004 2.00 

Ethnicity (1) .073 .022 3.32 
(2) -.028 .031 -.90 

Gender - .189 .(l64 -2.95 
Life Satisfaction at Program Entry .038 .021 l.81 
How Often Punished Before New Pride -.046 .019 -2.42 
Disparity Between Desires and Expectancies 

for Further Education -.027 .014- -1.93 
Family Receives AFDC .097 .037 2.62 
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APPENDIX E 

TABLES OF THE FINAL ANALYSES OF THE NEW PRIDE OU1·COME MODEL 

On the following pages are presented the tables from the final analyses of 

the New Pride Outcome Model. For each of the four outcome measures 

(program duration, recidivism during New Price, client success, and recidivism 

after New Pride), the tables depict the tests of each variable's contribution to 

the outcome model and their coefficients. Included is relevant information on 

the coding of categorical variables. Excluded is the redundant information on 

the forms of relationships among the basic outcome variables themselves, This 

information is completely described in the text. 
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Table 18 

Final Model of Recidivism After New Pride 
(N = 917) 

Variable Added df 

Basic Model 12 

Missing Variables 6 

Ethnicity 2 

Gender 1 

Father's education 1 

Job placement services delivered to client 1 

Number of jobs during New Pride 1 

WRAT arithmetic score 1 

Number of cultural services 1 

8-105 

196.50 

7.47 

17.72 

7.21 

6.59 

6.28 

7.51 

6.36 

4-.82 

P 

< .001 

n.s. 

<.001 

<.010 

< .0lD 

(.025 

< .010 

< .025 

< .050 
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Table 19 

Coefficients of the Final Model of Recidivism After New Pride 
(N = 917) 

Variable Coefficient S.E. 

Ethnicity (1) -.085 .148 
(2) .442 .112 

Gender - .41.3 .153 

Level of father's schooling .257 .090 

Delivery of job placement services -.099 .033 

Number of jobs held during"New Pride .436 .155 

WRA T pretest arithmetic score -.053 .021 

Number of cultural services .040 .018 

Variable Dummy Coding 

Variable Levels (1) (2) 

Ethnicity White -1 -1 
Black a 1 
Other 1 a 
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Z 

-.58 
'3.94 

-2.69 

2.86 

-3.02 

2.82 

-2.50 

2.20 



Basic Model 

Missing Variables 

Table 20 

Final Model of Client Success 
(Successful Termination) 

(N = 917) 

Variable Added df 

9 

5 

G2 P 

602.12 < .001 

15.10 <' .010 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Client received general administrative services 1 18.28 < .001 

School program completion during New Pride 2 14.48 < .001 

Number of family relationship needs 2 7.66 < .025 

Keymath pretest score 1 5.17 < .025 

Times fired from jobs during New Pride 1 5.52 < .025 , 
Gender 1 4.19 <' .025 

Perceived job/education chances at program entry 1 4.36 < .050 

School program completion before New Pride 1 4.65 < .050 
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Table 21 

Coefficients of the Final Model of Client Success 
(N = 911) 

Variable Coefficient 

Client received general administrative services .537 

School program completion during New Pride (1) .340 
(2) .278 

Family relationship needs (1) -.284 
(2) -.220 

Keymath pretest score .0 10 

Time fired from job during New Pride -.787 

Gender .398 

Perceived job/education chances at program entry .384 

School program completion before New Pride -1.170 

Variable Dummy Coding 

Variable Levels 

Program Completion No 
Yes 
Missing 

Family Relationship No 
Yes 
Missing 

8-108 

(1) 

-1 
o 
1 

-1 
a 
1 

{2) 

-1 
1 
a 

-1 
1 
a 

S.E. Z 

.245 2.19 

.234 1.45 

.213 1.30 

.236 - 1.20 

.175 -1.26 

.004 2.34 

.346 -2.28 

.214 1.86 

.170 2.26 

.615 -1.90 



Basic Model 

Table 22 

Final Model of Recidivism During the New Pride Program 
eN = 930) 

Variable Added df G2 

9 66.95 

Missing Variables 6 1.06 

P 

< .001 

n~s. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Ethnicity 2 17.02 <.001 

Gender 1 lL63 <.005 

Number of identified needs at program entry 1 7.12 < .0lD 

How often client punished by parents before 
New Pride 

. 1 5.12 <.025 

Disparity between wants and expectancies for further 
education at New·Pride entry 1 5.04- <.025 

Client's family receives welfare payments 2 7.26 <.050 

Client's life satisfaction at entry 1 4- • i4- < .050 
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Table 23 

Coefficients of the Final Model of Recidivism 
During New Pride 

(N = 930) 

Variable Coefficient 

Ethnicity (1) - .109 
(2) .318 

Gender -.4-27 

Number of identified needs at program entry .04-0 

How often client punished by parents before 
New Pride .204-

Disparity between wants and expectancies for 
further education at New Pride entry - .129 

Client's family receives welfare payments (1) -.086 
(2) .254-

Client's life satisfaction at entry .179 

Variable Dummy Coding 

Variable Levels (1) (2) 

Ethnicity White -1 -1 
Black 0 1 
Other 1 a 

.. _-------------------- -----------
Welfare No -1 -1 

Yes 0 1 
Missing 1 0 

3-110 

S.E. Z 

.137 -.79 

.101 3.14-

.137 -3.11 

.017 2.31 

.081 - 2.51 

.064- -2.03 

.161 -.54-

.001 2.54-

.090 1.99 



Table 24 

Final Model of Program Duration 
(N = 930) 

Variable Added df 

Basic Model 9,920 

Missing Variables 7,913 

Number of objectives sp~cified at 

F MSe P 

.05228 5.639 325.73 <.0001 

.28144 55.092 230.76 <.0001 

program entry 1,912 .00888 12.326 227.93 <.0005 

Client had job before New Pride 1,,911 .00573 8.0lD 226.19 <.0050 

Client had job at program entry 1,910 .00467 6.566 224.82 {.0250 

Other siblings are treated in family 
like cllent 1,909 .00415 .5.867 223.62 <.0250 

Number of teachers/counselors who 
took interest in client before 
New Pride 1,908 .00289 4.099 222.86 <.0500 

------~--------------------------------------~----------------
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Table 2.5 

Coefficients of the Final Model of Program Duration 
(N = 930) 

Variable Coefficient S.E. 

Number of objectives specified at program entry .206 .059 

Client had job before New Pride -13.777 4-.094-

Client had job at program entry .878 .325 

Siblings are treated in family like the cllent -3.272 1. 4-08 

Number of teacher/counselors who took interest 
in client before New Pride .351 .174-
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3.512 

-3.366 

2.700 

-2.325 
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDA nONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Comparative Analysis Summary 

The New Pride Replication projects were based on a model which embodies 

some of the best thinking in the field of community-based corrections. In 

concept and implementation the projects were often excellent, successfully 

working with many of society's hardest core juvenile offenders in a community 

setting. Staff reall.y cared about youth and provided many of them with 

personally welcomed individual concern and attention. They delivered effective 

assistance in educational areas and job experience. 

There was much national interest and involvement which facilitated the 

replication effort overall. The projects were carefully monitored. They had 

great community and juvenile justice system support, and excellent MIS, 

outstanding evaluation information, and adequate follow-up time on project 

youth. 

Yet with all this, the projects had no overall impact on these key measures 

of delinquency: the rates at which youth were adjudicated for new offenses, and 

on their rates of incarceration. During the time they were in the program, more 

project youth were petitioned to court for new offenses than those in the 

comparison group, and were W percent more likely to be petitioned to court on 

technical violations of probation as well. Importantly, these findings can be 

attributed to the higher .visibility of clients, to intensive supervision, and to the 

excellent record of accountabUity of the projects to the courts. There were no 

significant differences found between groups in rates of adjudication at any 

time, nor in petitions filed after the program. 

An often overlooked issue in the implementation of high-profile treatment 

programs mandated for specific types of offer:ders is the impact the programs 

have on other parts of the system. Of particular interest is whether 

participation in New Pride resulted in an increase in adjudications as a 
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proportion of petitions filed prior to the program; that is, whether or not the 

program had a net-widening effect. This question was answered by comparing 

the percentage of sustained adjudications per total number of petitions filed, 

both prior and subsequent to case action date within each jurisdiction. 

The results indicated that, for both the comparison and treatment groups, 

there was a sharp overall decline in the .ratio of adjudications to petitions filed 

. from before to after cas.e action date (t = -18.423, N = 1,149, and p < .0001) and 

to 12 months afterwards (t = 14.634; N = 641, and p < .0001), There were large 

differences between sites in these effects, with the smallest drop observed at 

Chicago and the largest drop at Pensacola. Within every site except Chicago, 

these changes were statistically significant. 

Other results confirmed that jurisdictions adjudicate at substantially 

different rates (F = 99.048, df = 6, 1,687, MS(e) = .72, and p < .000l), depending 

on their own juvenile court procedures. Before case action date, comparison 

group members had higher rates of adjudication overall than clients. This fact 

contradicts the net-widening hypothesis that clients would be adjudicated more 

prior to program entry in order to make them eligible for New Pride. Before the 

program, older youth had lower adjudication ratios than younger ones. There 

were no significant effects for differences in gender or ethnicity. 

Next, changes in the ratios of adjudication from before to after case action 

date were evaluated using an analysis of covariance. Greater follow-up time was 

related to an .increase in the adjudication ratio. Females were adjudicated less 

frequently than males, but there were no differences between comparison and 

treatment groups. Significant differences between sites were found. The same 

held true in an analysis comparing adjudication ratios before case action date 

with the adjudication ratios of offenses incurred 12 months afterwards. No 

effects were found for age, ethnicity, number of prior filed petitions, or number 

of petitions filed after case action date. Longer follow-up periods were 

associated with a slightly greater chance of observing sustained adjudications for 

petitions that were filed. 
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The essential point in this discussion is that the implementation of these 

large-scale Federally-funded projects aimed at serious and chronic offenders had 

no measurable system impact on the processes or procedures of the juvenile 

courts. Participation in New Pride was not associated with either an increase or 

a decreas,e in rates of adjudication or in commitment rates of youth to state 

correctional institutions. In only one analysis can the treatment groups be shown 

to ultimately recidivate less than the comparison groups at five of the seven 

sites (time-series analysis). But lacking a test formulated for this mode of 

analysis and an adequate sample over this 'time fra.me, no significant d~,fferences 

between groups can be found in the data. 
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Profile of the Type of Youth Served by the Projects 

1,161 youth participated in New Pride between June of 1980 and January of 

1984- in the seven impact cities. In general terms, the following profile emerges: 

• The typical New Pride client is a black male, 16 years old, 
with an average of 11.3 officially recorded offenses, 6.7 
of which have resulted in judicial determinations of guilt 
by the time he is admitted to the program. 

, ' 

• He is most likely to come from a family of five headed by 
a single parent, having a family income of $9,999 or less. 
(Forty-four percent of all client families receive AFDC.) 

• His parents never graduated from high school. Fifty 
percent of them were unemployed entirely. 

• He is performing from three to four years below his 
assigned grade level in school in reading and mathematics, 
respectively, and is often a dropout. 

• He has never been employed prior to his participation in 
the program. 

Client Impact Evaluation Summary 

MIS data suggest that the projects were highly successful in providing the 

services that were prescribed by the New pride model to the intended target 

population of serious and chronic offenders. These services had a number of 

positive impacts. The clients, on average, gained significantly on the ~cademic 

achievement tests administered both before and after their participation in the 

program. Their participation in school improved during and afterwards. Sixty 

percent of them got jobs while in New Pride. 

Client impact data sugg~~st that while many services were delivered and 

gains were made by most of the youth, they were not enough to make up for the 

enormous deficits that the average clients had when they entered the program. 

Evidence was found to support the theory upon which the New Pride program is 
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based, that of differential opportunity. The youth who had the highest test 

scores generally when they entered the program recidivated less after the 

program. They had more skills to take advantage of the legitimate structures of 

opportunity provided by the society of which they are a part. The amount of 

academic gain made by youth while in the intensive phase was seven months in 

mathematics and more than a year in reading. Given the population of youth 

served by the projects, these gains are large. However, given the three to four 

year deficit in academic achievement, they were not large enough to strongly 

enhance the abilities of the average client to return to school or to otherwise 

join the mainstream of adolescent life. Therefore, it is not surprising that gain 

scores had no relationship to recidivism after the program. 

Being employed for more than 10 days was negatively associated with 

recidivism during the program. Also associated with reduced probabilities of 

reoffense during the program was the number .of recreational services delivered 

to clients. Interestingly, greater numbers of cultural activities were associated 

with increased recidivism afterwards. Perhaps this is due to a trade-off, with 

participants in cultural activities having less time for other more central 

services of the New Pride program. 

There was no relationship between program duration and recidivism, either 

during or after New Pride. This suggests that projects did not terminate clients 

because they were petitioned to court for new offenses. If they did recidivate, 

they were more likely to be terminated unsuccessfully, however. 

Generally over aU clients, there was no relationship between successful 

termination from the program and recidivism afterwards. Though it was hoped 

that the projects would show overall average reductions, this was not expected 

given the findings of previous evaluation studies. 

Employment variables were related to the probability of successful 

termination from the program, as well as to recidivism. If clients ever were 

employed during New Pride, they were more likely to succeed. Also, if they had 
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positive views about their chances of getting the kinds of jobs they wanted at 

program entry and exit, they were more likely to be seen as successes. 

Conversely, the number of times fired from jobs was associated with 

unsuccessful termination from the program. 

In this context it may be quite important to review some of the large 

number of variables which did not have a significant impact on recidivism. In 

considering them, it should be kept in mind that the study attempted to predict 

who would and would not recidivate again among those who were already chronic 

delinquents. It did not compare more serious and less serious offenders, nor did 

it compare delinquents with non-delinquent controls. In the context of the New 

eride evaluation, serious multiple offenders were compared only with other 

serious multiple offenders. Therefore, many variables which distinguish the 

probability of recidivism in other studies do not do so here. 

For instance, in this inquiry the number of friends in trouble with the law 

has no. relationship to recidivism. The number of prior offenses is unrelated to 

recidivism, when controlling for jurisdictional differences (discretionary 

decision-making) between the New Pride sites. All of the items related to social· 

bonds and to stigma have no relationshfp to recidivism in this study, nor do any 

of the factors concerned with differential treatment by social agencies or by the 

juvenile justice system. Neither out-of-home placement nor short-term 

detention experience, nor the number of such experiences, have any significant 

association with recidivism. Neither does restitution, long-term commitments to 

state correctional institutions, nor overall participation in New Pride. 

One of the most important pieces of information to emerge from the New 

Pride evaluation is that, controlling for skewness in offense histories and 

jurisdictional differences, there is no relationship between number of priors and 

subsequent recidivism. Rather, there is a statistically significant, but weak 

association between recidivism during the program and recidivism afterwards. 

This suggests that among chronic juvenile offenders, there may be no increase in 

the probability of recidivism due to the accumulation of criminal events. 
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Rather, the commission of a criminal act temporarily elevates the probability of 

subsequent recidivism. In this view, the greater the amount of time since the 

last criminal event, the less likely there will be a future one. 

Significant differences emerged within the client groups. Black youth 

come into the program about two months younger than whites, with fewer, but 

slightly more serious offenses. Youth from all ethnic groups are equally likely to 

complete the program successfully, but Anglos and Hispanics are less likely to 

recidivate, both during and after participation in New Pride. This parallels what 

happens in the comparison groups after their assigned "case action" dates and 12 

months beyond. Similarly, female clients are more likely to complete the 

program successfully and are less likely to reoffend. Comparison group females 

are also less likely to recidivate than males. The findings in the treatment 

groups parallel those in the comparison groups with regard to age as well, with 

older subjects less likely to recidivate. 

Clients least likely to recidivate are white (Anglo) females older than 16 

years1 who corne from non-welfare families in which they were not punished 

excessively, who don't have needs in many areas of life, and who are not satisfied 

with their lives; when they arrive. They have generally high pre-test scores on 

tests of academic achievement, especially mathematics, and have fathers who 

are not highly educated, so that the cultural value placed on education is not 

undermined because af a highly educated, but possibly negative role model. 

When assessed in terms of recidivism alone, New Pride is best able to treat 

young offenders with this profile. 

Alternatively, clients most likely to recidivate include younger black males 

who come from families on welfare, with serious academic deficiencies, who are 

happy with themselves' as they are despite having needs in many areas of Hfe, 

and who have highly educated fathers and a history of being punished frequently 

by their parents or guardians. 
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In summary, program participation did not alter known patterns of 

generalized levels of risk in the treatment groups. The study identified specific 

variables and the relative importance of these variables to the probability that a 

recidivating event would be detected after the program. The three most 

imporant ones are the length of the follow-up period (6.8 percent of the 

variation), the jurisdiction in which the youth resides (5.9 percent of the 

variation), and maturity (2.3 percent of the variation). Together, these account 

for 15 percent of the variation in recidivism. All other background, attitudinal, 

environmental, and program process variables add only 5 percent more to the 

known variation in recidivism after the program. 

A Theoretical Interpretation of the Findings 

Elliott (1979) demonstrated that in the area of deliquency prevention and 

treatment evaluation research, there is a critical need for the clear translation 

of sociological concepts and processes into specific change objectives and 

activities. Without an explicit theoretical rationale, it is not possible to 

distinguish program failure from theory failure, and it is equally difficult to 

establish causal influence in those instances where favorable outcomes are 

observed for treatment groups. 

Even if the immediate treatment objectives are, in fact, achieved, it is 

still problematic to interpret findings without the ability to specify a series of 

intervening variables linking those treatment objectives to a theory which 

hypothesizes some reduction in delinquency. 

The theory of differential opportunity is the theoretical framework most 

appropriate to the New Pride program and its data on client outcomes. The 

major components of the New Pride model are designed to better equip clients to 

compete in the legitimate opportunity structures of society. In providing 

severely disadvantaged young people with remedial education, job placement 

services, counseling, and employment experience, the project is designed to 

improve their chances for success in legitimate pursuits. 
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As youth experience success in areas where they have previously failed~ 

and as they are exposed to broader areas of life than they have known in 

environments of financial and cultural deprivation, it is postulated that their 

anti-social behavior will decrease. The New Pride model was designed to address 

two of the scourges of mankind exemplified by the backgrounds of clients: 

ignorance and want. 

Considering the findings of the study overall, there is evidence in support 

of the theory of differential opportunity. In the area of education, the 

hypothesis is that improved academic achievement (the immediate treatment 

objective) will result in the improvement of regular school performance, which 

will, in turn, increase a youngster's stake in the system of existing legitimate 

opportunities (in which he or she is now equipped to operate more successfully). 

The consequence of aU this is presumed to be a reduced involvement in 

delinquent behavior and a lower risk of being petitioned to court for new 

offenses. 

The projects did, in fact, attain their treatment objective of improving 

academic achievement among clients, who gained substantially. However, the 

improvement was not enough to make up for the initial average three-to-four­

and-a-half-year deficiencies. 

In confirmation of the theory of differential opportunity, it was shown that 

clients who had high pre-test scores were less likely to recidivate after the 

program. Thi!Y were better able to take advantage of the legitimate 

opportunities around them, including those provided by the program. Clients 

with better academic skills were more likely to be terminated from New Pride 

successfully than other clients. 

New Pride projects were also quite successful in increasing the school 

attendance of clients, and in reducing their rates of unexcused absences, both 

during and after the program. Taken together, these data imply that more 

remedial education may be needed if it is a reasonable goal of treatment to 
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provide the average client with the means to succeed in school and to better 

succeed in life. 

An interesting finding related to father's education bears indirectly on the 

theory of differential opportunity. t..: ..;i e highly educated fathers were more 

likely to have children who recidivated after the program. In this instance, an 

aversive role model may have turned youth away from education. This cou.ld 

have increased their probability of recidivism by effectively reducing their 

legitimate options. 

The impact of employment on recidivism was mixed, but generally supports 

the theory. Employment services and single jobs lasting for more than 10 days 

tended to depress recidivism rates, whereas a greater number of short-term 

employment experiences increased them. Being employed for more than 10 days 

was negatively associated with recidivism during the program, but not 

afterwards. 

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 up anti-social activities. 

Unfortunately, clients who obtained jobs during New Pride did not recidivate 

significantly 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. 
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This finding points out that it is essential to optimize successful 

experiences for this group of young people. If every attempt to join the 

mainstream of society results in failure, the alternatives for these youth are 

very limited indeed. This is particularly true in the area of employment where 

most still do not have a reinforced sense that they cannot succeed. 

The theory of differential opportunity hypothesizes that stress resulting 

from a disparity between aspirations and expectations may contribute to 

delinquency. When comparing delinquents and non-delinquents, previous research 

has indicated that the delinquent groups could be distinguished by higher 

aspirations for achievement than they expected to meet. The findings of this 

study support the proposition that going to school is a frustrating experience for 

chronic delinquents, and that higher expectations :or education are more likely 

to result in recidivism, at least over the short term. Disparity does not cause 

recidivism among those who are already delinquents. 

Perhaps earlier in delinqu~nt careers young people may aspire to higher 

education yet negatively assess their chances of obtaining it, given environments 

of general deprivation, bad schools, and the expectations of significant others 

around them. This may well be a frustrating experience which could contribute 

to the likelihood of delinquency, at least initially. However, the data indicate 

that by the time youth arrive in the New Pride program, they have established 

records of failure 'in school. They ar'e so far behind others of their age group and 

grade level that adequate remediation is unlikely. In addition, school attendance 

has frequently resulted in demeaning and embarrassing experiences. Even if they 

try their hardest, failure is likely, given four-year deficiencies. Going to school 

has become truly aversive. 

In the New Pride sample, disparity between educational aspirations and 

expectations impacted recidivism during the program in a surprising way. It was 

associated with reduced probabilities of recidivism. Further examination of the 

data revealed that the higher the clients' expectancies for education, the greater 

their likelihood of recidivism, whereas aspirations had no relationship to 
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recidivism at ail. The disparity finding was an artificial one, due entirely to the 

fact that higher expectations were associated with lower discrepancies between 

aspiration and expectation. Greater discrepancy scores simply meant that 

expectations were lower, and lower expectations reduced recidivism. 

The finding that higher expectations for educational experience are 

associated with in-program recidivism is an interesting one. It suggests that 

patterns of school failure coupled with legal requirements to stay in school, at 

least until the age of 16, are linked with recidivism. 

What is also interesting is the lack of any relationship of expectation to 

recidivism after the program. Several factors account for this finding. First, 

the New Pride program has provided educational experience in an individualized 

and supportive context. This could reduce fear of continued failure in school and 

increase confidence among clients that they can handle school successfully. 

Second, the average age of th~ clients has increased beyond the point where they 

are legally required to stay in school. Finally, educational aspirations went down 

over the course of the program and became spaced out over different categories, 

suggesting that clients had indeed been exposed to meaningful alternatives. 

Broadly viewed, findings from this study concerning the causes of 

continued delinquency support a circumstantial approach, rather than a genetic 

one involving any theory of behavior which Is hypothesized to operate over great 

stretches of time. It is most important to bear in mind that the demographic, 

environmental, behavioral, attitudinal, familial, and system variables that were 

examined here together still leave 80 percent of the variation in recidivism 

unexplained. 

Methodological Recommendations 

Our experience with New Pride has provided enormous insight into the 

difficulties of analyzing recidivism data. Every method used to analyze 
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recidivism characterizes data in a different way. For example, simply counting 

recidivists assumes that the first instance of recidivism for any individual 

adequately describes his or her behavior. Unfortunately, this kind o~ observation 

uses only a very limited portion of the data, ignoring the amount of time to the 

first reoifense, the fact that many individuals recidivate more than once, and 

the time between offenses. Linear-logistic analyses are subject to these 

criticisms since they are based on simple counts. Survival analyses attempt to 

overcome one of these shortcomings by measuring the latency to each subject's 

first reofiense, but again neglect later repeated offenses. 

These analyses are, so to speak, numerically nearsighted. From the great 

wealth of data available on the offense behavior of New Pride clients, a very. 

limited subset is extracted to represent all the recidivism of the analyzed groups 

(e.g., the first offense after program termination). Upon this limited extraction 

from the whole data base on offense behavior, the impact of the New Pride 

program (Chapter 7) and the efficacy of New Pride components in reducing 

recidivism (Chapter 8) are evaluated. It is unfortunate that the method most 

useful in statistically controlling bias also makes the mos,t limited use of the 

data (linear-logistic analysis). This is not a fa.ult of the New Pride evaluation, 

but a consequence of the current stage of development of statistical techniques 

appropriate to the analysis of recidivism data. 

One other important feature of the types of analyses just considered is a 

natural constraint on the time base in which re:::idivism is observed. If a 

majority of subjects recidivate early in the analysis, only a minority of subjects 

form the base or the remaining data. For example, in Providence, 50 percent of 

both the comparison and treatment groups had new petitions by the fourth month 

after case action date, and 80 percent of both groups had new petitions by the 

twelth month. Thus, after the first year only 20 percent of the original subject 

pool were being considered in the analysis. This natural constraint varies from 

site to site, depending upon recidivism rates in each jurisdiction. In Camden, 50 

percent of both groups had new petitions by the ninth month after case action 

date. 
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Two other approaches to the analysis of recidivism taken in this evaluation 

more fully utilize the data. First, the total number of new petitions and 

sustained adjudications incurred by each subject was used to represent 

recidivism; a subject recidivating once would have a count of one, a subject 

recidivating five times would have a count of five, and so on. This approach 

attends to the complete data but ignores. the time between offenses. Second, the 

time-series designs evaluate these same offenses over time and include the 

information regarding time between offenses. The improvement in 

representation of the data afforded by this approach has been fully discussed in 

Chapter 7 of the comprehensive report. Here, only two points will be made. 

First, all of the data on reoffense behavior is used. Second, by examining the 

time course of recidivism rates in different groups, the relative forms of the 

increase or decline in recidivism rates can be evaluated. 

An important contingency to keep in mind is the natural time base of the 

analyses considered. The time bases' of the analyses may interact with the 

latency of both background and treatment effects. 

Data on variables shown to be significantly related to measures of 

recidivism and successful termination from the projects were analyzed using 

linear-logistic and multiple regression techniques. Among other things it was 

shown that the number of identified need areas for each subject is significantly 

related to recidivism during the program. The greater the number of need areas 

identified, the more likely the. subject will recidivate during the program. 

Obviously, the identification of client needs quantifies the .breadth of emotional, 

social, family, educational, and other problems confronting each person. Clients 

with more extensive needs are more likely to recidivate. 

These linear-logistic analyses, however, in essense provide short-term 

perspectives on the data, as described above. The relationship of needs 

identified at program entry to recidivism during the program is evaluated in the 

first months of the program. The effect has not been demonstrated to obtain 

over longer periods. However, a significant relationship between recidivism 

9-14-



during the program and recidivism a!ter the program leaves open the possibility 

that there may be an indirect effect of number of need areas identified on 

recidivism after the program. 

If one assumes that the effect of the number of needs on recidivism during 

New Pride is only a short-term effect, the same results would suggest a differeni. 

interpretation. If at some point in life needs are extensive, the commission of 

new offenses might be more likely. But this relationship may only exist 

coordinate· with this temporary pattern of needs. When this pattern of needs 

changes, the relationship may disappear. Therefore, we would not expect to find 

the same association of needs identified at program entry with post-program 

recidi vism. 

As difficult as it is in these analyses to properly discern short-term 

effects, the identification of long-term effects may be even more difficult. 

Rebecca Maynard's study of the impact of supported work on young school 

dropouts and Irving Piliavin's study of its effects on ex-offenders presented data 

indicating that the effects of employment on recidivism may take place over a 

longer, rather than a shorter, period of time. In Maynard's study, favorable 

impact results did not begin to appear until after 18 months of follow-up in the 

youth sample (1980: 134). In Piliavin's study with 36 months of follow-up, 12 

p2rcent fewer experimentals than contro',s reported arrests (l981:99). Thus, a 

j,ob may be related to a reduction in recidivism years later. The linear-logistic 

and regression procedures used by evaluators may suggest, but do not adequately 

capture these long-term effectc; Each analysis effectively covers best the 

event~ within a period of months because of the natural constr~tnts on 

observation intrinsic to the analysis techniques. 

Another example of how the natural time base of an analytic technique 

may interact with a background variable is provided by the observed relationship 

between ethnicity ?nd recidivism in both the comparison and treatment groups. 

When age is controlled in a linear-logistic analysis, observations of the effects of 

t;atment on blacks, whites, ar:'i Hispanics begin af'i:er age is equalized. Yet it is 

likely that the timing of offenses with respect to age may be different among 
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these groups. If ethnic groups have different maturation curves with re~pect to 

recidivism and the peak level of offense activity differs between them, the 

observed variation in recidivism may be accounted for by maturation alone. It 

may have no real association with differential responsiveness to treatment. 

In order to discover whether age and ethnicity interact to influence 

recidivism differently, the base rates of recidivism for each group<at every age 

must be determined. The effects of an intervention may then be measured, not· 

by comparing blacks, whites, and Hispanics from a single age or' point in time, 

but by comparing the observed rates with the base rates for youth of the same 

ethnicity. This requires an entirely different analytic approach, one which 

considers complete offense histories. Yet only after this information is known 

will it be meaningful to evaluate the impact of services or sanctions on youth 

from different ethnic bac~grounds. 

In summary, the major methodological recommendations of this evaluation 

are: 1) to place an emphasis upon properly identifying long and short-term 

effects of treatment, and 2) to develop analytic techniques which make optimal 

use of recidivism data. The New Pride data can be used to develop more 

sophisticated techniques for analyzing recidivism, and at the same time, improve 

our understanding of what causes it. Specifically, further research should be 

conducted using cross-sectional time series designs, which allow for the control 

of key variables, including time-bound covariates like age-at-offense. A time 

series framework can be used to analyze all of the data. 

Research Recommendations 

«his repo:t has pr ... ~cnted the results of a comprehensive evaluation 

research 0ffort. During the course of the study, a number of challenging 

substantive issues surfaced which could not be addressed. Because of the 

constraints of time, mandates and r;:rSQurces, additional inquiries which could 

answer different, but equally important, questions had to be set aside for the 
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future. Further research based on the New Pride dataset should essentially 

address three issues related to an overall study of the onset, nature, and 

continuation of criminal careers. These include: 

• The impact of the type and sequencing of juvenile ~anctions on 
recidivism among chronic juvenile offenders. 

• The impact of case processing time on recidivism. 

• The relationship of offense history to later recidivism among 
chronic juvenile offenders. 

Sanctions 

The first set of studies on the impact of juvenile sanctions could provide a 

better understanding of their crime control dimensions. The most fundamental 

questions concerning sanctions were partially addressed in the analysis of the 

data for the New Pride evaluation. These are, "What is the effect of (early) 

punishment on (later) crime?" and, "How do sanctions imposed by the juvenile 

court retard or accelerate the subsequent criminal behavior of juvenile offenders 

as they enter adulthood?" None of the variables measured concerned with 

differential treatment by social agencies or by the juvenile justice system had 

any significant impact on subsequent recidivism. These included out-of-home 

placement, short-term detention experience, and the number of such 

interventions. They also included restitution, long-term commitments to state 

correctional institutions, and overall participation in the New Pride program. 

Two variables that did reduce recidivism within the New Pride client group 

were job placement services and a successful employment experience. However, 

mUltiple job experiences were associated with unsuccessful exposures to the 

world of work and increased recidivism. By confirming failure f they were worse 

than no jobs at all. It appears as if the job placement services provided by the 

projects increased the likelihood that clients would experience success on what 

was for most their first jobs. 
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Yet the lack of any overall relationship between the powerful interventions 

analyzed in this study and future delinquency among chronic juvenile offenders is 

a cause of concern. It is impossible to make policy recommendations concerning 

the specific deterrence effects .of various sanctions if nothing has a measurable 

impact on recidivism. 

Therefore, additional investigations should be conducted to explore the 

relationships between other kinds of sanctions that have been recorded (such as 

different kinds of probation and non-residential programs, foster and group home 

placements, ranches or camps, mental health facilities, and adult certifications) 

and recidivism. In addition, inquiries should be made retrospectively into the 

sequencing of various sanctions, because there may be certain patterns of 

sanctions which reduce or increase the probability of recidivism. Log-linear 

models may be used to explore structures in these data. 

Case Processing 

New Pride data contain the information necessary to examine, as a second 

type of study, certain aspects of court operations. The effect of incarceration 

and other sanctions on youth might be mitigated by delays in adjudication and 

sentencing which occur as a consequence of backlogs in the juvenile justice 

system. One suggestion is to explore, through chronologically sequenced causal 

modellng, the relationship of jurisdiction size to court delays, and the impact of 

varying delays (i.e. IIspeedy" trails or !lfast justice") on future recidivism. Such 

an investigation would greatly contribute to an understanding of the operation of 

the juvenile justice system in multiple jurisdictions. 

Offense Histories 

There are several issues concerning the offense histories of youth which 

need to b.e addressed in order to understand delinquency, recidivism, and the 
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continuation or discontinuation of careers in crime. Future research should be 

conducted to· explore: 

• whether juveniles exhibit specialization or lack of 
specialization in one or several crime types (experts currently 
are divided over this), 

• the degree to which juveniles appear to "escalate" in their 
behavior from less serious to more serious offenses, 

• how the number of prior offenses (chronicity) is related to 
recidivism, within a sample exclusively comprised of multiple 
offenders, 

• whether and how duration of involvement with the juvenile 
justice system affects recidivism, controlling for number of 
offenses, and 

• whether and how age at offense interacts with court processing 
and juvenile justice sanctions to impact recidivism. 

More refined work on empirical datasets is also needed in survival curve 

analysis. Among juveniles, the probability of recidivism is a function of a 

curvilinear r~lationship between age and time. Rates of reoffending do not 

simply increase or decrease with age, but rather, they increase as a function of 

age up to a certain point of peak activity and decrease with increasing age 

thereafter. Because d this, exponential models or exponential decay models 

such as that proposed by' Maltz and McCleary are not appropriate in analyzing 

time-to-recidivate data on youth samples. The only appropriate models posit 

curved hazard functions which are non-monotonic (i.e., they don't simply rise or 

fall). These models offer the possibility of integrating maturation effects into a 

time-to-recidivate analysis, by providing an appropriate control for hazard 

differences based on age. 

Another f.ertile area for study is the relationship among age, priors, and 

recidivism. Prior criminal events may predict subsequent recidivism in two 
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ways. In the usual notion of chronicity, the probability of subsequent recidivism 

is proportional to the cumulative number of prior offenses. All other things 

being equal, the subject with one prior criminal event is less likely to commit a 

subsequent offense than a subject with three prior offenses. It is the cumulative 

weight of chronicity that is hypothesized to cause later recidivism. In an 

alternative autoregression model, the probability of subsequent recidivism is a 

function of the recency of occurr.ence of a prior criminal event. This model 

predicts no increase in the probability of recidivism due to the accumulation of 

criminal events. It simply says that the commission of a criminal act 

temporarily elevates the probability of subsequent recidivism. A!ternatively, the 

greater the time since the last criminal event, the less likely there will be one in 

the future. 

In attempting to predict recidivism among juvenile delinquents, the two 

models yield very similar results. For subjects of equal ages, according to the 

. first model those' subjects with more prior offenses will be more likely to 

recidivate than those with fewer prior offenses. But those subjects with more 

prior offenses may also be more likely to have had a more recent offense, 

increasing the probability of recidivism according to the second model also. In 

this case the two models are not discriminable. A truly effective model for 

prediction awaits further research and more extensive analysis. 
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Analysis Four: Time Series Designs 

The time series analysis of recidivism overcomes a number of shortcomings 

of the previous analyses. Rather than only measuring aspects of the first offense 

after case action or case action date plus 12 months (linear-logistic and survival 

analyses), the time series designs examine all later offenses. In addition, beyond 

counting the number of offenses which occur as does analysis two, the time 

series designs allow observation of the placement of all offenses in time. The 

proportion of subjects recidivating in given time intervals after case action or 

case action date plus 12 months may be examined from interval to interval. 

The biases presented in Part 1 of this chapter continue, of course, to be a 

problem. Biases due to differences between groups in number of prior offenses 

and prior offense seriousness can be ignored because they appear unrelated to 

subsequent recidivism in this dataset (linear-logistic analyses). Differences 

between groups in age at case a.ction date are also negligible, as previously 

discussed. Time to follow-up is controlled in the analysis of the time series data, 

while biases between groups due ,to differences in gender and ethnic distributions 

are not controlled. They will be discussed as necessary. 

Differences between groups in time to follow-up are controlled in the time 

series designs by censoring the samples when no more follow"':up is available on 

each individual. A subject with one year of follow-up from the time of his/her 

case action date would be included in the estimates of s{Ibj<ects recidivating only 

for time intervals in the first year. For intervals in the second year this subject 

would be excluded from estimates of youth recidivating. The consequence of 

this progressive censoring over time is that the sample sizes in successive time 

intervals decrease, and the variance in estimates of subjects recidivating in each 

interval increases. The increasing variance in estimates overtime is controlled 

statistically. 

The data base for the time series design is best explained by example. 

Table 29 presents the time series data for the Fresno site. The first column 
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Months N 

1-2 130 

3-4 130 

5-6 130 

7-8 130 

9-10 130 

11-12 130 

13-14 123 

15-16 116 

17-18 114 

19-20 106 

21-22 97 

23-24 94 

25-26 82 

27-28 74-

29-30 63 

31-32 56 

33-34- 46 

35-36 39 

37-38 33 

39-40 

Table 29 

Proportion of Subjects Recidivating in Two Month 
Intervals After Case Action Date at Fresno 

Treatment GrouE ComEarison GrouE 
Filed Adjudi- Filed Adjudi-

Petitions cations N Petitions cations 

0.423 0.331 213 0.408 0.324 

0.253 0.184 203 0.137 0.118 

0.284 0.223 199 0.100 0.075 

0.130 0.123 187 0.139 0.096 

0.169 0.146 182 0.142 0.093 

0.130 0.115 170 0.111 0.094 

0.065 0.032 160 0.137 0.081 

0.094 0.051 149 0.140 0.120 

0.087 0.087 136 0.110 0.088 

0.075 0.056 123 0.081 0.056 

0.072 0.061 117 0.119 0.068 

0.106 0.074 106 0.084 0.084 

0.024 0.000 97 0.051 0.030 

0.054- 0.054- 79 0.025 0.012 

0.015 0.000 71 0.070 0.04-2 

0.035 0.035 67 0.044- 0.04-1.j. 

0.021 0.000 57 0.017 0.017 

0.000 0.000 48 0.083 0.083 

0.000 0.000 4-0 0.025 0.025 

36 0.055 0.027 
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presents the months examined after case action date. The months are defined as 

four weeks in length for these analyses and are grouped in two month blocks. 

This blocking helped insure the appearance of recidivating events in each 

interval. Month 1-2 indicates the first two months after case action date, month 

3-4 indicates the second two months afterwards, and so on. For the treatment 

and comparison groups the next column indicates the number of subjects 

available to recidivate in each interval. In months 1-2, 130 treatment subjects 

and 213 comparison subjects were available to recidivate. The decline in sample 

sizes discussed in the previous paragraph appear here. Note that all 130 

treatment subjects are followed for one year after program entry. The last two 

columns for the treatment and comparison groups are the actual proportions of 

subjects seen to recidivate measured by the appearance of filed petitions and 

sustained counts. In months 15-16, measured by filed petitions, .094 of the 116 

treatment subjects recidivate (11 subjects) and .140 of the 149 comparison 

subjects recidivate (21 subjects). A t the bottom of the table note that for 

months 39-40, no data are given for the treatment group. Whenever the number 

of available subjects fell below N=30, the estimated proportions recidivating 

were considered too variable to be used in the analyses~ 

The data in Table 29 shows decreasing rates of recidivism over the months 
, 

for both groups and measures at Fresno. This decline is expected from a 

combination of maturation effects and regression to the mean recidivism rates 

of the groups (see discussion in Part 1). But note that the treatment group 

continues to decline, hitting the first zero point at months 25-26 for sustained 

counts, while the comparison group's recidivism rates remain roughly flat from 

months 25 to 40. It appears that the treatment group may in the long run 

recidivate less than the comparison group. 

The time series data from all sites was subjected to a fitting procedure 

common in the econometrics literature (see Wonnacott and Wonnacott, 1979). 

Essentially, the data are described by fitting a curve to the recidivism data using 
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Weighted Least Squares regression (WLS)*. This technique providesabestflt to 

the recidivism data. 

Continuing with the analysis of the Fresno data, the WLS fits can be used 

to describe the progress of recidivism in the comparison and treatment groups 

after case action date. The regression equations for recidivism measured by 

filed petitions for the groups are: 

Treatment: PI(t) = - .34-9 - .171 * T 

Comparison: PI(t) = -1.944 - .043 * T 

The time base, it should be repeated, is in two month blocks. When T:1, 

months 1-2 are being described. When T=2, months 3-4 are being described, and 

so on. To find the expected recidivism rate one year after program entry, set 

T=6, calculate PI(t) from the equation (the proportion expected to recidivate in 

the two month interval at time T*2) and convert this value from logits to 

* The proportions recidivating in each interval were first transformed 
to logits to linearize the post New Pride entry functions and 
eliminate the problem of heteroskedasticity (unequal variances) 
inherent in proportional data. Where zero values for recidivism rates 
were encountered, they were replaced by a value equG.~ to 1/2N (N Is 
sample size of the intervaI), a value representing the lower limits of 
measurement in the interval (see Cohen and Cohen, 1975). The 
linearized data was then regressed over intervals using weighted least 
squares (WLS) regression techniques. The WLS approach was taken to 
compensate for the decrease in sample sizes over time, providing less 
weight for observations from intervals with smaller samples. Finally 
a test of serial correlation of errors in the fitted time series data was 
performed to see if a correction for serial correlation was necessary 
(Durbin-Watson statistic). The WLS fit of the logistic function to the 
data is the best consistent estimator of recidivism rates over the long 
run for both comparison and treatment groups. Unfortunately, the 
nature of the time series data obviates statistical tests between the 
treatment and comparison groups, so the time series analyses are 
essentially descriptive. 
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probabilities. * Note that from these fits the treatment group initially 

recidivat~s at a greater rate (-.849 logits) than the comparison group (-1.944 

logits). But the treatment group recidivism rate declines four times faster than 

the com parison group rate (B=-.171 and B=-.043 respectively). All other things 

being equal the treatment group ends up recidivating far less than the 

comparison group. 

The WLS fits for sustained counts after program entry at Fresno are 

similar to. those for filed petitions: 

Treatment: pl(t) = -1.240 - .166 * T 

Comparison: PI(t) = -2.502 - .021 * T 

Again the treatment group starts off recidivating p,roportionately more than the 

comparison group (-1.240 logits vs. -2.502 logits respectively), but this rate 

declines eight times more rapidly (B=-.166 vs. B=-.021 respectively). 

Figure 2 shows two diagrams portraying recidivism rates for both 

tr6';atment and comparison groups after case action date for filed petitions (top) 

and sustained counts (bottom). The figure shows the most typical form of 

outcome of the WLS fits to the New Pride data site-by-site. (Not all sites 

exhibit this pattern of declining recidivism rates. Each site will be discussed 

individually below.) Recidivism rates in the figure are conveniently presented as 

the percent of subjects available that recidivate in any two month period. 

Looking at the figure it is clear that the treatment group initially recidivates 

more than the comparison group and the recidivism rates of both groups decline, 

* For example, the expected rate of recidivism in the fifth two month 
interval after program entry (months 9-10) in the treatment group 
(measured by filed petitions, WLS fit) is pl(5) = -.849 - .171 * 5 or 
-1.704- logits. This logit value can be tral1sformed into an exact 
proportion using the equation P = 1/0+e-logltS). Thus -1.704- logits 
converts to an exact proportion of .154. That is, 15.4- percent of the 
treatment group is expected to recidivate in months 9-10 after 
program entry. 
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with the treatment group rates declining more rapidly than the comparison group 

rates. The intersection point of the two functions, where the treatment group 

begins to recidivate less than the comparison group, is marked in the figure. T~e 

dashed line down to the time axis indicates the month at which the treatment 

group begins to recidivate less than the comparison group. Note that the 

recidivism rates measured by sustained adjudications are always lower than the 

corresponding measure of filed petitions. 

From Figure 2 it is clear that there are three points of comparison between 

the functions for the comparison and treatment groups: 

1. The initial rate of recidivism for each group is indicated 
by the intercept of each regression equation. This tells us 
how "serious" (in terms of offense rates) each group is to 
begin with. 

2. The rate of decrease in the rates of recidivism for each 
group is indicated by the slope of each regression 
equation. This tells us how quickly the rates of recidivism 
are reduced over time. 

3. The point of intersection of the two recidivism functions 
indicates the point in time at which one group begins 
performing better than the other. 

These three points of comparison fully characterize the recidivism functions and 

their relationship over time. 

Tables 30 and 31 present the three points of comparison between treatment 

and com parison groups at each site.'*' In all but one case (filed petitions in 

'*' The last columns of Tables 30 and 31 present the Durbin-Watson 
statistics testing for positive serial correlations in errors from the 
estimated models. Prellminary tests of the fits showed that only 
positive serial correlations were present. One of the test~ proved 
significant, that for the Camden comparison group using the measure 
of sustained adjudications. All other serial correlations in errors 
were non-significant. Given this pattern of results no co.rrection for 
the biases due to serial correlations in errors were implemented for 
these analyses. 
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Table 30 

Weighted Least Square (WLS) Fits of Recidivism Data After 
Case Action Date: Filed Petitions 

Intersec-
Initial * Rate of tion** Dur bin-Watson 

Site Group Rate Decline Point Statistic 

Camden T -1.0 12 -0 .132 13 .70 1.740 
C -1.519 -0.058 1.316 

Chicago T -1.989 -0.072 16.42 1.149 
C -2.260 -0.040 1.494 

Fresno T -0.849 -0 .17 1 17.10 2.535 
C -1.944 -0.043 2.346 

Kansas City T -1 . .860 -0.130 15.60 1.303 
C -2.578 -0.038 1.751 

Pensacola T -1.774 -0.121 6.22 1.655 
C -1.659 -0 .15S 1.4-40 

Providence T -0.287 -0.116 11.46 1.392 
C -0.631 -0.056 2.020 

San Francisco T -1.620 -0.077 1.454 
C -2.008 -0.079 2.237 

* In Logits 

** In Months After Program Entry 

*** P .05 Positive Serial Correlation in Errors 
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Table 31 

Weighted Least Square (WLS) Fits of Recidivism Data After 
Case Action Date: Sustained Adjudications 

Intersec 
Initial" Rate of tion ** Durbin-Watson 

Si.te Group Rate Decline Point Statistic 

Camden T -1.526 -0.118 11.74 1.525 
C -1. 94-3 -0.047 1.105*** 

Chicago T -3.002 -0.018 112.00 1.305 
C -3.338 0.018 1.352 

Fresno T -1.240 -0.166 17.4-0 2.84-9 
C -2.502 -0.021 1.881 

Kansas City T -1.998 -0.143 18.36 1.463 
C -3.072 -0.026 1.687 

Pensacola T -1.90 I -0.159 9.34 1.629 
C -1. 971 -0.14-q. 1.407 

Providence T -1.170 -0.091 4.92 1.524-
C -1.620 -0.022 2.004-

San Francisco T -1.865 -0.087 29.20 1.351 
C -2.493 -0.044 1.862 

* In Logits 

** In Months After Program Entry 

*** p < .05 Positive Serial Correlation in Errors 
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Pensacola), the treatment group shows an initial rate of recidivism greater than 

that of the comparison group. In all but two cases (filed petitions in Pensacola 

and San Francisco) the treatment group shows a greater rate of decline in 

recidivism than the comparison group. The sites Chicago, Fresno, Camden, 

Providence, and Kansas City, show the typical pattern of recidivism in Figure 3, 

with intersection points interpr~table in the way given with the de~(;r1ption of 

the figure. Thus, in terms of filed petitions, these sites show the treatment 

group beginning to recidivate less than the comparison group in the months from 

11 (Providence) to 17 (Fresno). 

At Pensacola and San Francisco the pattern of results for sustained 

adjudications is the same as that shown in Figure 2. The intersection point for 

Pensacola is at 9.34- months and for San Francisco it is at 29.20 months. 

However, the pattern is not similar at those sites for the measure of filed 

petitions. Pensacola shows the treatment group initially recidivating less than 

the comparison group with the' comparison group improving more rapidly. This 

pattern reverses that seen in Figure 2. San Francisco shows the treatment group 

initially recidivating more in terms of petititions filed than the comparison group 

as in Figure 2, but the comparison group declines in its, rate of recidivism more 

rapidly than the treatment group. Thus, the functions do not intersect, rather 

they diverge. For that reason no intersection point is reported. 

Considering only Table 31 for the moment, using the measure of sustained 

adjudications, the results of these analyses of the time series data can be used to 

order the sites by their ability to reduce recidivism. Thus, the Providence 

treatment program appears to have the greatest impact on recidivism, with the 

treatment group beginning to recidivate less than the comparison group at 4-.92 

months after program entry. The Chicago treatment program appears to have 

the least impact on recidivism, with the treatment group beginning to recidivate 

less than the comparison group at 112 months (or about 8.6 years). 

The ordering of the sites in their ability to reduce adjudications from most 

to least appears to be Providence, Pensacola, Camden, Fresno, Kansas City, San 
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----------------------------

Francisco and Chicago. From the previous discussion it should be clear that San 

Francisco and Pensacola show the worst results when filed petitions are analyzed 

(Table 30). Using filed petitions as the measure of recidivism, the ordering of 

the sites in their ability to reduce recidivism from most to least appears to be 

Providence, Camden, Kansas City, Chicago, Fresno, Pensacola and San 

Francisco. The orderings using the two dependent measures are substantially 

different, with the exception being in Providence, where there still apears to be 

a more rapid reduction in recidivism in the treatment group than at any other 

site. 

The results of the analyses must be considered in light of biases due to 

gender and ethnic differences between groups. A t Fresno, Pensacola, 

Providence, and San Francisco there are fewer blacks in the comparison groups, 

suggesting that the comparison subjects should appear to recidivate less than the 

treatment group. At Kansas City the reverse is the case. At Providence, 

Pensacola, and San Francisco there are fewer females in the comparison groups, 

suggesting that the comparison subjects should appear to recidivate more than 

the treatment group. These differences are hypothesized to cancel each other 

out in Providence, Pensacola, and San Francisco. While they undoubtedly alter 

the baseline differences between treatment and comparison groups, this would 

change the initial rates of recidivism and intersecting points of the functions, 

but not necessarily change the rates of decline observed in recidIvism. 

Despite the problems with biases in the data, the fits do suggest greater 

apparent declines in the rates of recidivism in the treatment group than in the 

comparison group for at least five of the seven sites (Tables 30 and 31). As time 

after case action date passes and the effects of the treatment program affect 

the treatment group, the group as a whole tends to recidivate less. This 

decrease in the proportions recidivating over time ultimately leads to an 

improvement in performance in the treatment group over that of the comparison 

group. Descriptively, over the long run, the treatment programs may have an 

effect on reducing recidivism rates. 
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Offense Seriousness 

As noted in the introduction to this chapter, one measure of recidivism, 

largely unexplored in this data, is the seriousness of offenses committed by the 

subjects in the comparison and treatment groups. The New Pride program may 

not reduce recidivism in the treatment group, but may reduce the seriousness of 

offenses committed. The means by which seriousness of offenses is evaluated 

was discussed in Part 1, in addition to its distributional problems. The average 

seriousness of offenses before New Pride will be compared with the average 

seriousness of offenses, for those subjects that did reoifend, after New Pride 

entry. 

The first question to be asked is whether offense seriousness changes from 

before to after case action date overall. The average seriousness of adjudicated 

offenses in the treatment and comparison group increases from before case 

action date (mean cluster score = 8.176) to after case action date (mean cluster 

score = 8.699), and from before (mean cluster score = 8.229) to 12 months after 

case action date (mean cluster score = 8.440). The differenc~ in mean cluster 

scores before case action are due to different matched samples having 

recidivating offen~es after case action vs. 12 months after case action date. 

Both differences are significant (t=3.141, N=978, p<.002 and t=2.566, N=515, 

P < .011). SImilarly, the average seriousness of filed petition offenses increases 

from before (mean cluster score = 8.260) to after case action date (mean cluster 

score = 8.896), and from case action date (mean cluster score = 8.351) to 12 

months after case action date (mean cluster score = 9.143). Again both increases 

are statistically significant (t=4.033, N=1l48, p< .0002 and t=3.568, N=641, 

P <.0005). 

The second question to be asked is whether differences in average offense 

seriousness between the comparison and treatment groups appear in the data. 

Before case action date, on a site-by-site basis, significant differences in 

seriousness scores between groups can only be found at Kansas City. There, the 

comparison group is composed of more serious offenders than the treatment 

group (see Tables 8 and 9). Overall, however, there are no significant 
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differences between groups before case action date when measuring average 

seriousness of filed petitions (t = -.070, N = 1686, p) .05) and sustained 

adjudications (t = -.886, N = 1686, p> .05). 

The final question to be asked is whether these lack of differences persist 

after case action date; that is, whether the treatment subjects exhibit lower 

offense seriousness after contact with the program. The answer to this question 

requires a more complex analysis. An analysis of covariance can be used to 

assess changes in offense seriousness from before to after New Pride entry. 

Covarying each subject's level of prior seriousness against each measure of 

seriousness after case action date, tests can be made of significant changes in 

offense seriousness from before to after case action. * For example, a 

significant effect for differences in gender may be due to a decline in offense 

seriousness for female subjects relative to male subjects. Analyses of four 

dependent measures, average seriousness scores of filed petitions and sustained 

adjudications after case action date and case action date plus 12 months, reveal 

that there are significant correlations of seriousness scores before and after case 

action, but no differences between comparison and treatment groups. Each 

analysis will be discussed separately. 

Covarying the average seriousness of sustained adjudications before New 

Pride entry against seriousness of offenses afterwards (r = .210, F = 45.02, 

df = 1,976, MS(e) = 25.58, P < .001), there are significant differences between 
.J 

sites in change in seriousness scores (F = 11.12, df = 6,970, MS(e) = 24.084, 

P < .001). No other significant effects could be found in testing the variables of 

ethnicity, gender, time to follow-up, and age at entry. Differences between the 

comparison and treatment group are not significant (F = .33, df = 1,969, 

MS(e) = 24.101, P >- .05), nor is the New Pride site by group interaction (F = .347, 

df = 6,963, MS(e) = 24.198, p> .05). 

* This type of analysis makes a number of assumptions about the error 
structure of this data. These assumptions mayor may not be 
appropriate. A simple discussion of models for testing change over 
time, reviewing the assumptions of each, can be found in Kenney 
(pps. 206-226; 1979). This approach was chosen primarily for its 
simplicity in this preliminary analysis of the seriousness data. 
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Covarying the average seriousness of sustained adjudications before case 

action date against seriousness of offenses 12 months afterwards (r = .172, 

F = 15.74, df = 1, 513, MS(c) = 27.33, p< .001), there are significant differences 

between s1 tes In change in seriousness scores (F = 5.576, df = 6,507, 

MS(e) = 25.94, p < .001), significant differences by ethnic groups (F = 3.622, 

df = 2,503, MS(e) = 23.731, p< .050), and a significant effect for age at cas~ 

action date (F =4.022, df = 1,502, MS(e) = 23.590, P < .05). The ethnic differences 

show that the seriousness scores of black youth increase while the seriousness 

scores of other groups decrease 12 months after case action date. The age 

effect suggests that older subjects show lowered seriousness scores 12 months 

after case action date. No significant effects were found for the variables 

gender and time to follow-up. Differences between the comparison and 

treatment groups are not significant (F = .318, df = 1, 501, MS(e) = 23.622, 

p> .05, nor is the New Pride site by group interaction (F = .121, df = 6, 495, 

MS(e) = 23.873, p> .050). 

Covarying the average seriousness of filed petitions before case action 

date against the seriousness of offenses' subsequently (r = .130, F = 19.804, 

df = 1,1146, MS(e) = 26.221, p< .001), there are significant differences between 

sites in changes in seriousness scores (F:; 9.719, df = 6,1140, MS(e) = 25.076, 

p< .001), and significant differences for gender (F = 5.648, df = 1,1139, 

MS(e) = 24.203, P < .018). Seriousness scores for females decrease subsequently 

relative to males. No significant effects were found for the variables 

representing ethnicity, age at entry and time to follow-up. Differences between 

th,~ comparison and treatment groups are not significant (F = 1.259, df = 1,1138, 

MS(e) = 24.973, p> .050), nor is the New Pride site by group interaction (F = .205, 

df = 6,1133, MS(e) = 25.056, p) .050). 

Covarying the average seriousness of filed petitions before case action 

date against the seriousness of the petitions incurred 12 months afterwards 

(r = .144, F = 13.453, df = 1,639, MS(e) = 29.516, p< .001), there are significant 

differences between sites 1n changes in seriousness scores (F = 6.814, df = 6,633, 

MS(e) = 27.988, p< .001) and significant differences for gender 

(F = 3.976,df = 1,630, MS(e) = 26.515, P < .047). Seriousness scores for females 
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decrease 12 months after case action date relative to males. No significant 

effects were found for the variables representing ethnicity, age at entry, and 

time to follow-up. Differences between the comparison and treatment groups 

are not significant (F = .067, df = 1,631, MS(e) :: 27.908, p> .05), nor is the New 

Pride site by group interaction (F = .211, df = 6,625, MS(e) = 28.120, p) .05). 

In summary, there is no evidence to suggest any differences between 

treatment and comparison groups in seriousness scores from before to after case 

action date. Site to site differences appear, as they do in most parts of the New 

Pride data, and an effect for gender can be found for the measure of average 

seriousness of filed petitions. 
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Incarceration 

The reiationship between the measure of incarceration used in this study 

and sUbsequent recidivism was discussed in the section on the linear-logistic 

analysis of recidivism (pages 60-62). There it was demonstrated that 

incarcerations in the first 12 months .~fter program entry do not significantly 

impact recidivism 12 m~nths after case adion date. The definition of 

incarceration used in the following analyses is also discussed at that point in the 

text. 

In this section the issue of using incarcerations as a measure of recidivism 

will briefly be taken up again. Putting aside the reasons discussed in Part 1 of 

this volume for not using incarcerations as a basic measure of recidivism (see the 

discussion of system penetration), a linear-t~gistic model will be used to predict 

incarcerations 12 months after New Pride entry. The independent measures to 

be used in this analysis are: incarcerations before and during the first 12 months 

after case action date, whether or not a filed petition or sustained adjudication 

occurred after case action date, number of prior offenses (all offenses, filed 

petitions and sustained adjudications), New Pride site,ethnic group, gender, age 

at entry, and time to follow-up. In addition, of course, ~ests of the relationship 

of treatment and comparison group membership to subsequent incarceration will 

also be made. 

Table 32 presents the results of a forward st~pwise analysis of the 

incarceration data. The first column presents the variable name, the second 

column the value of G2 repre~enting improvement in fitting the model to the 

data, the third column the degrees of freedom of each entered variable, the 

fourth column the probability level at which the variable was found significant, 

and the fifth column the B coefficients from the last step of the model for 

predicting incarcerations 12 months after case action date. Note that New Pride 

sites are coded with six dummy variables and the three ethnic groups (white, 

black and other) are coded with two dummy variables. Further note that the 

predicted rates of incarceration are given in logits which can be converted to 

probabilities. 
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Table 32 

Stepwise Results of Predicting Incarcerations 12 Months 
After Case Action Date from Prior Variables 

Variable Added G2 df P Coefficient * 

Sustained Adjudication 245.412 1 .( .001 1.780 

Time to Follow-up 57.604 1 <: .001 0.011 

Incarcerations Before 21.959 1 < .001 0.219 

New Pride Site (1) 52.048 6 < .001 0.214-

(2) 0.708 
(3) -1.670 
(4) -0.452 
(5) 0.892 
(6) -0.249 

Age at Entry 5.345 1 < .022 -0.173 

Ethnicity (1) 6.526 2 < .039 -0.005 
(2) 0.246 

Constant -2.060 

* Determined from complete model with all terms entered. 
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The B coefficients can be used to interpret the relationships of the 

variables to incarcerations 12 months after case action date: 

• Having a sustained adjudication after case action date 
dramatically increases the chances of being incarcerated. 

• Greater follow-up time increases the chances of an 
incarceration appearing in the data base. 

• Having been incarcerated before case action date 
increases the chances of being incarcerated later. 

• New Pride sites, typically, vary considerably in their 
related probabilities of incarceration. ' 

• Older subjects are less likely to be incarcerated than 
younger subjects (This it should be noted is an effect 
independent of that due to having another sustained 
adjudication). 

o Finally; blacks are far more likely to be incarcerated than 
whites or other ethnic groups. 

This basic stepwise model may serve as a background for testing for 

differences between treatment and comparison groups as to their chances of 

subsequent incarceration. There is no statistically significant relationship 

between group membership and subsequent incarceration (G2=.03lf., df=1, 

p> .050). Neither is there a significant relationship of the site by group 

intera,ction to subsequent incarceration (G2=3.2lf.2, df=6, p> .050). 
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APPENDIX A 

MUL TICOLINEARITY OF LINEAR-LOGISTIC MODEL COY ARIA TES 

The linear-logistics models presented in Chapter 8 include a large number 

of covariates to control for a number of biases between groups in the New Pride 

comparison-treatment group samples. The presence of these covariates in the 

models may produce inefficient estimates due to multicolinearity of the 

independent variables. The problem of multicollinearity in these data, howeve'r, 

is minimal. A review of the following asymptotic correlation matrix of 

parameter estimates from the linear-logistic maximum likelihood estimation 

procedure reveals this. Data are presented for parameter estimates from the 

analysis of filed petitions after program entry. The correlation matrices for the 

other three examined dependent measures are virtually identical. 

In Table 33, the matrix of correlation coefficients, the largest values are 

followed by asterisks. In general the coefficients are quite low. There is a large 

correlation between the parameter estimates of the two dummy varibles for 

ethryicity, but no other large correlation of these dummies to other terms of the 

model. Naturally there are substantial correlations between the linear and 

quadratic effects for age. And there are substantial corr~lations between the 

parameter estimates of 'the variables testing for the curvilinear age effect and 

the constant of the model. Undoubtedly this is due to the strength of the age 

effects in setting the basal rates of recidivism for the groups in these analyses. 

The generally low intercorrelation of parameter estimates shows that the 

inclusion of the covariates as fixed terms in the linear-logistic models does not 

result in problems of multicolinearity. 
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Matrix lor Petitions Flied Olfen5es 
I\lter Entry to New Pride 

Sex Race(!) Race(2) PFPS TTF lPRP AGEC NNPS(() NNPS(2) NNPSO) NNPS(I,) NNPS(') NNPS(6) 

Sex 

Race(l) 

Race(2) 

PFPS 

TTF 

lPRP 

AGEC 

NNPS(I) 

NNPS(2) 

NNPS{J) 

NNPS(4) 

NNPS(') 

NNPS(6) 

AGES 

EXCl 

Constant 

Sex: 

Race(J), 

Race(2): 

PFPS: 

TTF: 

1.000 

.on 

-.IO~ 

.100 

-.048 

.066 

-.OU 

-.025 

-.067 

.040 

.O,~ 

.003 

-.102 

.052 

.0" 

.072 

1.000 

• -.)84 1.000 

.103 -.159 1.000 

-.012 .026 -.016 1.000 

-.010 .OD .058 .005 1.000 

.023 .0" .009 -.010 -.002 1.000 

-.193 -.034 -.0:;8 .021 .376 .OD 

.03J .OI!) .060 .IO~ -.19' .Ol~ 

.189 -.12~ .019 -.068 -.009 .012 

.11'1 -.023 -.077 -.234 .IH .027 

.072 .020 .120 -.109 -.126 -.003 

-.J~I .156 .on .192 .005 -.0'6 

-.012 -.029 .00' .011 .001 -.9)7 

.007 .099 -.0~9 -.011 -.037 .025 

-.02' .003 - .1.54 -.039 .100 -.923 

Variable DellnitiOM 

Gender (J = Male, 2 = Female) 

Etlmlclty dummy variable 

Ethnlclty dummy variable 

Prior seriousness 01 filed petilions 

Time to follow-up In weeks 

lPRP, Logarithm 01 number 01 prior flied petitions 

AGEC, linear ellect lor age at program entry 

NNPS(U-NNPS(6), New Pride site dummy variables 

1.000 

-.319 

-.149 

-.IOJ 

-.180 

.012 . 
-.018 

-.0~7 

• -.047 

AGES: Quadratic eUeCI for age at program entry, age squared 

EXCl, Comparison versus trealment group code 

Constant: Constant 01 the model 

1.000 

-.243 1.000 

-.26~ -.102 1.000 

-.172 -.09~ -.109 1.000 

-.213 -.159 -.225 -.100 1.000 

-.049 .022 -.051 -.030 .088 

-.O~I .110 .037 -.006 -.237 

.03' -.039 .026 .O~O -.033 

t 
I 
i 

! 
I 

'I 
t 

AGES EXCL Constant 

1.000 
0 
0 ...... 

-.012 1.000 
, 

"-
• .796 -.014 1.000 



APPENDIX B 

COEFFICIENTS OF LINEAR-LOGISTIC ANALYSIS PREDICTING· 

FILED PETITIONS AFTER CASE ACTION DATE 

Table 34 presents the coefficients from the linear-logistic model fitting 

filed petitions after case· action date. The variable names are self-explanatory, 

but note that the dummy variables coding ethnicity and New Pride sites are 

listed under their respective variable names. The second column presents the 

coefficients, in logits, for each variable predicting filed petitions after case 

action date. These coefficients are interpreted in the same way as B­

coefficients in regression models. The third column presents Z-values for each 

coefficient, the coeffiecient divided by its asymptotic standard error from the 

maximum likelihood estimate. 

The proportions of subjects expected to recidivate may be found by first 

calculating the expected logit values from the above table, then transforming 

t~e logits into proportions using the transformation P(r) = 1/0 + e-L) where P(r) 

is the proportion and L is the logit value. The dummy variables coding ethnicity 

are effects coded: 

Ethnicity (1) (2) 

White -1 -1 

Black a 1 

Other 1 0 

and the effects codes for sites are: 

Site (1) (2) (3) (4) (.5) (6) 

Chicago -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 

Fresno 0 a a a a 1 

Camden 0 a a a 1 a 
Kansas City a a a 1 a a 
Pensacola a a I 0 a a 
Providence a 1 a a 0 0 

San Francisco 1 0 0 0 a 0 
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Table 34 

Coefficients of Linear-Logistic Analysis Predicting 
. Filed Petitions After Case Action Date 

Variable Coefficient Z 

Gender -.4055 -40.220 

Ethnicity 
(1) -.081 -.750 
(2) .389 40:540 

Seriousness (PF) -.022 -.790 

Time to Follow-up .011 9.060 

Log Priors (PF) .070 .5840 

Age at Entry .233 1.140 

Age-Squared -.023 -3.650 

New Pride Sites 
(1) .081 .501 
(2) 1.9400 8.500 
(3) -1.010 -6.830 
(40) -.773 -4.650 
(5) .073 .525 
(6) .04040 .317 

Groups - .14040 -2.280 

Constant 1.650 1.0400 
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APPENDIX C 

THE CUMULATIVE RECIDIVISM FUNCTION 

Maltz and McCleary (1977) have suggested that a model of the cumulative 

recidivism functions be fit to the data, segregating estimates of the rate at 

which recidivism occurs from the predicted maximum proportion of the'sample 

that will ever recidivate. The model they propose is an exponential decay model 

which relates the number of subjects recidivating from the time of case action: 

p{t) = P{max)(l - e**(-rt» 

-

where P(t) is the proportion recidivating at time 1, P{max) is the maximum 

predicted proportion that will ever recidivate, and!. is the rate parameter. 

Larger values of r indicate faster rates, i.e., the maximum proportion 

recidivating, P{max), is reached more quickly. This model provides separate 

estimates of a rate parameter and maximum proporti0r:t recidivating for any 

cumulative recidivism function so fit. 

Lloyd and Joe (1979) have proposed a procedure for performing the fits of 

the exponential decay model to the cumulative recidivism data. While there are 

some problems with statistical validity of the approach (see Miley, 1978; Maltz, 

McCleary and Pollock, 1979 and Appendix A), it does provide estimates of the 
/ 

differences of model parameters between comparison and treatment groups. Tile 

results of fitting the Maltz and McCleary (1977) model to the data at each site 

appear in Tables 35 through 38. A graphic portrayal of the results of this fitting 

procedure for the Fresno site's data (recidivism 12 months after program entry 

measured by filed petitions) appears in Figure 2. 

Tables 35 through 38 present the fitted values of the two parameters of the 

exponential model, P(max) and.!J and an F-test of differences between the forms 

of the functions overall. As the reader may see, there are no significant 

differences between the forms of the functions, although differences in the rate 

parameters,!., and asymptotes, P{max), may be quite large. Even in the case of 

Fresno, the proportion recidivating 12 months after case action is not 

significantly different between groups. 
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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 35 

Fitted Parameter Estimates for the Maltz and 
McCleary (1977) Exponential Decay Model: 

Recidivism After Case Action Date 
for Filed Petitions 

Group 'P(max) r F 

T .7565 .0160 0.30 
C .71.38 .067 

T .714-2 .0154-
C 

T .7600 .0139 0.02 
C .7526 .0131 

T .5534- .0123 1.4-9 
C .6973 .0097 

T .5665 .014-3 0.4-0 
C .4-939 .0166 

T .9159 .0220 
C 

T .834-3 .0092 0.22 
C .794-8 -.0087 

7 -104-

df 

2,300 

2,34-0 

2, 17'~ 

2,215 

2,239 

P 

.74-80-

.9852 

.2261 

.674-0 

.804-5 



Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 36 

Fitted Parameter Estimates for the Maltz and 
McCleary (1977) Exponential Decay Model: 

Recidivism After Case Action Date 
for Adjudications 

Group P(max) r F 

T .7173 .0 112 0.01 
C .6968 .0.140 

T .5394 .0096 
C 

T .6144 .0119 0.32 
C .6718 .0108 

T .5179 .0109 0.55 
C .6128 .0084 

T .4463 .0 188 0.01 
C .4383 .0 183 

·T .8302 .014-7 0.30 
C. .8770 .014-4 

T .7971 .0081 0.08 
C. .7771 .0070 

7-105 

df 

2,300 

2,340 

2,174-

2,215 

2,206 

2,239 

P 

.9900 

.7285 

.5841 

.9943 

.7422 

.9263 
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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 37 

Fii:ted Parameter Estimates for the Maltz and 
McCleary (1977) Exponential Decay Model: 

Reddivism 12 Months After 
Case Action Date for 

Filed Petitions 

Group P(max) r F 

T .5088 .0 160 0.78 
C .5959 .01(1.6 

T .7774 .0046 0.68 
C .9620 .0049 

T .3550 .0149 0.76 
C .4258 .0226 

T .5117 .0049 0.05 
C .4599 .0075 

T .4338 .0077 0.73 
C .2646 .0196 

T .8498 .0102 0.01 
C .8131 .0132 

T .7727 .0073 0.93 
C .6049 .0102 

7-106 

df 

2,295 

2,183 

2,294 

2,173 

2,197 

2,195 

2,231 

P 

.5365 

.5125 

.5251 

.9800 

.5147 

.9905 

.6018 



Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 3& 

Fitted Parameter Estimates for the Maltz and 
McCleary (1977) Exponential Decay Model: 

Recidivism 12 Months After 
Case Action Date for 

Adjudications 

Group P(max) r F 

T .4702 .0122 1.,82 
C .6098 .0112 

T 
C 

T .3059 .0108 0.91 
C .3800 .0194 

T .2759 .0094 1.09 
r ..... .4183 .0067 

T .2285 .01b5 0.02 
C .1978 .0198 

T .6773 .0083 0.56 
C .7633 .0108 

T .7929 .0057 2.16 
C .4911 .0117 

7-107 

df 

2,295 

2,294 

2,173 

2,197 

2,195 

2,231 

P 

.1611 

.5929 

.3394 

.9918 

.5750 

.1159 



Two additional comments about Tables 35 through 38 should be made. 

First of all, there are some missing entries in the tables. These missing entries 

occur because the fitting procedure failed to reach convergence on a solution for 

the parameters after 1000 iterations. It appears in each case that the 

asymptotic correlation of the parameter estimates approached unity, making the 

functions impossible to fit. Second, although there are no significant differences 

between groups, the parameter estimates are asymptotically consistent and 

represent best estimates of recidivism rates, .!.' and the total proportion of 

subjects that will ever recidivate, P(max). Thus, looking at Table 35 for filed 

petitions after c~.,se action, at Fresno fully 76 percent of the treatment group 

and 75.26 percent of the comparison group will be expected to recidivate ever. 

Figure 3 presents the fit of the Maltz and McCleary (1977) exponential 

decay model to the Fresno data for filed petitions 12 months after case action. 

It is apparent from the figure that the functions do adequately approximate the 

data. 35.5 percent of the treatment group and 4-2.53 percent of the comparison 

group are ultimately expected to recidivate if the counting begins a year after 

case action, and the recidivism rate of the comparison group is 1.5 times as rapid 

as the treatment group's recidivism rate (r = .0226 vs. r = .014-9 respectively). 

There is the additional curiousity in the analyses of the Fresno data that 

while the empirical functions appear to be of different forms (see text, Table 

28), these differences are not detected in fitting the exponential decay models to 

the data. As noted before the empirical data may be too noisy to detect 

differences in function forms. However, it may also be the case that the 

exponential model is simply not appropriate to the data. Fitting inappropriate 

models to survival data is a guaranteed way not to find differences between 

groups. 

While an extended discussion of this issue is im possible to conduct here, 

one major point uncovered by these time-to-recidivate analyses must be made. 

The exponential decay model, or "split group" model as Maltz and McCleary 

(1977) like to call it, a.ssumes that there are two groups of subjects entered rn 

the analysis, one group never at risk and another at risk constantly throughout 

the data. The illogic of the "split group" approach has been roundly criticized by 

Bloom (1979). 
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Another assumption of this model deserving of discussion is the notion of 

constant risk for the group of subjects who are at risk. This assumption simply 

states that for equivalent intervals of time, the proportion of subjects that will 

recidivate of those available to do so will remain a constant. That is, to 

rephrase the problem, as time goes on and subjects get older, the likelihood of 

recidivism remains roughly constant. However, according to the data presented 

earlier on maturation effects, subjects become less llkely to recidivate as time 

passes, which suggests that this function may be non-monotonic. 

The formulation of models describing cumulative recidivism will eventually 

have to be conditioned on the acknowledged effects of maturation. These 

models will require, at the least, parameters allowing for the decline in risk over 

time as commonly found in Weibull and other curved hazard functions (Lawless, 

1982; Bloom, 1979). If the models are to apply to younger and older juveniles 

from 13 to 18 years of age, they will require non-monotonic hazard functions to 

properly characterize maturation effects. Additional notes on some models 

applicable to the New Pride data appear in the following Appendix. 
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APPENDIX D 

THE ANALYSIS OF TIME-TO-RECIDIV ATE FUNCTIONS 

Analyses of time-to-recidivate cumulative recidivism functions for 

comparison and treatment groups in the New Pride data have assumed the Maltz 

and McCleary (1977) model of recidivism to hold. This exponential decay model 

is usually expressed in the form: 

F(t) = A *( 1 - exp(-rt» 

where F(t) is the number of subjects recidivating (failing) by time, !t A is the 

asymptote of the function, and I is the rate parameter. The asymptote, A, and 

rate parameter, I, can be calculated separately Tor comparison and treatment 

groups, and estimates of differences betweenjfoups on these parameters 

determined. These tests are outlined by Maltz and McCleary (1977) and 

procedures for implementing the curve fits and statistical tests developed by 

Lloyd and Joe (1979). 

Choice of a parametric procedure for the analysis of the recidivism data 

over standard non-parametric procedures for comparing survival functions was 

premised on several points: First, selectbn of an appropriate parametric model 

of the recidivism data enables a more efficient estimation of differences 

between groups over non-parametric procedures (which make minimal 

assumptions about the parametric form of the data). Second, Maltz and 

McCleary (1977) provide a method to directly compare the parameter estimates 

of asymptotes, A, and recidivism rates, £, between groups, allowing independent 

tests of these parameters. Third, provision of these parameter estimates 

informs us not ooly that the comparison and treatment groups differ, but 

describes how these differences arise. 

Unfortunately, implementation of this analysis procedure using the New 

Pride data has been difficult. Even with a quite extended period of follow-up (up 

to four years in the current data), the time-to-recidivate functions cannot be 
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estimated in all cases using Lloyd and Joe's (1979) program. The substantial 

colinearity of parameter estimates for A and .,!:., make convergence to the fit 

criterion impossible in some cases. A further aggravating point is the 

observation by Maltz, McCleary and Pollock (1979) that the statistical properties 

of the Maltz and McCLeary (1977) estimators are not well behaved and that the 

magnitude of error in the estimates of the covariance matrix of model terms is 

not known. 

The immediate concern with such analytic problems is whether they arise 

from the procedures implemented by Lloyd and Joe (1979) or from attempting to 

fit the exponential decay model to data inappropriate to this form. This 

appendix will examine the latter possibility in some detail. Alternatively, one 

may fall back to basic non-parametric procedures for analyzing this data. 

Unfortunately this strategy is indeed a step backward. The power of parametric 

models, as mentioned, when appropriate to the data analyzed, is that they 

provide more efficient estimates of differences between groups in terms of the 

form of their respective recidivism functions. 

Alternate Models of Time-to-Recidivate Functions 

The adequacy of a mathematical model in describing empirical data is 

determined by comparing empirically derived functions with functions predicted 

from the model. Discrepancies between the two suggest inadequacies of the 

model, and may point toward improvements of the model and hence to a better 

description of the data. 

In addition to the exponential decay function, three alternate models will 

be considered~ First, a simple exponential model without an asymptote: 

F(t) = 1 - exp(-rt) 
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where r. is a rate parameter. This model assumes that aU subjects in the sample 

(N) are at risk to recidivate. Note that the original exponential decay model 

assumes that only A subjects are at risk to recidivate. Second, a Weibull model 

without an asymptote: 

F(t) = 1 - exp(-(rt)**B) 

where r is again a rate parameter and B is a shape parameter. Third, a 

hyperbolic decay model of the form: 

F(t) = A*t/(t+B) 

in which A is the asymptote of the function and B is a shape and rate parameter 

describing the 'half-life' of the function. At point B in time one-half of all the 

subjects that will ever recidivate have recidivated. The first and second 

alternative models were selected because of their common use in survival 

studies (Lawless, 1982; Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 1980) and the availability of 

analytic procedures for fitting these functions and testing differences between 

groups (Preston and Clarkson, 1983). The third function was selected for its ease 

of interpretation and other analytic properties that will become evident below. 

Form of the Survival Function 

The survival functions for the four models appear below. These functions 

are simply the obverse of the recidivism functions predicting the number or 

proportion of subjects not recidivating in the sample over time: 

Exponential: 

Exponential Decay: 

Weibull: 

Hyperbolic Decay: 

S(t) = exp(-rt) 

S(t) = A *exp(-rt) 

S(t) = exp(-(rt)**B) 

S(t) = A *( 1 - t/(t + B» 
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All of the models predict a monotonic decrease in the number of subjects 

surviving over time, with the decrease gradually decelerating. This form is 

confirmed in the Fresno data for comparison and treatment groups: 

1.0 *' 
T: Treatment Group 

Proportion C: Comparison Group 
Surviving T *': Both Groups 

C 
0.5 *' 

*' C C 
T T *' *' 

0 

0 70 140 210 280 350 

Time (half-weeks) 

Form of the Log Survival Functions 

When logarithms of the survival functions are taken, both exponential 

models predict linear log survival functions while the Weibull and hyperbolic 

decay models do not. 

Exponential: 

Exponential Decay: 

Weibull: 

Hyperbolic Decay: 

In(S(t» = -rt 

In(S(t» = In(A) - rt 

In(S(t» = -(rt)*'*'B 

In(S(t» = (In(A) - In(B» - In(t + B) 

Significantly, the log survival function empirically derived from the Fresno 

data is not linear. This suggests rather clearly that neither' exponential model 

adequately predicts the form of the data. The Weibull model is compatible with 

the observed form of t~e log survival function, and the hyperbolic decay model 

predicts the same form in a much more restrictive way. That is, the hyperbolic 
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decay model requires that the log survival function have only the form observed 

(decelerating decreasing function over time). 
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Form of the Hazard and Cumulative Hazard Functions 

The hazard function for each model is the ratio of expected recidivators, 

f(t), to survivors within time intervals over time: 

h(t) = f(t)/S(t) 

where: f(t) = F'(t) dt 

That is, at any given point in time the hazard function represents the probability 

that the remaining subjects available will recidivate. For exponential models 

this value is always a constant, representing the commonly known fact for 

random decay models that at any given point in time the probability of failure 

(recidivism) or decay is constant. Because estimates of hazards from empirical 

data are fairly unreliable, cumwlative hazard functions are often easier to use 

for diagnostic purposes. The predicted forms of the cumulative hazard .functions 

are determined by integrating the hazard functions with respect to time. 

Hazard Functions: 

Exponential: h(t) = r 
*Exponential Decay: h(t) = r 

Weibull: h(t} = (rB)*(rt}**(B-l) 

Hyperbolic Decay: h(t} = l/(t + B) 

Cumulative Hazard Functions: 

Exponential: H(t) = rt + C 

*Exponential Decay: H(t) = rt + C 

Weibull: H(t} = «rt)**B) + C 

Hyperbolic Decay: H(t) = In(ABS(t + B» + C 
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The exponential decay models are flagged with asterisks because the 

hazard function is constant when calculated from the data ONLY when the 

asymptote of the data is known a priori, a rather unlikely event. When the "true" 

m.odel of the data is asymptotic but hazards are calculated from the total sample 

(using N instead of A), the resulting observed hazards appear to decrease 

monotonically in a decelerated manner, just as observed in the Fresno data. This 

rather confusing circumstance makes rejection of the ·exponential decay function 

based on observed hazards impossible. The only model which can be rejected is 

the simple exponential which predicts a constant hazard function and a linear 

cumulative hazard function. The Fresno data appear below: 
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Summary 

The point of these analyses is not to present a conclusive statement about 

the form of time-to-recidivate functions in the New Pride data. Indeed, based 

on data from only one site, this would be an impossible task. Rather, the goal is 

to provide a direction in which to find an answer to the difficulties experienced 

in fitting the Maltz and McCleary (1977) model to the data. If, as suggested by 

the Fresno New Pride data, the log survival function departs from the expected 

linear form at each site, then the reason for the problems will be obvious: The 

exponential model will be inappropriate to the New Pride time-to-recidivate 

data. Alternate models, such as those introduced above, must be examined 

instead. 

As a consequence this report suggests testing the log survival function for 

comparison and treatment groups at each site to. determine whether they depart 

from the linear forms predicted by the exponential model. If '50, a simple 

explanation will be afforded for our difficulties in using the Maltz and McCleary 

(1977) model. And some effort should be put into using more advanced survival 

curve analysis techniques such as availa~le through the SURVREG package 

designed by Preston and Clarkson (1983). 
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A final note should be made regarding the significance of nonlinear log 

survival functions in the New Pride data. McCleary and his co-workers have 

made a great deal out of modelling the underlying recidivism process with the 

exponential decay model (see particularly Maltz, McCleary and Pollock, 1979). 

They defend the choice of the model on the grounds that it more dearly depicts 

the situation commonly found with recidivism. That is, there is a group that will 

recid~vate and a group that will not, justifying their 'split group' model in which 

A subjects will eventually recidivate and N - A subjects will not. Such models 

are useful only insofar as it can be .shown that the N - A subjects do not EVER 

recidivate and therefore are never again at risk to do so. This assumption has 

been called into question by Miley (1978) and Bloom (1979). 

The nonlinear log survival functions found at Fresno call into question the 

assumption that of those that will recidivate (those at risk) the probability of 

recidivating over time is exponentially distributed with a constant hazard. It 

does not call into questioi'l the split group assumption. Rather, the suggestion 

drives one to other functional forms, any of which can be formulated with or 

without asymptotic (split group) limits. But, the demonstration of nonlinear l?g 

survival functions would suggest that any asymptotic estimate from an 

exponential model would be in error and should not be used to predict the limits 

of recidivism in the subject population analyzed. For this reason the original 

Maltz and McCleary (1977) model would have to be rejected. 
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APPENDIX E: 

A COMPARISON OF THREE METHODS OF COUNTING RECIDIVISTS 

To demonstrate the importance of controlling for the most obvious biasing 

factors in these analyses it is only necessary to examine recidivism rates with 

and without the necessary controls. The following table, Table 39, presents data 

on the proportion of youth in both the comparison and treatment groups who 

recidivated at each site, derived from three sources: 

1. Simple counts of subjects who recidivated. 

2. Counts of subjects that recidivated who have been 
tracked for at least one year. 

3. Estimated proportion of subjects who recidivated from a 
linear-logistic model that controls for differentials in 
follow-up time, prior seriousness, number of offenses, 
gender, O,_,d race distributions. 

The simple counts of recidivism need little explanation. They are simply 

the total proportion of subjects recidivating at each site regardless of 

differences in follow-up time, or any other biases. Looking at the table it 

appears that the sites are quite different in overall recidivism rates, ranging 

from 50 percent of the subjects at Pensacola to 90 percent of the subjects at 

Providence. The counts measured with equated follow-up times need more 

explanation. This proportion is based on a count of the number of subjects 

recidivating in the first year after case action date who have at least one year of 

follow-up. It also looks at those who recidivated during one year only. Note that 

the sample sizes are somewhat smaller than those for the simple count measure. 

Subjects with less than one year of follow-up time are excluded. Looking at the 

table again it appears that equating follow-up in this manner changes things a 

bit. Kansas City now has the fewest recidivators and San Francisco's relative 

recidivism rate has dropped from second to fifth place. 

The expected proportion of subjects recidivating based on the linear­

logistic analysis appears in the final column of the table. In this estimate, the 
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Site 

Camden 

Chicago 

Fresno 

Kansas City 

Pensacola 

Providence 

San Francisco 

Table 39 

Proportions Recidivating by Site Measured by Filed 
Petitions Derived from Three Sources" 

Simple Counts with From Linear-
Counts Equated Follow-up . Logistic Analysis 

P(r) N p(r) N P(r) N 

.71 303 .59 298 .71 303 

.70 196 .52 186 .61 196 

.66 3403 .55 298 .70 3403 

.58 177 .403 176 .51 177 

.50 218 .405 200 .405 218 

.90 209 .82 198 .940 209 

.71 2402 .50 2340 .71 2402 

* Comparison and Treatment subjects have been combined for this demonstration. ' 
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proportion recidivating at each site was calculated assuming the average age of 

16 years and a time of follow-up of 134 weeks (the average for both groups 

across all seven sites). Note first of all that the values from the linear-logistic 

analysis lie roughly in between those in the firs~ and second columns. But the 

expected probabilities of recidivism are more extreme. Pensacola has the lowest 

expected rate at 45 percent and Providence has the highest expected rate at 94 

percent. More importantly, the ordering of the sites in terms of relative 

recidivism rates is very different between Column 2 and both Columns 1 and 3. 

Attempting to equate follow-up time by examining recidivism only in the first 

year produces expected recidivism rates that vary considerably. Obviously, 

recidivism beyond the first year is essential to the accurate estimation of 

recidivism rates. In particular, note again the shift of San Francisco from among 

the lower rates of recidivism in Column 2 to among the higher rates of 

recidivism in Column 3. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT; 

THE IMPACT OF THE NEW PRIDE MODEL 

ON CLIENT OUTCOMES 
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THE IMPACT OF THE NEW PRIDE MODEL ON CLIENT OUTCOMES 

The last chapter presented an evaluation of the New Pride programs in 

terms of their ability to reduce recidivism in the treatment groups relative to 

the performance of matched comparison groups. The preponder.ance of the 

evidence indicated no differences between comparison and treatment group 

recidivism rates overall. At best it could be shown that the success of the 

treatment groups relative to the comparison groups varied significantly from site 

to site, with the Providence project showing the greatest reduction in recidivism 

in the treatment group. This chapter will present the results of an exploration of 

the impact of client backgrounds and program experiences on measures of 

successful participation in the program and on recidivism in the treatment 

groups. These analyses will examine the theoretical foundation of the New Pride 

model and describe the components most relevant to program success and the 

reduction of recidivism. 

In order to provide a useful conceptual framework for this task, a basic 

outcome model was developed which includes four essential dependent variables 

(program duration, recidivism during New Pride, client success, and recidivism 

after New Pride) and two covariates in order to control for known sources of 

variation in the outcome measures. These covariates represent jurisdictional 

differences between New Pride sites and the effects of client age at program 

entry. Their effects will be controlled in the analyses. The model was developed 

in a path analytic-like framework relating variables occuring prior to the New 

Pride experience to later variables measured in the evaluation. For instance, 

program duration was related to whether the client was successfully terminated 

at the end of New Pride. In this way, a set of causally-related outcome variables 

was assembled in which variations in one outcome measure, e.g., program 

duration, could be related to corresponding variations in others, such as client 

success. 

The basic outcome model provides a central core of outcomes to which 

client background variables and program components can be related. These 

measures were analyzed in five blocks: 
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• Client background data - all demographic and intake 
survey information collected on the clients at New Pride 
entry. 

• School history data - all data on school performance 
before, during and after New Pride, with education­
rela ted diagnostic scores. 

• Employment history data - all data on employment 
before, during, and after New Pride. 

• Program process data - all available data on the New 
Pride program process experienced by each client (needs 
identification, objective specification, service plans, and 
deliveries). 

• Client exit data - additional information collected at exit 
from the New Pride program on client attitudes and 
opinions about the program. 

In the final step of the analysis of these data all five sources of 

information were integrated to form the final outcome model of the New Pride 

programs, showinE how client backgrounds and program process variables are 

related to outcomes. 

The Basic Outcome Model 

The variables selected for entry into the basic outcome model comprise 

those which through preliminary investigations were found of importance to the 

overall evaluation, or those which represented important program features 

related to the primary outcome variable, recidivism after New Pride. The 

variables are displayed in the following diagram: 
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In this diagram time moves from left to right, with variables defined at or 

before New Pride entry to the left of the first vertical line and variables defined 

after New Pride termination to the right of the second vertical line. Program 

entry (the first line) is the date of case action for each subject; that date on 

which the decision to admit the client into the program was mad~. Program 

termination (the second line) is the date on which the client left the program. 

Two variables are defined at or prior to program entry: age and New Pride 

site. ~oth of these variables were shown in the last chapter to be essential 

covariates in the analysis of the recidivism data. Age at program entry was 

shown to be linearly related to recidivism 12 months after New Pride entry, with 

older subjects being less likely to recidiviate. It was shown to be curvilinearly 

related to recidivism in the first 12 months after program entry, with the 

probability of recidivism increasing for younger subjects and decreasing for older 

subjects. Substantia! jurisdicational differences in recidivism rates are 

controlled by including dummy variables for New Pride sites. Earlier it was 

shown how failure to control for aggregation effects across sites could lead to 

the detection of spurious relations in the New Pride data. For example, where 

differences between New Pride sites were controlled, no effects for number of 

prior offenses on the probability of subsequent recidivism were detected. 

The next two variables in the model are program duration and recidivism 

during New Pride measured by filed petitions. Program duration is an internal 
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