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APPENDIX A
EVALUATION OF PROJECT A

This appendix summarizes the evaluative information compiled by PSSI for
Project A. It begins with descriptions of Project A's activities, objec-
tives, and beneficiaries. Next the three previous evaluations of Project A
are assessed. PSSI's evaluations of Project A's drug education, intervention

and community-wide impact are followed by Project A staff's own evaluatiom.

A.3 ACTIVITIES OF PROJECT A

Project A is a drug education and early intervention project operated by the
school district in Community A. While the program is organizationally in
the Health Services Division and is headquartered in the Health Services
Building, its counselors operate at all of the secondary schools on a regular
schedule and are available for individual and group counseling, as well as
more general rap sessions. Project A is also involved in preventive educa-
tion of eighth and tenth grade students. Its counselors are responsible

for the formal drug education unit in the eighth grade classes, and they
assist the health and safety teacher with drug education in the tenth grade.
Project A has also trained teen leaders to work with sixth graders and has
conducted teacher training workshops and community education activities
Project A has been engaged in all five of the typical drug education and

prevention activities:

¢ Preventive education
¢ Outreach counseling
# Ongoing counseling
© Teacher training

¢ Community education.
Each of these activities of Project A is described in more detail below.

Preventive Education

Project A provides for classroom instruction incorporating information about
substances, decision-making, and building of positive values in the sixth,

eighth and tenth grades of all San Diego City Schools. The elementary

-



program uses multi-media material kits to teach maintaining of healthy |
bodies, understanding the effects of drugs on mind and body, building
positive values, and development of decision-making abilities. High school
students are trained to be Teen Leaders and are assigned to a specific
sixth grade classroom to work with students. One Project A counselor acts

as a supervisor for the Teen Leaders and the elementary program.

The junior high program is offered in the eighth grade. Each Project A
teacher/counselor is responsible for two junior highs and teaches the drug
unit one hour per day for four consecutive days. In the high schools,
the drug education is taught in tenth grade Health and Safety Classes by
the regular teacher with assistance from the Project A counselor when
necessary, Each high school has a Student Advisory Committee which aids
the Project A counselor in program planning and development.' These commit-
ties send representatives to a district-wide Student Advisory Committee
which evaluates materials to be used in the program and proposed program
changes. A Project A newsletter containing recent drug information and student
articles relating to drugs is published and distributed to‘all schools in
Community A.

s
In the 1971-72 school year, Project A counselors conducted 186 classroom
sessions in the junior high schools, 542 in the high schools and 174 in the
elementary schools. A total of 25,823 students were involved in these

sessions. Over 20,000 pamphlets were distributed.

Ongoing and Outreach Counseling

In junior high school, ~ne Project A counselor is assigned to two schools

and is available on the fifth day of the drug education unit or on an on-call .
basis for students who would like individual or small group counseling for
drug-related problems. Counselors z2re assisted by community consultants in

group sessions.

On the senior high lewsl, Project A counselors provide individual and small
group counseling to students with drug-related (and othexr) problems. In

some cases, parents are contacted. Students are referred to a counselor by
parents, teachers, schoel administrators, counselors, cther community agen-

cies or themselves. Continuation of counseling is on a voluntary basis.

e

Project A was selected ty the Community A Police Depattment to be a veferral
agency in their juvenile diversion rpogram. If a youth is arrested for

a drug-related offense, and parents are cooperative, the counselor assigned
to the school that the youth attends is contacted and the offender may be
placed in the Project A counseling program rather than go through the courts
and probation. Project A may continue to see the youth or refer him to an
appropriate community agency. Project A makes referrals to various commun-
ity agencies, including detoxification facilities, therapeutic communities,
job placement centers, family planning agencies, etc. Follow-ups are done

where possible or requested.

In the 1971-72 school year, 1,455 junior high students received individual
counseling and 2,206 participated in groups. The comparable numbers for
the high schools were, 2,507 and 3,173, respectively. Approximately 65
percent of these clients were self-referred, and 15 percent were referred

by the police.

Teacher Training

Project A coordinated and conducted a Pilot Elementary Drug Education Work-
shop for 34 teachers to provide leadership training for elementary teachers
who could conduct individualized workshops at their specific school sites.
Project A also conducted teacher workshops on junior and senior high school
levels, including specific drug information, attitudes about drug use,
communication skills, decision-making and value clarification, recent drug
research findings, and curriculum development. Length of training varied

with the nature of the group of teachers being trained.

- A district-wide Drug Education Coordinating Committee consisting of repre-

sentatives from elementary and secondary schools, student and health services,
and subject area program specialists was estabished to keep the above-mentioned
departments involved with drug education and new information, to review
proposals related to drug education, and to make recommendations regarding

the drug education program. Project A has also trained ex-addicts

(Community Consultants) to aid junior high and high school teachers in the

drug education units.

e
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In addition Project A provided individualized consultation to school
staff. Over 2,100 individual or group conferences were conducted in

the 1971-72 school year.

Community Education

Project A staff make presentations to various community agencies and service
groups on drug information and recent research findings, causes of drug
abuse, youth culture, and the Project A approach in the Community A School
District. In 1971-72, 239 speaking engagements were conducted with a total

audience of over 10,000.

Project A has eoordinated and conducted workshops for agencies such as the
Community A Park and Recreation Department, California State PTA, California
Teachers Association, and the local colleges and universities. Speakers
make presentations to community groups to provide current drug information,
to explore attitudes; and to aid and support efforts of community groups
who wish to provide an ancillary service to the Project A progrem (c.g.,
Veterans of TForeign Wars setting up community dialogue sessions with
Project A counselors facilitating the groupsg). Dialogues between high
school youths and adults on communications, drugs, adolescent problems,
etc., were initiated and run by Project A counselors. The Project A
Citizens' Advisory Committee, made up of interested and prominent citizens,

provides guidance and input from parents and community.

A.2 OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT A

Project A has described its objectives in a number of ways. Generally the
stated objectives have been a mixture of outcome-oriented objectives and
process-oriented obiectives. TFor example, the 1970-71 evaluation report

(page 2) indicated four objectives to be evaluated:

o To establish an effective and valuable program for senior
high school students and on-site personnel

e To provide counseling and guidance for students with drug-
related problems

@ To increase knowledge cof students in regard to drug abuse

o To coordinate the program with community agencies.

In its grant request for 1971-1972, Project A expanded its statement of
objectives, but still mixed outcome-oriented and process-oriented objec—
tives and included some very general goals. The objectives were as

follows:

1. To develop an appreciation of a healthy mind and body and to

instill in the student a value of self worth.

2. To provide an understanding of the total effect of drug abuse.
This includes the legal, physiological, and psychological aspects of drug

abuse.

3. To provide factual knowlege upon which to base a responsible

decision regarding drug abuse.

4. To educate upper-classmen to influence individual elementary

students by peer counseling.

5. To introduce an awareness of alternatives Lo drug abuse and to
develop methods of coping with various problems of life.
6. To aid students in assuming responsibility for self and community

in a quest to meaningful alternatives to drug misuse and abuse.

7. To give practical experience in leadership, peer counseling, and

community involvement.

8. To meet individual needs of individual school communities with'

¢

different '"drug problems" and different concepts of alternatives.

PSSI interviewed seven of Project A's staff members. They were asked to
state Project A's current objectives in their own words and then to express
the emphasis placed by the project on various ultimate, intermediate, and

immediate objectives.

(841



Several objectives were stated by staff as responses to the open-ended

questions. References to drug use were often combined with other objec-

tives. Most vicwed the projéct's functions (and their own) in terms of

helping the student--as one person put it: "any way that's necessary.”

Several talked in terms of developing student ability to make better

decisions. Several noted their role in crises.

Responses to the closed-ended questions regarding project objectives were

averaged. Objectives were thzn ordered by the emphasis given them. Those

receiving major emphasis are:

¢

Ultimate Objectives:

Intermediate Objectives:

(Client-Oriented)

Intermediate Objectives:

(Community-Oriented)

Immediate Objectives:

Reduce drug misuse

Reduce drug use

Improve client self-image

Clarify values and decision-making
process

Increase knowledge of psychological
effects of drug misuse

Develop attitudes against drug misuse

Increase knowledge of physiological
effects of drug misuse

Improve communications with parents and
others

Provide alternatives to drug use
Increase knowledge of legal conseguences

of drug misuse (less emphasis placed)

Increase community awatreness of drug

problem (less =mphasis placed)

Work with educational agencies

'
Work with parents 7 (less .
emphasis
Work with community organizations] placed)

LY

qt

. ‘ T
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A.3 BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT A

In general, the beneficiaries of Project A's activities can be defined:

Preventive Education: Students in grades 6, 8, and 10, who represent a

variety of ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds.

Counseling: Students in grades 6-12 in Community A who avail themselves
of this service. Some counselors keep client records which permit the

identification of beneficiaries, others do not,.

Community Education: The general public. Beneficiary community groups

are identified in Project A's reports.

¢

Teacher Training: Teachers and other school staff who have participated

in Project A workshops or who have received individualized consultation.

When Project A's staff were asked to identify Project A's beneficiaries,

grade level was wusually noted. Several staff members indicated that benefi-
ciaries were middle class, adding that minority communities (Spanish heritage,
Black) were not served as well. Client drug use was described as experimental
or Eorderline, and one staffer felt youths who are seriously involved with
drugs are not being served. One staffer felt the beneficiaries were kids
with problems coping with growing up, while someone else thought that those
with non-drug problems were being ignored; simiiarly, one felt families

were the beneficiaries, while another felt parents were potential benefi-

ciaries not actually being served. .

A.4 ASSESSMENT OF PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS OF PROJECT A

Project A was evaluated after each year of CCCI-funded operation. The

three evaluations are assessed below.
A.4.) 1971 EVALUATION

Project A was evaluated in 1971 by its director. His evaluation was based
upon a graduate student's thesis research and a State Department of Education
student questionnaire. The Project A budget €or 1970-71 contained no funds

for an outside evaluation consultant.



Success Indicators

The effectiveness of Project A's counseling program was judged on the basis
of whether the Project A counselor had created conditions conducive to
success—-specifically, whether he was trusted, available for counseling,

and accepted by students.

The effectiveness of their education program could be measured by the gain
in student knowledge as measured by the State suestionnaire, but this is
treated as a separate objective in the report. The perception of the
Project A counselor as a reliable source of information is the other

indicator used to judge the effectiveness of the education program.

Similarly, two questions that could be used to judge the effectiveness of
the education program are reported within the context of increased knowledge.
These are a question about the impact of the films used upon the student's
decision not to use drugs, and a judgment as to whether drug education will
keep the student from using drugs in the future. Directly testing an
increase in knowledge are higher proportions of correct responses for

three questions used by the State Department of Education's drug test.

The second objective-—to provide counseling~-was not framed in terms of out-
comes. The evaluation rested upon anecdotal case histories and the number:
of counseling sessions, including the number initiated by the students
 themselves. The report viewed voluntary self-referrals and repeated visits

to the counselor as measures of success.

The fourth objective--coordination of DANE with community agencies--was’
evaluated on the basis of the number of referrals made to other agencies,
the number of speaking engagements, and on the basis of supportive letters

from community agencies.

Instrument and Data Sources

Several groups were surveyed: 211 students in 12 high school Health and Safety

classes, 317 counselees, and approximately 100 school staff. The instrument
was a multiple-choice questionnaire, but one portion .¢f the student survey

involved a set of semantic differential questions.

Data was also used from the State Department of Education's test on drugs.
This was administered on a pre/post basis. The report cites changes from
the pre-test to the post-test on only three knowledge questions, although
the full results on 36 attitude-knowledge statements are included in an
appendix, It also reports the results for "370 matched students at three
different senior high schools,' but the report included test results for a
fourth school (the response patterns for this fourth school differ markedly
and may have been omitted because of doubts of the validity of test results

there).

Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

The results are reported in percentages and no statistical tests of signifi-
cance are used. The results of the surveys among students, ‘counseling
clients, and school staff are all very favorable to Project A. The results,

using the data from the State Department of Education, are less conclusive.

Altheugh the evaluation report concludes; "There seemed to be a marked
increase in knowledge cf drug abuse information after the unit given in
Health and Safety classes by (Project A) teachers and community consultants,'
the evidence reported in the text of the report is not as clear. As noted
above,; the results. of only three questions were used. The report presented
no statistical test to determine whether the "5,5% increase in the rejection
column' (or the 6.7% and 6.3% changes in the other questions) are significant

&% .
differences. - -0

The question on the impact of films on the student's decision not to use
drugs was reported as showing a 23% increase on the past-test survey.

But this is misleading, as it ignores the fact that most students rejected
the statement. Similarly, several evaluative questions were asked about the
films and‘they did not appear to fare any better. But more significant is
the finding that the 1970 post-test indicated a 12% increase in agree-

ment witlh the statement, "What I learned about drugs in school this year
will probably keep me from using drugs in the future," compared to a 17Y%
decrease in the 1969 post-teat results. Whether the same schools were used,

was not stated, however,

*

These percentage changes apparently were calculated on a base of total
students taking the test, rather than those in the particular response cate~-
gory as the text implies; this serves to undercut the extent of the change.



In general, greater use could have been made of the State test results.
For example, the questionnaires also asked about potential and actual

use of various substances, but no reference is made to these in the text.

Issues and Problems in Evaluation

Some of the measures of impact focused upon conditions conducive to success
(such as being trustworthy) and are at best only indirect measures of impact,
Similarly, although the perception of being a source of reliable information
is a prerequisite to changing the knowledge and attitudes of the student,
more direct tests of these outcomes are possible (as was seen in the use of
some of the data from the State Department of Education test). See Table A-1

for a summary of this evaluation report.

A.4.2 1972 EVALUATION

The budget for 1971-72 contained $3000 for an evaluation consultant.

Success Indicators

The evaluation report ignored the objectives stated in the second year grant
application and. instead addressed several impact—oriented hypotheses and
several other evaluation-research questions. The report attempted to examine
the impact of contact with Project A counseloxrs upon the students' drug use
and upon their attitudes towards drugs and drug.use. It continued to

examine whether the Project A counselors were perceived as trustworthy and

as sources of accurate information, and whether the school staff and
Community A evaluated the program favorably. The latter was still evaluated

on the basis of supportive letters.

Drug use data were based upon student reports of their own use at the time

of the survey (May) and in the previous September. Although the validity

of self-reports of drug use has been questioned by some experts, there appears
to be no feasible alternative to gathering this needed information. All that
one can do is tc try to encourage honest answers. Official juvenile drug

arrest data were also reported.
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF 1971 EVALUATION REPORT GF PROJECT A

PROJECT OBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESS INDICATORS

INSTRUMENT/DATA SOURCE

EVALUATION FINDINGS

PSSI COMMENTS

DEVELCP AN EFFECTIVE AND
VIABLE PROGRAM

a) TRUST IN COUNSELOR

o
~—

AVATLABILITY FOR
COUNSELING

c) ACCEPTANCE BY STU-
DENTS

d) TRUST -IN INFORMATION
PROVIDED BY PROJECT °

SURVEY OF 211 STUDENTS
IN 12 SCHOOLS; SURVEY
OF 317 COUNSELEES; SUR-
VEY OF APPROXIMATELY
100 SCHOOL STAFF

HIGH RATINGS ON ALL IN-
DICATORS BY ALL GROUPS

THESE ARE CONDITIONS CONDUCIVE
TO SUCCESS AND INDIRECT MEA-
SURES OF PROGRAM IMPACT

INCREASE  KNOWLEDGE ABOUT

.ORUG ABUSE

a) INCREASED KNOMW-
LENGE ON 3 QUES-
TIOHS

b) AGREEVMENT WITH STATE-
MENT THAT FILMS USED
IN DRUG EDUCATION
HELPED STUDENT DE- .
CIDE HOT TO USE DRUGS

c) OPINION THAT DRUG
EDUCATION WILL KEEP
STUDENT FROM USING
fIRUGS IN FUTURE

USE OF RESULTS OF STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
TEST. PRE-TEST AND
POST-TEST RESULTS RE-
PORTED FOR 3 HIGH
SCHOOLS (N=370)

a) INCREASES OF 5.5%,
6.7%, AND 6.3% IN
THE 3 KNOWLEDGE
QUESTIONS -

b) INCREASE' OF 23% ON.
POST-TEST

c) INCREASE OF 12% ON
POST-TEST COMPARED
TO A DECREASE OF
17% IN PREVIOUS

T YEAR WITHOUT
PROGRAM

a) RESULTS OH OMLY 3 QUESTICNS
ANALYZED, ALTHOUSH TEST WAS
MORE EXTENSIVE

b) IGNORES FACT THAT MOST STU-
DENTS REJECTED THE STATEMENT

c) SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN
PREVIOUS SURVEY KOT HOTED
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The impact of the program on drug use was also measured by the responses to
several questions in the high school student survey. Students were asked to

indicate how the education program and the counseling program each had affected

their drug use (choices included: kept student from using drugs, decreased use,

encouraged use or curiousity about drugs, or no impact).

Success in changing attitudes was the subject of a direct question on
whether attitudes on drugs had changed during the year. The students also
were asked to indicate which of five alternative impacts of the education
and counseling program was the most important consequence for them. The
alternatives were attitudes and opinions about drugs, knowledge of drugs,

drug use, self-image, and relations with others. .

The third area examined the traits exhibited by Project A counselors which
would be conducive to success. They were evaluated as to whether they were
good listeners, personally interested in the student, trustworthy, available,
liked by most students, and whether they wanted the students to make their
own decisions. No cross-tabulations were made to see whether there was

a relationship between perceptions of trust and reported behavior change.

The fourth area--providing accurate information--was measured by whether
or not the Project A counselor was perceived as a source of accurate
information and whether he was listed as a major source of drug information

by the students.
School staff perceptions of the program included some of the same questions
as were asked of the students, as well as other questions asking for eval-

uation of the program.

Instruments and Data Sources

The basic source of data was a questionnaire distributed to 2,184 students
in twelve junior and senior high schools with a range of socio-economic
and ethnic backgrounds. Eighth and tenth grade classes were selected
"randomly" and 1,818 usable questionnaires were tallied. In addition, 218

school staff were polled, with 152 returning usable questionnaires.

Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

The report concluded, "

. + » There does not appear to be marked changes in
drug-taking, regardless of whether Ss had contact with (Project A) or not."
It did note, however, fhat those who had the most contact with Project A
counselors did have the greatest decrease (as well as the greatest use).

No tests of significance were used, on the grounds that the t-test requires
pairs of scores and some students described their use for September, but
not for May. Yet, no statistical tests were made for those who did report
both scores. Since the evaluation design utilized a single survey of
students, there was no alternative to asking the retrospective question
about use eight months earlier. A design utilizing pre~ and post-question-
naires could have avoided the pitfalls of asking respondents to remember
their behavior that far back. More use could have been made of this self-
reported drug-use data. Rather than merely reporting changes in average
use for the entire group (thus hiding individual shifts), the data should
have been analyzed for each individual and these scores summed. That is,
what proportion of users indicated no change in their patterns of use for

a drug (or drugs), what proportion indicated a decrease, and what preopor-
tion an increase-~and what was the extent of the changes? Similaxly,
further analysis would then be possible to determine the characteristics,
attitudes, and the nature and extent of services received for the different

success groups. This could have provided valuable information for the

design of future projects.

The evaluation repor't also presented drug arrest data as a measure of
student drug use. The report noted a general decline in drug arres&s,

but a wide variability among the schools in the number of arrests and the
drug involved. The report chose not to use the decline in arrests as
evidence supporting the success of the program. Since arrest rates are a
function of police practices as well as the 'sophistication" of the user,
this restraint should be commended (especially since there was a 377
decline in police referrals between 1971-1972 and the previous school year).
But more use could have been made of these data--for instance, determining
the grade-level of the arrested students would have bzen another possible
measure of the impact of class—room drug education and the individual
Project A counselor. Comparisons with other jurisdictions would have given

some indication of the universality of the trend. Data on arrests by

13
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school and drug type were available and included in the Appendix. An
analysils of the correlation of arrest data and self-reported use data
would have been helpful in refining these complementary measures of
drug use. An analysis.of the arrest data by school could have been
related to the phased development of the Project A program throughout

Community A.

The other major impact—oriented hypothesis examined the effects of the pro-
gram upon the student's attitudes toward drug use. The evaluation report
utilizes the students' responses to four questions. Drug education classes
and contact with Project A counselors each were rated as more likely to have

"contributed toward keeping me from using drugs' than any of the other choices

LEI § BC n n

which included '"decreased drug use," "increased curiosity," "encouraged use,"

and "not affected by drug use one way or the other," The inclusion of

" among cholces focusing upon changes in use

"increased . . curiosity
suggests the question is not unidimensional (i.e., the chqices are not
mutually exclusive). Since multiple responses were rejected by the computer,
this 1s especially troublesome. The impact of the program on attitudes was
also judged on the basis of two questions which asked about the influence

of drug education classes (question 20) and Project A counselors (question 21)
upon the students' attitudes and opinions about drugs, factual knowledge

of drugs, drug-taking behavior, feelings about himself, and relationships

with others.

The data reported in the Appendix, which reproduces the questionnaire and the
frequency distribution for each item, indicates that factual knowledge was

more likely to be selected than changed attitudes and opinions. The text,
nevertheless, implies the reverse pattern. Its use of the chi-square statistic
1s somewhat misleading as it merely signifies that the distribution of
responses differs from a totally random distribution. The question also
suffers from the fact that the direction of the change in attitude is not
noted. The text and summary table includes a similar question concerning

elementary school drug education, but actually omits question 20 at this

point (although, it uses it later in the discussion of the information
providad by the program). More serious, however, ig the omission in the text

to the responses on question 24. The latter is a direct question on changed

ee

fome

attitudes: "Have your opinions about drugs changed this year?" The modal
response is, "No, they have not changed.'" The question is flawed, however,
by its lack of unidimensionality; in addition to 'no change," "greater

oppostion,"

and "greater support for drug use," the optional answers
include "greater indifference'" and, "I am more careful about drug use

than before."

The third area that the evaluation report examined was the traits exhibited
by the Project A counselors which would be conducive to success. They were
described as trustworthy, good listeners, and well-liked by most students.
These statements were viewed as completely or mostly true by the great
majority of students. However, responses to this question were not cross—
tabulated against responses to question on behavioral change and the impact

of Project A. s

The fourth evaluation question to be tested was '"How effective is the
(Project A) program in providing accurate information regarding drugs and
their effect?"” Rather than any test of increased information, as had been
done in the previous evaluation report, the second~year report relied on

a question asking student (and staff) agreement with the statement that the
Project A counselors 'provide accurate and honest information about drugs;"
85% of the students said this was completely or mostly true. In addition,
another question addressed whether the Project A counselor was a major
source of drug information. It read, "I have learned most factual informa-
tion about drugs and their effects from 1) friend(s), 2) parent(s),

3) classroom lectures and films, 4) the drug-education (Project A) counselor,
5) teacher(s), and 6) other." Fifty-five percent listed class or Projecct A,
but friend(s) was second with 28 percent. Receiving irformation and viewing
it as honest and accurate are important prerequisites for an effective
education program, but finding out whether knowledge had increased and the

perceived or actual impact of it upon behavior are more direct measures.

The fifth area examined perceptions of the program by on-site school per-
sonnel and these generally.were favorable. The sixth area dealing with
chmunity perceptions was still based on lettels of commendation. No

systematic attempt to gather community leaders' views was made.
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Issues and Problems in Evaluation P

>

As noted above, several opportunities for insightful analysis were

ignored:

© Changes in self-reported drug use could have been cross
tabulated agsinst respondent characteristics, attitudes and

services received

e Arrest statistics could have been separated by grade level
and school of arrestee and then related to the phased develop-

ment of the Project A program

o Trends in drug arrests could have been compared to trends in

self-reported drug usage.

In addition to passing up these opportunities, the evaluation report contains
a number of technical errors (and some of the questions on the questionnaire
were not unidimensional). See Table A-2 for a summary of this evaluation

report,
A.4.]) 1973 EVALUATION

The third year evaluation study was performed by the same consultant. (The
budget included $3,000 for the evaluation consultant.) Basically, it is a
repetition of the previous year's effort, and for a discussion of it we will
abandon the format used so far. The sample was expanded to include current
counseling clients and former clients. The latter group were surveyed by
an oral interview. Because of the difficulty in finding clients who had
received counseling several years earlier and who were still available

for an interview, only eight interviews were done and no analysis i1s made
of the results, which were to address the long term effects of Project A
counseling. Current counselees were sampled on the following basis: each
Project A counselor selected 50 clients and gave them a packet which
included the questionnaire, a pencill, and a stamped envelope. Complete
anonymity was therefcore guaranteed, aithough some potential biasing of the
sample was possible, The need for continued trust and confidentiality

required this or a simillar methodology. Of the 850 questionnaires distxibuted,

-
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SUMMARY OF 1972 EVALUATION REPORT OF PROJECT A

TABLE A-2

PROJECT OBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESS INDICATORS

INSTRUMENT/DATA SOURCE

EYALUATION FINDLINS

PSST COMIENTS

1.

REDUCE DRUG USE

a) SELF-REPORTED DRUG
USE ‘IN SEPTEMBER
AlD MAY

B) DRUG ARREST DATA

¢) STUDENT PERCEPTION
OF EDUCATION PRO~
GRAM'S IMPACT OH
DRUG UZE

[~%
~—

STUDENT PERCEPTION
0F COUNSELING PRO-
GRAM'S THPACT ON

a) SURVEY OF STUDENTS
IN 12 SECONDARY
SCHOOLS (H=1618}.
QUESTION 1INOLVES

_SINGLE SELF-KCPORT
OF USE IN MAY AID
PREVIOUS SEPTEMBER

b} LOCAL POLICE
DEPARTMENT OFFI-
CIAL REPORT 30
SCHOOLS ON DRUG
ARRESTS

¢) SCHOOL SURVEY. SEE
Ta ABOVE

d} SEE 1a ABOVE

a) HO MARKED CHANSES
IN DRUG USE BEMAVIOR

b) 37% DECLINE IN
ARRESTS, BUT CHANGE
NOT ATTRIBUTED TO
PROGRAM

~

c) "CONTRIBUTED TOWARD
KCEPING HE FROM
USING DRUGS™ INDI-
CATED MORE OFTEN
THAN DECREASED USE

0F DRUGS
d

~—

SEE Tc¢ ABOVE

a) DATA REPCRTED AS AVERAGES
THUS HIDING THOIVIDUAL
SHIFTS

b) ARRESTS MAY BE A FUNCTION
OF POLICE PRACTICES AND
YOUTH "SOPHISTICATION"

¢) QUESTION NOT UNIDIMENSIOHAL

d} SEE 1c ABOVE

PROGRAM WITH SCHOOL STAFF

OF PROGRAM

STAFF (N=152}

DRUG USE
2. CHANGE STUDENT ATTITUDES a) STUDCNT PERCEPTION a) SEE la ABOVE a) REPORT STATES a) ANALYSTS Q:ITS {:0ST DIPECT
TOWARDS DRUGS OF EDUCATION PRO- ATTITUDE CHANGES QUESTION OF HOW ATTITUDES
GRAM'S TMPACT ON INDICATED MOST FRE- TOWARDS DRUGS CHANGED [N
ATTITUDES VS. OTHER QUENTLY BUT DATA YEAR; MODAL RESPCHSE WAS
IMPACTS INDICATES KHOWLEDGE "NO CHANGE." QUESTIONS DO
CHAIGE WAS INGICATED {  NOT INDICATE DIRECTION OF
HOST ATTITUDE CHANGE.
b) STUDENT PERCEPTION b) SEE 1a, ABOVE - b) ATTITUDES IMDICATED
OF COUNSELIHG PRO- MOST FREQUENTLY
GRAM'S THPACT ON
ATTITUDES VS. OTHER
IMPACTS
3. DEVELOP FAVORABLE IMAGE OF COUNSELOR DESCRIBED SEE la ABOVE COUNSELOR VERY THIS IS AN INDIRECT MEASURE OF
CCUNSELOR HITH STUDENTS AS TRUSTWORTHY, GOOD FAVORAELY PERCEIVED IHPACT
LISTENER, AVAILABLE,
ETC. ,
4. PROVIDE ACCURATE INFORMATION | a) STUDENT PERCEPTION a) SEE 1a ABDVE a) 85%'OF STUDENTS RATE |a) A TEST OF INCREASED KHOWLEDGE
OF PROJECT AS SOURCE INFORMATION ACCURATE | ~ WOULD BE A MORE ACCUPATE TEST
OF ACCURATE INFORMA- AHD HONEST OF THIS DBJECTIVE
ATION , .
h) PRUJECT CONSIDERED A | b) SFE 1a AUOVE b) 55% LIST COUNSELOR
MAJOR SOURCE OF DRUG | AD CLASSES AS
TNFORMATION BY- PRIMARY SOURCE OF
STUDENTS . DRUG_IHFORMATION
5. DEVELOP FAVORAGLE IMAGE OF SCHOOL STAFF PERCEPTIONS } SURVEY OF SCHuOl FAVORABLE PERCEPTIONS  |THIS IS A VALUABLE DIMENSION

OF EVALUATION
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and 343, or 40% were returned. Since some of the general student

sample had received counseling services, a comparison of their responses

to those of the counselees would have given some indication of the repre-
sentativeness of the other group. It should alsc be noted that the response
rate of on-site school personnel dropped to 23%, with only 120 of

515 returning the questionnaire. The student sample was, again, conducted
at 12 schools, and all but one were the same as the previous year. Since
the sampling concentrated on eighth and tenth grade classes, few students

were likely to be included in both years' surveys.

The questionnaires were revised slightly to either clarify wording or to
pare down responses to five choices required by the machine processing of
the answer sheets.

Tor several of the objectives examined, the results and conclusions were
similar to 1972 findings. TFor instance, drug use did not change signifi-~
cantly between September and May, regardless of whether the student had
contact with the Project A classroom education program. Similarly, the
Project A counselors were still favorably perceived by students, counselees,

and school staff as trustworthy and as sources of accurate information.

But some of the data éppears to be less favorable than the previous year,

and some of the more careful wording of inferences drawn from the data in

the earlier report was changed. Yor example, the 1972 responses indicated
that almost half (48%) of the students said that classes, films, and lec—

tures on drug education in school that year had contribued toward keeping*
them from using drugs; an additional 10% indicated they had helped

decrease or cease their use of drugs;.but 307 indicated no impact om

their drug use, while 13% indicated greater curiousity or encourage-

ment to use drugs. These results indicate more prevention impact than no
change and lend themselves to the modest interpretation that "Prevention of
use may be the most important function of the (Project A) program.'  (page 57.)
But the data from the same questions in 1973 are less conducive to that
interpretation. In 1973, as many students indicated classroom drug educa-
tion had no impact on their drug use, as students who indicated it prevented

their use.

remmtsstin
T
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The results to the question on changes in opinion about drugs in the past
year were similar--the modal response (45%) was that there was no change
in their opinions. Despite this, the report claims at one point: "In
summary it appears that drug educatlon classroom procedures are more
effective in preventing drug-taking, or changing attitudes about drug use,

rather than changing drug-taking behavior.”" (Page 29.)

Generally the conclusions made by the report are supported by the data.
It concludes: '"The use of drugs by stduents continues to be a widespread
phenomenon in (Community A)." Drug use according to the self-reports

®
continues at what may be considered a high level.

Another conclusion is appropriately moderate: "It dis still not completely
established that (Project A) counseling decreases drug-taking  behavior. Data
from present and former counselees indicate that decreases in drug-taking

do occur for some individuals."

The high ratings given Project A counselors on traits conducive to having
an impact warrants the conclusion that Project A teacher-counselors are
fulfilling the role as ombudsmen in the school. The (Project A) staff was
seen as useful, trustworthy individuals by students, staff, and community
members. On-site personnel requested more time and interaction with the

(Project A) staff,"

Only the conclusioﬁ regarding the impact of drug education classes is open

to varying interpretation. The report concludes, 'Drug-education discussion
units by (Project A) counselors change students' attitudes towards prevention
of drug use. This type of intervention does not, however, change existing
drug-taking behavior." See Table A-3 for a summary of this evaluation

report.

Since self-reported drug use remained high, while Community A police arrests

and referrals to the school guidance department were dropping (from 1,689 in

the 1970-71 school year to 1,055 in 1971-72 to 860 in 1972-73), some question
about the validity of these two measure wmay be raised.
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SUMMARY OF 1973

TABLE A-3

EVALUATION REPORT OF PROJECT A

PROJECT OBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESS IHDICATORS

[HSTRUMENTY/DATA SOURCE

EVALUATION FINDINGS

PSSI COMMENTS

1,

REDUCE DRUG USE

REDUCE DRUG USE BE-
THEEH SEPTEMBER AND
MAY

o
~—

b) DRUG ARREST DATA

~

O
—

STUDENT PERCEPTION
OF EBUCATION PRO-
GRAM'S TMPACT ON
DRUG USE

d) COUNSELEE PERCEP-
TION OF PROGRAM'S
IMPACT O ORUG USE

a) SURVEY OF STUDENTS
IR 12 SECCHUARY
SCHONLS (N=2765), AND
SURVEY OF COUNSLLEES
{H=343). QUELSTION
IHVOLVLS SINGLE SELF-
REPORT OF USE IN MAY
AHD SEPTELNDER

LOCAL POLICK DE-
PARTHENT OFFICIAL
REPORT TO SCHOOLS On
DRUG ARRESTS

o
—

c) SURVEY OF STUDENTS
. AND COUNSELEES: SEE
Ta ABOVE

d) SURVEY OF COUNSELEES

a) NO MARKED CHANGE IR
DRUG USE BEHAVIOR

b) CONTINUED DECLINE

¢} AS MARY STUDENTS
IRDICATED HO CHANGE
AS IHDICATED PRE-
VENTED DRYG USE

"NOT COMPLETELY
ESTABUISHED THAT
COUNSLLING ...
DECREASES DRUG-
TAKING BEHAVIOR"

o,
—

a) DATA REPORTED AS AVERAGES
THUS HIDING 15DIVIDUAL
SHIFTS

b) ARRESTS MAY BE FUNCTION OF
POLICE PRACTICES AND YOUTH
"SOPHISTICATION"; ARRESTS
DECLINED BUT ADMITTED USE
INCREASED

c) EVALUATION REPORT TEXT DOES
NOT ACEQUATELY REFLECT THIS
CHANGE FROM 1972 DATA

d) SOME CHANGES [N BEHAVIOR
ARE REPORTED BY COUNSELEES
ARD HOTED IN REPORT

CHANGE STUCENT ATTITUDES
TOWARD DRUGS

a) STUDEHT PERCEPTICHN
OF EUUCATLON PRO-
GRAM'S TMPACT ON
ATTITUDES VS. OTHER
LHPACTS

b) CUAMGE IN OPINION
REPORTLD

a) SURVEY OF S]UDENTS
AD COUNSELLES: SEE
la ABOVE

b) SEE la ABOVE

N
—

K{OWLEDGE SELECTED
HORE THAN ATTITUDES

b) MNDAL RESPONSE IS
HO CHARGE

a) TEXT STILL SEES ATTITUDE
CHANGE AS AR TMPACT OF
EDUCATION PRDGRAM

b) THIS QUESTION NOT DIS-
. CUSSED IN TEXT

DEVELOP FAVORABLE COUNMSELOR
IMAGE WITH STUDENTS

COUNSELOR PERCEIVED AS
TRUSTHWORTIY, GOOD
'LISTENER, ETC.

SEE.la ABOVE

COUNSELORS -PERCEIVED
VERY FAVORABLY

THIS IS AW LHDIRECT MEASURE
OF LIPACT

FROVIDE ACCURATE IHFOR-
HATION

STUBENT AltD SCHOoL
STAFF PLRCEPTION OF

“PROJECT AS SOURCE QF

ACCURATE THIORMATION

SEE 1a ABOVE. ALSO
SCHOOL STATF SURVEY
(H=120)

INFORMATION PERCEIVED
AS ACLURATE

THIS DOES HOT TEST WHCTHER
STUDCRTS HAD [NCREASLD
KHOWLEDGE

(841

GEVELOP FAVORABLE [MAGE OF
FROGRAM WITH SCHOOL STAFF

FAVORABLE PERCEPTIONS

SCHOOL STAFF SURVEY

YERY FAYORABLE PER-
CLhTIoNS

A VALUABLE DIMENSION OF
EVALUATICH

DEVELOP FAVORABLE IMAGE OF
PROGRAM IN COMMUNITY

FAVORABLE COMMENDATIONS
CF COMMUNLTY AGENCIES

LETTERS OF COMMEHDATION

COMMUNTTY 1S FAVORABLE
T0 PROGRAM

A SURVEY OF COMMUNITY LEADERS:
WOULD BE LESS BIASED.




A.4.4 CONCLUSION

The three evaluation reports examined several outcome~oriented objectives,
such as reduced drug use and improved attitudes towards drug use. But,
they have failed to list some objectives that are part of education-coun-
seling programs--for instance, increased knowledge about the physiological,
psychological, and legal effects of drug use, or improvement in self-image
or other underlying factors that might contribute to the decision to use
drugs. They have examined whether Project A counselors have created the
conditions conducive to a successful program, such as trust, interest,
avallability, and perceived accuracy of information, but have not examined

the relation between these conditions and behavioral and attitudinal change.

Their measure of drug—use has been the direct one of self-reported use,
although they also reported police drug arrest statistics (no attempt was
made, however, to correlate the two, and thus contribute to an improwed
estimate). But their measure of attitude change involved a subjectlve
estimate of change by the student, rather than an objective evaluation of
change through the use of an attitude survey. Similarly, their concern
with drug knowledge has been whether it is perceived as accurate, rather
than whether the .student has increased his knowledge (although, some
limited use was made of State survey data for several Community A schools

in the 1971 report).

Their polling of students was expanded in 1973 to specifically sample a
group of current sounselees. But an opportunity was missed by merely
repeating the same questionnaire. More specific questions should have been
asked about how the program had helped them. For example, one question
asked the student (and counselee) whether the single most important influ-
ence of the drug-education unit was upon their attitudes and opinions on
drugs, factual knowledge of drugs, drug-taking behavior, feelings about
themselves, or relationship with other people. The question should be
redesigned so that the extent of the program's impact in each of these
areas (and some additional ones related to project objectives) could be
assessed. And the same question should be asked about the impact of the

.

counseling program.
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In addition, better tracking of the behavior of counselees is possible.
School records could be examined on a systematic basis--without any threat
to their confidentiality-—-either by the evaluator or the Project A counselor

to assess the impact of counseling.

Similarly, community leaders could be polled about the program rather than
relying solely on testimonial letters. The project staff should also be
interviewed systematically (and confidentially); they can be a valuable
source of insight regardless of how long the project and team has been

functioning or how well the project is structured to produce feedback from
the staff.

The program maintains and reports excellent statistics on the number of

classes, tralning sesslons, speeches, audience size, etc.

.

A.5 PSSI EVALUATION OF PROJECT A'S IMPACT ON STUDENTS

Although four of the five cluster projects were involved in training teachers
in drug education methods or providing individual consultation to teachers,
school counselors and administrators, only Project A was directly involved

in classroom drug education. The preventive impact of Project A on students
was evaluated by administering a questionnaire to 170 ninth, tenth, and
eleventh graders from five secondary schools. The findings are summarized
here:

e 857 of the students who have never used any drugs credit
Project A with preventing their using and 15% reported
Project A had no impact on their using (no one claimed

Project A had stimulated their using).

¢ 30% of these non-users report their opinions have changed
in the last year to less in favor of drug use  (70% reported
no change in drug opinions and none of these non-users

reported changes in favor of drug usage).

50% of the students who have used only one or two types of

]

drugs (i.e., marijuana and/or alcohol users) credit Project A

with preventing their using and 9% reported Project A had

¢
®

a net reduction in drug usage.

helped them to reduce their usage (38% reported no impact

and 3% reported Project A had stimulated their usage).

e 447 of these light‘users report their opinions have changed
in the last year to less in favor of drug use (467 reported
no change in drug opinions and 10% reported changes to more
in favor of drug usage).

o Students who have used three or more drugs report considgr—
ably less impact from Project A's classroom activity than do
non~users or light users. TFewer of these heavier users

report changes in opinions to less in favor of drug use and

more report changes to more in favor.

o More students reported a net decrease in drug usage over
last year than reported a net increase (35% vs. 22%). This
‘was consistent with the general opinion of teachers and commu-

nity leaders that the juvenile drug problem is hecoming less

serious.

It was hoped that the students who reported a favorable egucation impact
on drug usage would also report a favorable change in drug opinions and
This was not Fhe case. There was very
little relation between student responses to these three types of questions.
Project A's own evaluator also noted the same discrepancy. In examing
this incoqsisteﬁcy, PSSI found four reasons to ignore the preventive
impact of Project A, as perceived by the students, which was more flaterj

ing to the project than the reported changes in drug opinions and usage:

e The question on perceived impact of drug education, which
evaluates the school system, was asked in a classroom and
proctored by a teacher. This is possibly a non-neutral

environment.

e Further the classroom education activities are associated
in the minds of many students with the project. Its evalu-
ator found that Project A has an excellent image with

. students. This was also reflected in PSSI's data (see
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Tatle 63). The self-perceptions of education impact may

reflect this image, rather than any actual impact.
e The other two indicators (self-reported change in drug
opinions and use) are more consistent with each other than

they are with perceived impact.

¢ Project A staff feel their preventive education activities

are ineffective (see Section A-8 below).

A.6 PSST EVALUATION OF PROJECT A'S IMPACT ON CLIENTS

Project A's impact on client drué use, attitudes about drugs and various
other intermediate areas, was evaluated by administering questionnaires
to 161 current clients, 21 parents of former clients, 19 professional
beneficiaries, and 7 Project A staff members. In addition school and
police records were checked for 100 clients from fall of 1972 to Jjudge

Project A's impact on delinquent behavior and grades. The findings are

summarized here.

Impact on Drup Use

In general the findings from the client questionnaire regarding Project A

impact on drug usage were inconsistent:

© 247 of its clients said Project A greatly helped them to
reduce their drug use and 42% said it helped them somewhat.
(34% reported no help at all.)

© However, Project A clients, on the average, xreport about as
much reduction in drug use from the previous year as a group

%
of non-clients matched for past usage.

*
There was some consistency in these self reports. On the average, clients

who reported that Project A had helped to reduce their use, reported more
of a reduction in use than clients who reported no help.

-

e And even more inconsistent, Project A clients,,on the average,
report about 15-20% more current drug usage than the group of

non-clients matched for past drug usage. -

More of the clients from Project A perceived an impact on their drug usage
than did the clients of any other project. However, Project A's clients
report more current drug use, in comparison to a group of non-clients
matched for past usage, than do clients from the other projects. And
Project A's clients report a reduction in drug usage comparable to the

clients from the other projects.

.

One explanation for this inconsistency results from the order of the ques-
tions on the client questionnaire and the extremely favorable image of
Project A with its clients., The questions on current and past drug usage
occur on pages 6 and 7 of the questionnaire, -The project is first mentioned
on page 12 and the questions regarding its impact on drug usage and opinions
are on page 13. Since Project A's image with its clients is by far the best
of the cluster projects:(see Table 63), it is possible that the answers to
the impact questions reflect, in some cases, this favorable image more than
actual impact, For this reascn, PSSI downgraded the self-reported impact

and put more faith in the self-reported drug usage.

However,‘it is important to stress that the questionnaire was administered

to current clients, i.e., clients still in' treatment. It is very possible
that impact on drug usage might not be measurable until some time after the
end of treatment. To test this possibility, purents of former clients (from
Spring of 1973), teachers and staff were asked to assess Project A's ultimate
impact on client drug use. Responses from these three groups of significant
others were consistent-~all felt Project A was considerably more helpful

than did current clients. On the other hand responses from all four groups
concerning intermediate impacts were quite consistent. Thus clients might

be able to perceive intermediate impacts, but not the project's ultimate

effect on drug use.

Clients who reported favorable project impacts on drug usage were compared

to those who reported no impact, in order to understand Project A's pro-

.



cesses better. There was no difference between the two groups in terms of

age or race. Those who reported some impact on their usage tended:

e To be female
e To have come to the project for a non-drug problem
o To have used fewer drugs in the past

¢ To have had fewer bad effects from their drug use.
They alsep report:
o Less current drug usage

¢ More anti~drug attitudes

e More of a reduction in drug usage from last year

and have spent more time with the Project A counselor.

Impact on Drug Opinions

In general the findings from the client questionnaires regarding Project

1 4 e . »
A's dimpact on drug opinions were inconsistent:

o 48% of its clients,said they are less in favor of drug use
as a result of participating in Project A and 42% reported
no impact. (10% reported being more in favor of drug use

as a result of participating in Project A.)

o However, on the average, Project A's clients have drug
knowledge, attitudes and concerns comparable to a group of
non-clients matched for past drug usage. This would tend

to indicate no project impact.

This inconsistency can be explained by the same argument that was .offered
to explain the inconsistency between self-reported drug usage and.perceived
impact on drug usage--the order of the items on the questionnaire and the

extyemely favorable image of Project A with its clients.
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Impacts in Other Areas

Generally Project A's clients perceived as much or more impact in certain
intermediate areas than on their drug usage or attitudes. In particular

clients generally felt the project helped them to:

¢ Accept responsibility

¢ Gain self—zgﬁfiaence

o Improve school attendance

e Improve relationships with others

¢ Improve communications with others

o Make better decisions

¢ Clarify values ‘

e Make better use of ffee time ‘ '

e Improve relationships at home.

Clients perceived little impact on gradeé. Parents, teachers, and project
staff perceived imwpacts in these intermediaste areas that were comparable
to those.percelvaed by eclients--with one exception, Tcachers and other
professional beneficiaries generally perceived Project A's impacts to be

more substantial in all areas.

Interestingly those clients who report the greatest impact in intermediate

areas, also report less of a decrease in drug use than do clients reporting

the least impact in intermediate areas. Thus 1f these intermediate impacts

are precursors of a yet—to-come drug impact, Project A might be having a

substantial impact on drug use.

Clients were also asked about other delinquent behavioxr. Project A clients
reported small net reductions in theft and truancy in comparison with a
group of non-clients matched for past drug usaée. There was no difference

between the two groups in changes in vandalism.

/ \
The findings of the school and police neeords checks of Fall 1972 clients

were not dimpressive:
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o Eighteen out of 72 clients for whom grades could be found for
both Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed improvement in grade

point average. Twenty-three of these 72 showed some deterio-

ration in grades. (Thirty-one clients showed no change.)

s Six of the 38 clients for whom attendance records could be
found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some improvement

and 8 showed some deterioratiom. (Twenty-four clients showed

no change.)

o Twelve of the 71 clients for whom suspension records could be
found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some improvement
and 12 showed some deterioration. (Forty-seven clients showgd

no change.)

o Only 7 of the 52 former clients, who were still minors as

of December 1973 and who had no arrests priox to involvement
with Project A, were re-arrested in the 12 months aifter
b L Y N . A-, v o

involvement.

e Fleven of the 21 former clients, who were still minors as of

\ December 1973 and who were arrested prior to involvement with

Project A were re—-arrested in the 12 months after involvement.

i Mex
One lust measure of intervention impact was tabulated. Parents of form
clients were asked to evaluate the impact of the project on themselves. On

the average parents of former Project A clients perceived that the project

had been quite helpful in: ' .

o Improving parent-child communications

¢ Improving family relationships
and somewhat helpful in:

e Improving their own ability to make decisinns

. ® Clarifying their own values.
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A.7 PSST EVALUATION OF PROJECT A'S COMMUNITY-WIDE IMPACTS

Project A's community education and professional consultation activities
were designed to significantly affect the juvenile drug problem in Community
A. In support of this general goal, these activities were also designed to
publicize Project A and encourage appropriate referrals. To evaluate these
community~wide impacts, PSSI administered questionnaires to 33 community
leaders, 10 heads of county-wide agencies dealing with the juvenile drug
problem, 21 parents of former clients, 19 professional bensficiaries, and
public cross sections of 170 juveniles and 204 parents. In addition

juvenile arrest statistics, referrals to probation, and suspensions from

secondary schools wire collected for Community A. It was found that:

e Most (86%) of the community leaders and county-wide.agency
heads were aware of Project A, This was the highest level of
community awareness recorded for any cluster project. Most
of those who were aware first heard about the project from

its own communications to their agency.

6 Most of the juveniles surveyed (69%) were aware of Project A.

Most of the parents surveyed (47%) were aware of Project A.

Most of those who were aware, heard about the project from
their son or daughter.

Beneficiaries of Project A's professional consultution/
teacher training activity perceive its objectives quite

similarly to Project A's staff, indicating a fair community

understanding of the project. The correlation between the

emphasis placed by the project on 22 ultimate, intermediate
and immediate objectives, as perceived by professional
beneficiaries, correlates very well with the emphasis per-

ceived by staff (the correlation coefficient is 0.85).

These professional beneficiaries generally felt that Project
A had incressed their knowledge of drugs and understanding of
juvenile drug users and had helped them somewhat to clarify

_thelr own values and to handle juvenile users.
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Most parents of former clients, teachers, and community leaders
are willing to recommend wouths to Project A for drug informa-
tion/education and counseling. The cross section of parents

was slightly less willing.

1ts clients rate Project A as by far the most effective local
institution or agency dealing\with the juvenile drug problem.
Clients, inderuendent of their current level of drug use, rate
Project A msre effective than parents, teachers, school coun-

selors, police, clergy, and even the medical profession.

The cross section of students from Community A also rate
Project A as the most effective local institution or agency
dealing with the juvenile drug problem. Students, however,

rate the medical profession as equally effective.

However, very few (10-15%) of the students who are using drugs
have sought help from Project A and only 27% of the students
say they would definitely go to Project A for help if they
had a drug problem.

Almost half of.the community leaders surveyed feel that
Project A has been very helpful in informing Community A
about the drug probli i. The rest feel it has been somewhat
helpful.

Eighty~one percent of the community leaders surveyed feel that
Project A has been at least somewhat helpful in organizing
Community A to deal with the drug problem. Most feel it has
been somewhat helpful in organizing the community to deal with

other juvenile problems.

0Of those professional beneficiaries and community leaders who
perceive that the juvenile drug problem has abated during the
past year, most (11 of 15) give Project A a major share of the
credit. - Those perceiving no change, or an adverse change, in
the juvenile drug problem generally credited Project A with

helping to contain the problem.

@ Juvenile marijuana arrests and referrals to probation generally
remained stable in Community A during its last 18 months of
CCCJ funding. During the same period arrests and referrals to
probation for alcohol offenses decreased and arrests and
referrals for other drug offenses decreased slightly. All of
these CJS indicators for Community A are considerably higher
than the Los Angeles County averages, but exhibited the same
trends as this comparison County for the last 18 months of
CCCJ funding. They show that Community A's juvenile drug

problem has not been "cured."

© Five-year trends in juvenile drug arrests were quite consistent
with trends in secondary school suspensions for drug offenses in
Community A. Further arrests per drug user in Community A were
quite similar to those in Community B. These two observations
tend to justify the use of arrests as an indicator of the juvenile

drug problem.

e The same drug attitudinal differences between groups in Community A
were apparent as were noted in other communities. This indicates

that Project A's community education component has not achieved

the miraculous.

A.8 EVALUATION OF PROJECT A BY ITS OWN STAFF

Seven Project A staff members were interviewed, using a open—ended interview

guide. Their responses relevant to an evaluation of Project A are summar-
ized here.

Ivaluation Criteria

Interviews with clients were recommended by several Proiject A staff members.
Others to be surveyed included client-parents, school staff, and project
staff. Long range follow-up of grades, drug use, and school and soclal
adjustment were suggested as were case studies of clients. One suggestion
was to use the number of clients seen as a measure since the program is

veluntary and if a counselor were doing a ppor job, he would have fewer

clients.

31

T S I e e e



32

Most Effective Activity/Service

The individual counseling program was most often cited as Project A's most
effective activity or service. It provides a youth with a "friend" who

can help him deal with his problem; the reputation of Project A's counselors
for trust and confidentiality aids in their effectiveness. One staffer did
note that since the program concentrates on self-referrals, its clients are
there because they want help. Several staff members also cited the small
groups as an effeciive activity. Other comments included crisis counseling,

and community involvement.

Least Effective Activitv/Service

Classroom presentations led the list of least effective activities. Several
factors were noted: the students do not open up in the claséroom situation
because they do not trust the others in the class; the students do not recog-
nize a need for the program; and the different levels of drug involvement
and interest makes it difficult to do well. One staffer gited arrest
referrals as an ineffective program, noting that in that context projéct
staff is associated with the police. Another cited the project's inabi-

lity to make policy given its position within the educational bureaucracy,

"and- thus to create alternative programs.

The educational program came in for additional criticism when the staff
was asked for actions to be taken if funding were cut 25%. Several
suggested cutting education effort or expenditures related to it, such as
films and pamphlets. One suggested cutting counseling and education
equally. Several suggested reducing the role of ex-addict consultants.
One suggested concentrating the program in elementary and junior high

schools, and another suggested consolidating high school services. .

Significant Accomplishments

Several staff members referred to modification of drug-use behavior, citing
the dedication and persomality of the staff as key factor (although one

suggestad that other factors such as the role of law enforcement and peer

st

idols played a role as well as did the honesty of the program). Others
saw reduced suffering of youth or treating the students as humans as the

most significant accomplishments of the program.

Recommendations

Recommendations to others covered a wide range from specific advice to
segregate users from non-users in education classes by having students
sign up for sections, to broad .advice to develop active support in the
community. Staff traits of empathy, dedication, honesty, trust, and

confidentiality were urged. The use of scare techniques was decried,

and the use of peer counselors was urged. The ombudsman approach--not
being tied to the disciplinary system and the administration--was also

recommended. ‘ ~ '
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APPENDIX B

EVALUATION OF PROJECT 3

This appendix summarizes the evaluative informetion compiled for Project B.
It begins with descriptions of Project B's activities, objectives and bene-
ficiaries. Next the previous evaluation of Project B is assessed. PSSI's
evaluations of Project B's impacts on clients and the community at large are

followed by Project B staff's own evaluation.

5.1 ACTIVITIES OF PROJECT B

Project B is a drug intervention and community education progfam operated

by the Police Department of .Community B, The project staff, consisting of
four social workers* was heavily involved in community education and orga-
nization activities as well as the development of ccmmunity resources to
cowmhat the drug problem in texms of both prevention ard interventiorn. Staff
were also engaged in providing direct services to youths--crisis interxvention,
ongoing counseling, referral of cases to community agencies~—as well as less
direct services such as teacher training. Zach of the activities of Project

B is described in more detail below,

Crisis and Ongoing Counseling

Project B is located in the Community B Police Station to hasten and facilitate
referral to the program, Social workers are on-call 24 hours & day to pro-
vide crisis counseling to juveniles and their families and toc prevent the
necessity of arrest for drug-related offenses. Referrals are not made to the

program if juvenile has:

e A history of previous arrests

*
At the completion of CCCJ funding, project staff was cut from four o one
full~time social worker,



¢ Residence outside Community B
o Unwillingness to receive counseling

¢ No involvement with drugs.

Varying counseling modalities are used depending on the case--family, indi-
vidual or group therapy or some. combinations. Facilities at a community-
based counseling and drop-in center are used by Project B for group counseling.
Emphasis is on short-term therapy. Those who appear to need a long-term

therapeutic process are referred to other agencies,

Unofficial casewori services are provided to siblings of referred clients or
other family members, and to other participants of the group sessions held at

the community-based counseling aad drop-in center.

Youth workers, trained by the Projsct B staff, act as peer counselors with
youth referred to them by the social workers, Peer counseling involves
participating in recreational activities and acting in the general capaczity

of "Rig Brother' or "Big Sister." Retween 1 Octeober 19871 and 20 Soptembor

1972, 142 cases were opened by Project B, of which 21 cases were self-referred.

Community Education and Organization

The first year of Project B's operation was entirely devoted to research in
Community B to identify the nature of its drug problem and its needs. The

results of this first year's effort were widely disseminated in the community.

This community education activity continued through the second and third
years of funding. Project staff disseminated information to the communit§

via written reports, news media and speaking to community groups. Information

included:

@ Nature and extent of drug abuse in the community
e Youth viewpoint

¢ Pharmacology and effects of drugs

e Available community resources

e How the community can help provide necessary. resources.
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Project staff are also available t¢ groups or individuals to provide con-
sultation related to drug abuse, to develop preventive programs and other
community programs (e.g., the community-based counseling and drop-in center).
Between February 1972 and February 1973 a total of 43 presentations were
made, Parent skills workshops have been given for interested parents to help
develop communication skills for dealing with their children. Parents
interested in volunteering services to the project are trained to lead parent

"yap" groups.

Teacher Training

Project staff trained junior and senior high school teachers in pharamacology

of drugs, ways of viewing drug use, communication, drugs and the schools,

drugs and the law, and counseling resources, and developed a course syllabus.
Teachers involved in the 30-hour training received two units of graduate
college credit, Project B staff also trained youth workers to act as liaison
between Project B and schools and to be Peer Counselors. Communications skills,
listening skills, and therapeutic models were included in training.

L)

B.2 OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT B

The project objectives for the second the third years of the project (after

the initial organization and research efforts) were described as:

1. To provide, within the police juvenile bureau, direct social
work service to youth and their families as an alternative to arrests on
narcotics and narcotic-related offenses. Services include crisis inter—

vention and referral to community resources.

2., To provide community education and consultation on drug abuse and

community resources.

3, To assist community groups, under the coordination of the Drug
Action Board, to develop a variety of linked community resources for preven-

tion of drug abuse and assistance to youth currently involved with drugs.

These were summarized as case work, educational consultation and resourcce

development. ‘
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For 1972-~1973, these process-oriented objectives were superseded by an outcome-
oriented objective. The primary objective became '"To reduce drug arrests

1

among school age youth approximately 30%,.." and the process-oriented objectives

were labeled as secondary objectives.

PSSI interviewed four of the Project B's staff members. They were asked to
state Project B's objectives in their own words and then to express the emphasis

placed by the project on various ultimate, intermediate and immediate objectives.

Several objectives were stated by staff as responses to the open-ended question.
Current staff members viewed the project's objectives as aiding juveniles and
their families with their problems, especially of a short-term duration. A
former staff member included objectives associated with the project's previously
greater funding ‘under CCCJ auspices--e.g., working with community agencies,

cross—-training with police, and creating alternative programs for youth,

Responses to the closed—-ended questions regarding project objectives were
averaged. Objectives were then oxdered by the emphasis given them, Those

receiving major emphasis are:

Ultimate Objectives: Reduce 'delinquency
Reduce drug misuse

Reduce drug use (less emphasis placed)

Intermediate Objectives: Improve communications with parents
(Client Oriented) and others
Improve self-image
Provide alternatives to drug use
Clarify values and decision making
. process
Increase knowledge of legal consequences
of drug misuse
Develop attitudes against drug misuse

Improve school performance

Intermediate Objectives: Increase knewloedgpe of puysiological
(Client Oriented) eficcts of drug misuse
Increase Knowledge of psychological

effects of drug misusec

Intermediate Objectives: Iacrease community wvareness of
(Community Oriented) drug problem
Train people to §eal with drug
problem '
Develop community alternatives

to drug misuse

Immediate Objectives: Work with parents
Work with law eaforcement agencies
Work with educational agencies

Work with community organizations
B.3 BENEFIGIARIES OF PROJECT B

In general the beneficiaries of Project A's activities can be defined:

Crisis and Ongoing Counseling: Juveniles (and their families) referred

by the juvenile bureau are predominately white, middle to low income.

Community Education and Organization: Community agencies, parent groups,

civic groups.

Teacher Training. Teachexs and other school. staff participating 4n Pro-

ject B workshops or receiving individualized consultatien,

When Project B's staff were asked to identify Project B's beneficiaries,
clients and their parents were both mamed. One staff member felt that
elementary school students ware being miesed, while the former staffer
felt that the revised program missed serving teachers and other conmunity

agencies.

(less

W
W

emphasis

placed)

(less

emphiasis

placed)



B.4 ASSLESSMENT OF THE PREVIOUS EVALUATION OF PROJECT B

Py

Project B was evaluated in its sacond year of operation by a consulting arm of

a large university. Project B's budget included 31600 for evaluation consultants.

Project B was not evaluated in its first or third years of operation. The lack
of a formai f£iwxst year evaluation report is due to the naiture of Project B
during ite first year--its activities were largely devoted to organization and

research into the ‘community's drug program. The emphasis placed by this pro-

‘ject on collecting baseline data makes the limited subsequent evaluation all

the more distressing. The second year evaluation is assessed below,

Success Indicators

After carefully stating the project objec%ives, the interim evaluation report
noted, '"One indicator of how well objectives are being met is a measurement of

resources committed to such objectives." The evaluation ‘report is correct--

one aspect of evaluation involves an "assessment of effort."”  But, unfortunately,

this was the only measure used in the inverim report forwarded to CCCI. Tne
evaluator's final report, which was not forwarded to CCCJ, did add recidivism

data and a report oan the number of cases processed.

Instrumente and Data Sources

The primary instrument and data sources used for the evaluation were the time
logs maintained by the staff, as well as tallies of the number of case work

contacts and the number of community pragentations. Recidivism data were com-

piled from Community B Police records for 100 juvenile offenders. Since juveniles

are likely to be arrested in other communities than their own (e.g., approximately

half of Community B's juvenile arrests are of non-residents), a check of the

40

Central Juvenile Index maintained by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department

would have been a more valid source for arrest data.

% .
See Edward A. Suchman, Evaluative Ieseaxch: Principles and Practice in Public

Service & Social Action Program (New York:  Russell Sage ¥oundation, 1967) p. 60.

— )

.

Analysis Precedures and Evaluation Findings

The evaluator found that 20% of the available man~hours in the seven-

month period covered by his interim report were devoted to case work, 11%

to educational consulting, and 16% to resource development. Completing

the research effort of the first year consumed 177, and the remainder ({.e,,
26%) was attributed to administration, The evaluatox felt that the lattex
consumed oo much time. He also reported the number of cases, meetings,
etc. No input data other than numbers of cases were reported for the final

five menths of the project year.

The analysis of recidivism uses a group of 100 juvenile cffenders arrested
during the 1971-1972 project year (excluding some 17 year old juveniles and
all 18 year olds). Arrest was operationally defined as "prought to the
station." Recidivism was calculated at the end of the project year so that
some juveniles had no time or only limited time within which to be rearraested
while others had almost one year, for an "average time to recidivate" of six
months., Mo data were collocted on rocidivisonm as w

recidivism related to the extent ot services provided.

The data reported in the final evaluation report indicated that of 100 juveniles
in the project, 31 were rearrested. Of these, 20 had priors and 11 did

not (or, to put it another way, 41% of those withk a previous record . .

recidivated compared to 22% of those who did not have a previous record).,

The firsl evaluation report makes a confusing comparison of Project B's

recidivism rate to other Los Angeles County data. The report states:

Research conducted during 1971 and 1972 ccmpared cities with high
and low juvenile counsel and release rates in the County of Los
Angeles. A counsel and releace rate is the percentage of thesa
juveniles handled within a police department and released back
into the community without further action, divided by the total

* - -
It should be noted that chese figure
the Project Director's annual repovt for the sam

v &9
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aumber of juveniles arrested. A.S.R.I, was.calculated for a
sample of 800 juveniles offenders., ZThe recidivism rate for
{Froject B) juvenilzs was 3.8 iimzs higner trnan for other
juvenile offenders iv. the County of Los Angeles. [Emphasis
added.] (p. 17.)

The report then tries to explain the higher Project B rate by noting:

However, the time to recidivate for these two groups of juveniles
is considerably different., The average time to recidivate for
(Project B) juveniles was 6 months compared with 20 months for

the group of juvenile offenders from cities in L.A, County. If
juvenile offenders repeat at the same rate each month the above
comparison would be valid; however, this is probably not the case.
(pp. 24-25.)

Besides the "explanation'" not making sense and the lack of citation to permit
the reader to clarify the Los Angeles County data, greater control for such
variables as original and subsequent offense, prior record, and the sex of
the recidivist (Project B had a disproportionately high female ratio), should

have been used.

Issues and Problems in Evaluation

When the evaluator's institute was abolished, a final evaluation report

was not completed until five months after the project year ended, The
original evaluation plan never called for more than a tally of the effort
devoted to different activities and the use of récidivism data. References
in the final evaluation report and project documentation concerning eval-
uation plans note comments by consultant personnei that problems in the
evaluation research stemmed, in part, from an inadequate sum of money being
appropriated for it and from the fact that the evaluation was designed "after
the fact." They urged, and other observers would agree, that the evaluation

effort should be planned as part of the design of the project.
Conclusion
Project B's activities, like the activities of the other projects reviewed

here, are amenable to evaluations utilizing outcome criteria. Although assess-

ment of effort or input is one valid evaluation criterion, attention should be

given to output evaluaticn. ¥Hor should process evaluation be ignored, although
it may not be as amenable to quantitative analysis. Similarly, an assessment
of efficiency~-i.e., cost-effectiveness--is a necegsary evaluation element
especially for public projects. See Table B~1 for a summary of this .evaluation

report.

B.5 PSST EVALUATION OF PROJECT B'S IMPACT OM CLIENTS

¢

‘Project B's impact on client drug use, attitudes about drugs and various

other intermediate areas, was evaluated by administering questionnaires
to 23 current clients, 19 parents of former clients, 20 professional
beneficiaries, and 4 Project B staff members. 'In addition school and
police records were checked for 41 clients from fall of 1972 to judge
Project B's impact on delinquent behavior and grades. The finéings are

summarized here.

Impact on Drug Use

In general the findings from the client questionnaire regarding Project B

impact on drug usage were inconsistent:

® 23% of its clients said Project B greatly helped them to
reduce their drug use and 38% said it helped them some~

what. (387 reported no help at all.)

¢ However, Project B clients, on the average, report esbout
as much reduction in drug use from the previous year as

®
a group of non-clients matched for past usage.

e And Project B clients, on the average, report about as
much current drug usage as the group of non-clients

matched for past drug usage.

*
There was some consistency in these sgelf reports. O0On the average, clients
who reported that Project B had helped to reduce their use, reported more
of a reduction in use than clients who reported no help.
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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT OF PROJECT B

TABLE B-1

OF CITY-COLNTY 217-

FERENIES

i PROSECT 0BJECTIVES EVALUATED SUCCESS INDICATORS INSTRUMENT/DATA SOURCE EVALUATION FINDINGS PSSI COMAENTS
] FROYIDE SOCIAL WORK SERVICES A) MEASUREMENT OF RESOURCES A) STAFF LNGS A) 30% OF MAN-HOURS A) ALTHOUGH ASSESIMINT OF
y (HAN-HOURS) SPENT ON SPENT ON CASE WORK EFFORT 1S CNE ALDLET
ACHIEVING OBJECTIVE; B) POLICE LEPARTIMENT RECORDS oF EVH‘“’.'YK,,ET is
NUMBER OF CONTACTS AND A COMPARISOM TO COUNTY} B) 31% RECIDIVISM NOT AN ALLGUASTE SUUSTI-
RECIDIVISM DATA FOR JUVE- RATE; HIGHER THAN TUTE FOR GUTCOME
B) RECIDIVISM RATE NILES COUNSELED AND COUNTY ASSESSMLRT
RELEASED
B) I”HDEQJAfF CONTR“' CF
INTLRY _\lnd \‘\K oy
CONTUSTING LAPLEA

[Av]

PROVICE

COMMUNITY EDUCATION

SEE 1A ABOVE

SEE 1A ABOVE

11% OF MAN-HGURS
SPENT ON EDUCATIONAL
CONSULTING

SEE TA ABOVE

DEVELGP COMRUNITY RESOURCES

3 SEE 1A ABOVE SEE 1A ABOVE 1% OF Mas- RS SEE 1A ABOVE
SPEAT O CL AU ITY
RESOURCE. DEVELCPHENT
o ® L ® ® ® ® e ® ® ®




The majority of clients from Project B perceived an impact on their drug
usage. However, Project B's clients report as nuch current ‘drug use, in
comparison to a group of non~clients matched for past usage., as do clients
from the other projects. &nd Project B's clients report a reduction in

drug usage comparable to the clients from the other projecte.

However, it is important to stress that the questionnaire was administered
to current clients, i.e., clients still in treatment. It is very possible:
that impact on drug usage might not be measurable until some time after

- the end of treatment. To test this possibility, parents of former clients
(from Spring of 1973), teachers and staff were asked to assess Project B's
ultimate impact on client drug use. Responses from these three groups of
significant others were consistent—--zall felt Project B was more helpful
than did current clients. On the other hand responses frem-all four

groups concerning intermediate impacts were quite consistent. Thus clients
might be able to perceive intermediate impacts. but not the project's

ultimate effect on drug use. ’

Impact on Drug Opinions

In general the findings from the client questionnaires regarding Project
B's impact on drug opinions were inconsistent:
8 547 of its clients said they are less in favor of drug use
as a result of participating in Project B and 467 reported
no impact. (No client reported being more in favor of

drug use as a result of participating in Project B.)

e However, on the average, Project B's clients have drug
knowledge, attitudes and concerns that are slightly less
socially acceptable than a2 group of non-clients matched
for past usage. This would tend to indicate mno project

impact,
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Generally Project B's clients perceived as nmuch or more impact in certain
intermedizte areas than on their drug usage or attitudes. In particular

clients generally feit the project helped theu to:

e Accept responsibility
o Gain self-confidence
e Improve school attendance

e TImprove relationships with othars

» Improve communications with others
o Make better decisions

o Clarify values

o Make better use of free time ‘

e Improve relationships at home.

Clients perceived little impact on grades. Parenfg, teachers, and project
staff perceived impacts in these intermediate areas that were comparable to
those perceived by clients--with one exception. Teachers and other pro-
fessional beneficiaries generally perceived Project B's impacts to be

more substantial in all areas.

Interestingly those clients who report the greatest impact in intermediate

areas, also report legs of a decrease in drug use than do clients reporting

the least iwmpact in intermediate areas. Thus if these intermediate impacts

are precursors of a yet-to-come drug impact, Project B might be having a

substantial impact on drug use.

The findings of the school and police records checks of Fall 1972 clients

were not impressive:

o  Four out of 15 clients for whom grades could be found for
both Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed improvement in
grade point average. Six of these 13 showed some deterior-

ation in grades. (Five clients showed no change.)

i
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¢ Eight of 24 clients for whom attendance records could be
found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some improve-
ment and 10 showed some deterioriation. (Six clients

showed no change.)

e TFour of the 24 clients for whom suspension records could
be found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some
improvement and 4 showed some deterioration. (Sixteen

clients showed no change.)

¢ Only two cf the 23 former ¢lients, who were still minors as

of December 1972 and who had no arrests prior to involvement

with Project B, were re-arrested in the 12 months after

'

involvement.

Four of the 9 former clients, who were still minors as of

December 1973 and who were arxested prior to involvement with

Project R were ve-arrested in the 12 months after involvemwent.

Because of the strong correlation between drug use and truancy noted in
of the communities surveyed, it is important to summarize the conflictiag

measures of Project B's impact upon truancy (or attendance):

¢ Current clients report some project impact on trvancy, yet these
same clients report a net increase in truancy in comparison to
a year earlier while a matched comparison group reports a net

decrease.

¢ Parents, teachers and project B staff also report some projact

impact on attendance.

e The school records check of 24 former clients showed no sign

of an overall project impact on attendance.

One last measure of intervention impact weas tabulated. Farents of former

clients were asked to evaluate the impact of the project on themselves.
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On the average parents ol former Project D clients percelved that the

project had been quite helpful in:
o Improving parent-child conmunications
¢ Improving family relationships
¢ Clarifying their own values.

and somewhat helpful in improving their own ability to make decisions.

B.6 PSSI EVALUATION OF PROJECT B'S COMMUNITY-WIDL IMPACTS

Project B's community education and professional consultation activities
were designed to significantly affect the juvenile drug problem in
Community B, To evaluate these community-wide impacts, PSSI' administered
questionnaires to 15 community leaders, 8 heéds of county-wide agencies
dealing with the juvenile drug problem, 19 parents of Fformer cliehts,

20 professional beneficiaries, and public cross sections of 153 juyeniles
and %08 pavents. In addition juvenile arrest statistics, referrals to
probatlion, and suspensions from secondary sclhodls were collected for

Community B, It was found that;

o

6 Most (65%) of the community leaders and county-wide agency
heads were aware of Project B. Most of those who were
aware first heard about the project from its own communica-

tions to their agency.

@ Only 29% of the juveniles surveyed were aware of Project B.
.This was not surprising, given that it does not encourage self-

referrals.

o Most of the parents surveyed (50%) were aware of Project B.
This is one measure of its community education effort.
o DBeneficiaries of Project B's professional consultation/

Lteacher trairing activity perceive 1ts objectives quilte

differently from Project B's staff, indicating a poor
community understanding of the project. The correlation
between the emphasis placed by the project on 22 ultimate,
intermediate and immediate objectives, as perceived by
professional beneficiaries, correlates weakly with the
enphasis perceived by staff (the correlation coefficient

is . 40) .

In particular, the professional beneficiaries perceived

more emphasis given to the following areas than was perceived
by staff: reducing client drug use/misuse, increasing client
knowledge of physiological and psychological effects of drug
misuse, developing client attitudes againct drug wmisuse,
developing community awareness of drug prcblem, encdouraging
referrals to the program and working with other drug and
community mental health programs. Professional beneficiaries
perceive less emphasis than staff in these areas: reducing
client delinquency, providing alternatives to drug use,
improving client self image, improving school performance,
wérking with parents,

These professional beneficiaries generally felt that Project B
had increased their kmowledge cf drugs and undarstanding

cof juvenile drug users and had helped them somewhat to handle
juvenile users. They also felt the project had been quite

helpful in clarifying their own values.

{ost parents of former clients, teachers, and community leaders
are willing to recommend yosuths to Project B for drug informa-
tion and counseling. The cross section of parents was slightly

less willing.

Tts clients rate Project B as one of the more effective local
institutions or agencies dealing with the juvenile drug problem.
Clients, independent of their current level of drug use, rate
Project B move cffective than parents, teachers. schoel coun-
selors, police, or clergy. OCnly the medicel profession is

rated more favorably.
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The cross section of students from Community B also rate
Project B as an effective local institution or agency dealing

with the juvenile drug problem. Studentr, also rate the
medical profession as the most effective local institution,

However, very few (2-47%) of the students who are using drugs
have received help from Project B and only 9-11% of the
students say they would definitely go to.Project B for help
1f they had a drug problem.

Almost two-thirds of the community leaders surveyed feel that
Project B has been very helpful in informing Community B about
the drug probiem. The rest feel it has been somewhat helpful,
Ninety percent of the community leaders surveyed feel that
Project B has been at least somewhat helpful in organizing
Community B to deal with the drug problem (10% feel it has

not been helpful). All feel it has been at least somewhat
helpful in orgenizing the community to deal with other juvenile

problems.

0f those professional beneficiaries and community leaders who
perceive that the juvenile drug problem has abated during the
past year, most (7 of 9) give Project B a major share of the
credit. Those perceiving no change, or an adverse change, in
the juvenile drug problem generally credited Project B vith

helping to contain the problem.

Juvenile marijuana arrests and referrals to probation generally
decreased in Community B during its last 12 months of CCCJ
funding. During the same period, arrests and referrals to
probation for alcohol offenses also Jecreased and arrests and
referrals for other drug offenses remained stable, The mari-~
juana and alcohel CJS indicators for Community B are consider-

ably higher than the Los Angeles County averages, but moved
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against the LA County upward trends for the last 12 months of
cCccJ funding. The indicators for other drugs are lower than LA
County averages and resisted an upward trend. These indicators
show that while Community B's juv;nile drug problem has not

been "cured,' the trends are favorable.

o The same drug attitudinal ditferences betwean groups in
Community B were apparent as were noted in dther communities.
This indicates that Project B's community education compounent

has not achieved the miraculous.

B.7 EVALUATION OF PROJECT B BY ITS OWN STAFF
Three current and one former Project B staff members were interviewed,
using a open-ended interview guide. Their responses relevant to an

evaluation of Project B are summarized here.

Bvaluation Criteria

Interviews with clients, staff, and others involved with the program
such as teachers and police were suggested. An examination of case
folders for progress in family interaction, school work, and recidivism

was also urged.

Most Effective Activity/Service

Individual and family counseling were citsd as the most effective services.
The success of family counseling was attributed to the fact that the par-
ticipation of the untive fumily is needed to sclve the youth's problem.

The former staff member cited the alternative programs developed priox

to the 1973-1974 year.

Least Bffective Activity/Service

The respondents were consistent with their other answers. The staffer who

felt elementary school pupils were being ignored ncted it in this context
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as well, attributing the problem to the school's reservations about the
labeling effect upon youngsters. The staffer who felt family counseling
was the most effective service, felt that counseling the juvenile alone
was not effective. 7The former staffer concerned with community organiza-
tion despaired at the attempt to change the views of ‘'ultra-consexrvative
community members; he felt the social workers engaged in community work

must work politically rather than through "open communications.'

Since the program had been cut already from four full-time professionals
to one, one staff member felt that no other reduction in staff or program
was feasible, although the others suggested the program become a part-

time assignment, augmented by para-professionals or volunteers.

Significant Accomplishments ' .

A variety of accomplishments were claimed., Some referred to the prngram's
association with the police--e.g., the location of the counseling service
within a police department setting, the increased awareness of youth prob-
jems and life styles on the part of some police, and the impfoved relaticon-
ship between the community and police (as well as the decreased fear of
police by juveniles and others). Improved client self-image and behsvior
and improved family relationships and communications were also cited. One
staff member felt that merely gefting hostile, resistant adolescents to
come for counseling was an accomplishment in itself.

Recuwr.endations

The relationship of the program to the police was the subject of several
recommendations. Staffers noted a need for prior staff training in work-
ing with police, as well as more cross-training with them, greater police
involvement in the counseling program, and in general the need for a close
working relationship with the Police Department (especially the Juvenile
Division). The naed to genervate community support through a program of
public relations, but also based upon a knowledge of the community's neeads

and resources, was also noted.

APPENDIX C -

EVALUATTON OF PROJECT €



APPENDIX C

EVALUATION OF PROJECT C

This appendix summarizes the evaluative information compiled for Project C.
It begins with descviptions of Project C's activities, objectives and bene-
ficiaries. Next the two previous evaluations of Project C are assessed.
PSSI's evaluation of Project C's impacts on clients and the community at
large are followed by Project C staff's own evaluation.

C.l ACTIVITIES OF PROJECT C

Project C is a community-based drug prevention/intervention program

serving the youth of Community C. It is headquartered in an old house down-
town, approximately one mile from the high school where most of its clients
are enrolled. At this Drop-=In Centexr, staff members conduct rap sessions and
organize recreaticnal activities for youths such as expeditions te the mountain
or to the beach. Formal counseling sessions for individuals and families are
provided at this location by two preciessional counselors. The project also
empioys para-professional counselors to "reach out'" to youth im their habitat.
In its imitial phases Project C was heavily invelved in presenting talks to
community groups on the drug problem. Today it is more involved in providing
consulting services to individual school staff members and personnel from

other agencies dealing with youth than in mass community eductation.

Using the typclogy of activities described in Section II, Project C is or has
been engaged in Ongoing Counseling, Outreach Counseling, Community Education
and Teacher Training. Each of these activities is described in more detail

below.

Ongoing Counseling

Individual, group, and family counseling sessions are provided at the Drop-In
Center. Intake forms are filled out for all clients entering one of these
counscling modalities. Logs are kept showing attendance at various counseling
sessions, In 1971-72, 139 clients were invelved in individual counseling

taking 39% of counseling time. Approximately half (51%) of the counseling
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time involved group sessions which were for two hours and involved an average

of eight clients, Twenty families were involved in family counseling which

took 127 of total counseling time. In 1973, a greater emphasis was placed on
family counseling. The 1973 evaluation report indicates tle average client

spent ten weeks in the program.

Qutreach Counseling

Outreach is designed to bring services to the youths by meeting and working

with them on school campuses and elsewhere. It is perceived by the staff of

Project C as a means of developing an informal/informaticnal relationship

with youths needing help. As part of its outreach activity, Project C organizes

recreational activities, conducts informal rap sessions, and serves as a re-
source coordinator on the high school campus. It also operates a hot-line.
Client participation in outreach counseling is voluntary, although many are
referred by the school's disciplinary office. No client records are maintained

by outreach counselors.

Community Education

Project C has conducted a wide range of educational and informational programs
to involve the community in the program, to increase community knowledge about
the drug problem and to favorably affect community attitudes., Project C staff
have presented talks to community groups on drugs, youth, and other topics
(e.g., parent-child communication) and talks at schools about drugs and the
Reach Qut Program. They have conducted residential seminars and discussions
in a home (6-12 people) about Project C, youth culture, parent-child dynamics,
etc. They maintain contact with community organizativns on an individual and

organizaticnal basis. _In its third year Project C déveloped a newsletter.

Teacher Training

As part of the community education activity described above, Project C has
presented talks to school staffs about drugs and the Project C program and
provided consulting services to varisus school counselors and other staff

members. The director of Project € was employed for two years as a teacher

in Communiry C's high schonl and has excellent relaticnships with its staff.
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C.2 OBJECTIVES OF FROJECT C

In its second year grant application, Project C's objectives were stated
somewhat vaguely--for example, ''continue to...contact youth who are or may
be using drugs.'" But the ultimate objective of reducing drug misuse can

be inferred, and in fact, its 1972 evaluation report cites the primary goal
of Project C "to combat drug abuse" in Community C. Another objective stated

in the second year grant application was "delivery of timely services to...
youth...thereby effecting and re~enforcing constructive change in the attitudes
and goals t& enable re—entry into a moreﬂpositive relationship with major social
institutions." The third objective stated in the grant application referred to
the community education activities of Project C: '"...Contact...general adult
population" in Community C 'to provide education and information to help...
change...uninformed and misinformed attitudes concerning the conditions and

problems surrounding the attraction of youth te the drug culture."

In its third year grant application, Project C expanded its objectives. But
they still contained a mixture of cutcome-oriented objectives and more general
goals. ‘Ihe objectives were identified as:

1. Identify drug abuse patterns in Community C and the surrounding

area.

2. Change the drug abuse patterns in the primary [juvenile] and
secondary [adult] target populations by reducing incidence of

drug abuse.

32, Provide services designed to reduce drug abuse and its individual

personal consequences.

4. Educate the citizens aud youth of Community C in the area of drug

. < . . LS S - 1"
abuse information and analytical data on 'street drugs.

5. Aid the criminal justice system as it applied to drug users and

offenders in Community G.

Lo
w
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PSSI dinterviewed five of Project C's staff members. They were asked to state
Project C's current objectives din their own words and theén to express the
emphasis placed by the project on various ultimate, intermediate and immediate

objectives.

Several objectives were stated by staff as responses to the open-ended ques-
tion. Some objectives were expressed in services rather than goals (e.g.,
handle hot-line calls). Several referred to filling a need for recreational

activities. Others referred to helping people learn problem—solving methods,

or to meet with others to talk about problems. Providing a source of stability,

or support for isolates was also noted. One mentioned the project's criminal

justice system diversion function.

Responses to the closed-ended questions regarding project objéctives were

averaged. - Objectives were then ordered by the emphasis given them. Those

receiving major emphasis are:

Ultiwate Objectives: Reduce drug misuse

Reduce delinqueﬁcy

Intermediate Objectives: Provide alternatives to drug use

(Client Oriented) - Improve communication with parents

' and others

Improve self image

Clarify wvalues and decision-making
processes

Improve school performance

Develop attitudes against drug misﬁse
(less emphasis placed)

Intermediate Objectives: Encourage referrals to program

(Community~oriented) Develop community alrernatives to

drug misuse
Increase community awareness of drug

problem {(less emphasis placed)
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Immediate Objectives: Work with educational agencies
Vork with parents
Work with community organizations (less

Worlk with other drug programs

Work with law enforcement agencies placed)

C.3 RENEFICTARIES OF PROJECT C

In general, the beneficiaries of Project C's four types of activities can be

defined:

Ongoing Counseling: Clients who are referred to program and for

®
whom intake forms are prepared.

Qutreach Counseling: Students who avail themselves of this service.

No records were kept to better identify these beneficiaries.

Community zZducation: The general pubiic., Benwiiciary community

groups are identified in Project C's reports.

Teacher Training: Teachers, counselors and other professionals who have

requested consultation from Project C.  Professional beneficiaries are

identified in Project C's reports.

When Project C's staff were asked to identify Project C's beneficiaries, most
labled them as middle class whites. Several staff members also noted that
clients included young and middle aged adults as well ag families. Groups
viewed as potential clients not currently being served included minorities

and pre—adolescents.

Characteristics of these clients from different sources conflict somewhat.
The 1972 evaluation indicated 51% were female while the 1973 evaluation
reports 85%. PSSI's Fall 1972 sample was 55% female while its January 1974
sample is 647 female. The 1973 evaluation reported 45% of Project C's
clients were over 17 years of age, while only 227 of PS5Si's sample was

thig eld. ‘

-
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C.4 ASSESSMENT OF PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS OF PROJECT C

Project C was evaluated each year. Because of instability in the project in
its first year, the 1971 evaluation was not assessed in this report. The
second and third year evaluations are assessed below.

C.4.1 1972 EVALUATION

The 1971-72 budget contained $6,000 for the evaluation consultant. The con-

sultant selected was associated with the first year's evaluation.

Success - Indicators

Only one of the project objectives stated in the 1972 grant aﬁplication was
evaluated. The impact of the counseling services upon the youth's re-entry
into society was evaluated by reporting improvement in scheol and work
attendance for a sample of Project C's clients. Although drug abuse was
examined and extensively reported for both high school students and a sample
of Project C's clients, no attempt was made to measure change in use, or to
relate it to the services received at Project C. The evaluation report
indicates that Project C is favorably perceived as a resource for the drug
abuse problem, but this is not an adequate substitute for some measurement
of impact on drug use patterns. Similarly, the project utilized tests to
determine changes in drug knowledge gained from Project C sponsored seminars
and speaking engagements; but, again, this is a substitute for the stated
objective of changing attitudes, which apparently was not tested. It should
also be noted that these tests on knowledge were administered immediately
before and after the speaking engagement--i.e., within a 1-1/2 to 2-hour

pexriod.

Instruments and Data Sources

The basic sources of data used were a survey of 1,185 high school students
which reached all students taking .any social science class, and an examina-
tion of records of 84 Project C clients. The latter were not selected

randomly, but rather on the basis cf an available form with complete data

for a client familiar to the staff. The evaluators obviously realized their
sampling procedure was not scientifically rigorous as they warned the reader
against "overconcern with formalism.'" Questicnnaires were also administercd
to teachers at the high school, and as noted above, to those attending
seminars and speeches involving Project C personnel. Apparently a random
sample of counseling clients were interviewed in order to ascertain changes
in school and work attendance, but there is no indication of the size of the

sample, how it was actually drawn, or what other questions were asked.
None of the instruments was reproduced in the report.

Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

‘Although the report appears to be quantitatively oriented--there are 44

tables in the 110 page report-—the only quantitative tools it uses are means
and percentages. For instance, it reports the mean knowledge score of the

audience before and after the Project C speaker talks, but it reports neither
the size of the group tested nor the variance in the scores nor any test for

significauce.

The only outcome-oriented objective that is evaluated indicates that eleven
Project C clients showed an increase in work attendance, and school attendance
increased for 29 clients while it did not for 6, There is an indication

that data are missing for 50 clients, oxr 52%, thus implying a sample

of 96 cases. These meager data are then interpreted as indicating an ability
to modify delinquent behavior. Although Project C is modestly prohibited

from taking all of the credit, the report does conclude that "it is certain
that Project C did contribute to shaping that behdvior modifjcation.' 3But
another interpretation is also possible. Voluntary participation in Project C
and increased job or school attendance may both be the effect of some other
change, and there really is no evidence that Project C has contributed to thev
change. Certainly without any measurement of the variation of participation

in Project.C, there are nc grounds for the conclusion, "The statistics gathered
for this study indicate that school and work attendance increases as a functicn

of an individual's involvement with (Project C)." (Page 92.)
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Another finding that is reported without any supporting evidence is that
the outreach efforts of the program contribute to the positive image of the
program as a ''drug abuse resource.'" Although the data from the high school
survey indicates that Project C is perceived most favorably of several
alternate sources for information and assistance for drug problems, there
is no divect evidence relating this to the role of its outreach workers.
This favorable image of Project C is considered the ''most notalle general

fact" reported in the evaluation study.

The report includes a number of other analyses-~for instance, it relates
alienation to drug use (users were more alienated than non-users, multiple
drug users were more alienated than single drug users), and it compares the
Community C school drug use data to the annual San Mateo surveys (Community C

data indicated less drug use than San Mateo).

Issues and Problems in Evaluation

The evaluation study notes the difficulty of asscssing the impact of actions
aimed at preventing behavior. 'This is especially troublesome when there are
multiple causes for the behavior--e.g., drug use is not caused by any single
factor, and it is difficult to know how significant was the impact of the

program,
Conclusion

The 1972 evaluation of Project C actually measured only one area of impact.
It found an increase in work and school attendance among Project C clients.
There is no indication in the report of any other changes in their behavior
(e.g., drug abuse, arrests, relations with their families). There is an
indication that the program is perceived favorably by students and teachers.
But other than these findings and some data on the use of services, such as
drop- ta activity, botline calls, and community education efforts, the bulk
of ti:e report consists of an analysis of the data of the high school survey,
with a comparison to data on a sample of Project C clients. See Table C-1

for a summary of this evaluation report.
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TABLEZ £-1

SUMMARY OF 1972 EVALUATION REPORT OF PROJECT C

PROGECT OBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESS INDICATORS

INSTRUNTNT ZDATA SOURCE

EVALUATION FINDINGS

PSST CONNENTS

ENCOURAGE RE-EHIRY OF DRUG
ABDISER TNTO A HORE POSITIVE
RELATIGNSHIP WITH SOCIETY

a) IMPROVEMENT IN SCHOOL
ATTENDANCE

b) IMPROVEMENT IN WORK
ATTENDANCE ’

A "RANDOM SAMPLE
OF CLIENTS"

a) INCREASED ATTENDANCE
FOR 26

b). INCREASED ATTENDANCE
FOR 11

N0 THFORMATION OGN SAMPLE SIZE
OR GQUESTICHNAIRE.

CHANDE ATTITUDES OF ADULTS
OM LRUG PRCBLEM

INCREASED KNOWLEDGE ABOUT
DRUGS

PRE-TEST AND POST-

TEST QUESTIONNAIRE TO
AUDIENCES FOR PROJECT
SEMINARS /AND SPEECHES

INCREASED KNOWLEDGE -

CRITERICN TESTS WNAULERGE 1]
ATTITUDES, PRE-TLST AND Pubt-
TEST ADMINISTERED WITHIN 1-1/2

A o ,
10URS OF EACH LTHER

DEVELCP FAVORABLE TMAGE OF
PRCGRAM AS A RESGCURCE FOR
([C-SATTING DRUG PROBLEM

FAVORABLE PERCEPTION
AS A RESOURCE

SURVEY OF 1185 HIGH
SCHOOL STUDENTS

PROJECT PERCEIVED
FAVORABLY (AND MORE

THAN OTHER SQURCES)

THIS IS AN INDIRLCT NOAWR
THAT MAY KOT RErLECT ACTUA

-
1%
]

[

4
TIAPACT




C.4.2 1973 EVALUATIOR

The 1972-73 budgét contained $6,000 for a new evaluatioﬁ consultant.

Succese Indicators

The six objectives stated in the third year grant appllcation (see paragraph
C.2) suggest an evaluation focusing upon reduction of diug abuse among clients
and in the community, increased knowledge about drugs, and improved life situ-

ation through reduced drug abuse.

The objectives chosen by this evaluation differ somewhat from those in the
grant application. The evaluaiors ignored the area of drug knowledge in their
questionnaires, but did examine drug abuse and several aspects of client re-
habilitation. In addition, they examined several other questions. Their list

of objectives for evaluation and related success indicators were:

1. Provide ~n alternative tn the 0TS was evaluated by determining

what proportion of Project C's clients had previous involvement with the
CJS and what proportion was referred by CJS agencies, by determining the

project's image with students and adults, in comparison with the image of
the CJS.

¢

2. Dispose of juvenile offenders economically was evaluated by com-

paring Project C costs per client with those for Juvenile Hall, CYA and the

L.A., County Probation Department.

3. Reduce client recidivism was evaluated by comparing recidivism for

Project C clients with that for L.A. County probationers.

4. Improve client's social situation was evaluated using client

school attendance, employment, CJS involvement, and problems solved; and

counselor's assessments of project impact on client life style.

.

5. Involve community with Project ., program was evaluated by the

proportion of clients who are referred by 'community agencies or persons

in the community,' the proportion of conmunity vespondents who beirieve

]
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Project C is doing a goed job and the pruportion who would recommend it to

a person with a drug problem.

6. Reduce client drug abuse was evaluated by comparing drug usage for

clients and students in 1972 and 1973.

Instruments and Data Sources

Several questionnaires were developed to gain much of the data upon which

the evaluation analyses are brsed. Questionnaives were developed for

current clients, past clients, parents of present and past clients, high
school students, and a sample of the community. But some were not utilized
because of problems of especially low response rate, while others were used
in spite of a small sample size. Out of 70 past clients who Gere sent a
questionnaire, only six returned it. Of 44 current clients, 21 returned
their questionnaire, but these were disproportionately female. The returns
of questionnaires from parents of the 70 former clients and the parents of
the 21 current clients wiv had reivened theii questivnuonire (parent questlon-
naires were part of the packet given all clients at the drop-in center) was
so low--only four, and two of these were incomplete--that the results were
not used. The study explained in a classic statement, "It was decided by the
evaluation team not to analyze these questionnaires because the data could be
misleading due to the small sample size. It may be noted pareanthetically,
however, that the parental response to the Reach Out program was uniformly
and strongly laudatory." (Page 10.) Ia addition, the community sample con-—
sisted of: 65 persons responding to a door-to-dcor survey in three middle to
upper-middle class neighborhoods plus one lower~middle class area, 84 members
of two service clubs, 32 teachers and membars of community agencies, and 80
members of three churches for a total of 261. This sample proved to be dis-
proportionately white and educated. The high school sample consisted of 275

respondents. In additicn, Project C's intake records were used.

Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

The success of Project C as an alternative to CJ§ was evaluated by looking
at several measures. From intake forms (=172} the proportiva of

clients was determined who had previous involvement with the
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CJS (25% had, 274 had not, and there was no indication on the form

for 48%) and the proportion of new clients (N=145) who had been referred

to them by CJS agencies (417% had). The evaluator then concluded, "Taking the...
involvement measure together with the referral measure, these data indicate
that Project C is providing an alternative to the criminal justice system

for a sizeable number of juveniles from the Community C area." The evaluator
also collected the number of juvenile arrests, for all offenses and for the

three specific offenses of narcotics, runaway, and theft.

Using these statistics, it would be possible to calculate what proportion of
juvenile offenders were directed to Project C, and therefore, how well the
project has performed its functions as an alternative (this was not done,
however). The evaluator also viewed Project C as an alternative to the CJS
because more students and community members indicated they wotld refer someone
with a drug problem to Project C than to the CJS. The evaluator also included

subjective evaluations of students and community of how well these groups were

doing.

The 1973 evaluation also noted, "It is impossible to assess the number of
(Project C) clients not involved in the crimiral justice system that would
have heen arrvested if not for the presence of (Project C) in the community."
The evaluator felt that some additional arrests would have occurred. He also
admitted that it was 'impossible to assess whether the continued downward
trend in juvenile drug arrests... is a result of (Project C's) presence in the
community ox whether such a downward trend would have occurred without (Pro-
ject C)." Again, he felt it was reasonable for Project C to take at least

some of the credit for the trend.

0f all of the avaluation reports examined as part of this cluster evaluation
effort, this is the only cone to make reference to cost figures. Unfortunately,
the evaluator merely examined the total budget for Project C and calculated

the cost per client. He then compared this to costs of a stay in Juvenile
Hall, commitment to CYA, or one year of probation under the supervision of

the Los Angeles County Probation Department. The costs per client of these
programs are not directly comparable, as he admits; for instance, CYA and

Juvenile Hall costs involve costs of housing, clothing, and feeding the
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juveniles. But more significant ie that the Project C program averages only
ten weeks per client. Servicing a client for that short period of time is
likely to be less expensive than the longer commitment te CYA. In addition,
Project C services are basically couunseling while CYA involves the more ex-~
pensive custodial functions. In fact, when he compares Preject C to proba-
tien, the evaluator .admits that Project C is more expensive (but one could
argue that the Probation Department may actually be providing less service
to the client than Project C). The evaluator recognized that the ''quality
of service' may be relevant and hence, as part of the evaluation of the

third objective, he examined recidivism rates.

Although the evaluator wanted to compare the recidivism rate of Project C
clients to those arrested by Community C's Police Department, the latter
refused to release those data. The evaluator's operational definition of
recidivism was reinvolvement with the criminal justice system. But the key
to his operational definition eypears to be that this rate was calculated
for the period the client was being serviced by the program—-i.e., one year
for probation but an average of ten'weeké for Froject T cliients. In sddicion,
a0 control for the nature of the original offense (or the second offense) or
the offender was used. The evaluator admite that the higher recidivism rate
for the Probation Department may be due to handling more difficult cases, but
still feels that the difference in clientele does not account for all of the
differences between the two recidivism rates. Project C's record is a good
one——although the short period of time used as the base period weakens this

claim. The evaluator should have attempted to follow Project C's clients'

periods of times (e.g., three months, six months,
2 of 31 (6%) clients with a previous arrest record were re-arrested, while in
1972-1973 none of tha 60 clients referred by the CJS were re~arrested 'while
they were at (Project C)." (Probation Department averages a 507 recidivism

rate, but with a range of 22% to 847 depending on the age of the offender and

original offense committed.)

The fourth objective measured improvoment in client social situation.
"Objective" measures included improvements in scheel attendance, employment,

CcJS involvement, drug use, and problems solved. The evaluator also utilized
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counselor’s evaluations of whether the client's life style had improved. It
is not c¢lear whether the source of these "objective' measures were record
checks or merely the client's statement (obviously drug abuse was based on

self-report) or the counselor's estimate on the counseling termination form.

The data reported in the 1972-1973 evaluation report were based on a project
report to the Community C City Council covering the September 1971 to September
1972 period for a "random selection" of 68 adolescent clients. It reported

83% showed improvement in school attendénce, 29% in CJS involvement (the

data in the original report differ on this), 22 % in employment, and

67% in decreased drug use; 70% had their problems solved (the latter

was based on reports from 50 families); and 67% were viewed by counselors
as improving their life style.

.

The fifth objective, concerned with community involvement with the Project C
program, merely utilizes the proportion of clients who are referred by '‘com-
munity agencies or by persons in the community'' (70% are not self-referred),
and the proportion of community respondents who believe Project & ig doing a
good job (52% of those who said they had heard of the program), and who would
recommend it to a person with a drug problem. It should be noted that 85%

of the respondents could not name any Project C service to her than coun-
s¢ling, which was included in the question. Some doubt about the validity

cf this instrument may be raised, therefore.

The sixth objective involved reduced client drug abuse. Data on changes in
client drug abuse are somevwhat tortured. Basically the evaluator reported

the drug usage of 1973 clients and compared it to the data collected for 1972
clients in that year; he also compared it to drug use data collected in 1972
and 1973 for Community C's high school students. Project C's 1973 clients

had lower drug use than its 1972 clients, while drug use was higher in 1973
than in 1972 among high school students. These data do not permit the evalu-
ation of the jmpact of Project C upon its clients, and therefore the conclusion
("It may o;iy be concluded from the above data that there was a reducticn of

drug use among the (Project C) clients") is meaningless.

Although the chi-square statistic was used in the analysis of the student
guestionnaire, the general level of quantitative sophistication was purposely

low according to an interview with the Project C director.
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The concluding section of the report summarized these findings as follows:

o "(Project C) successfully served sixty clients referred to it

by the Criminal Justice System."

o The recidivism rate was "6.5% last year afd 0.0% this year"
compared to a 50.0% average for the Los Angeles County Probation
Department, with the differing comparison periods (ten weeks for
Project C and 52 weeks for Probation Department) not enough to
account for the different recidivism rates.

o "(Project C) serves its clientele at a lower average cost per client.
This is achieved without sacrificing program quality, as measured by

recidivism rates."

o Although the community was aware and approved of Project C, "there
was little evidence that the community was actively involved with

(Project C)."
o "'A reduction of client drug usage to the level of their peers.”

o '"The imprcovement of the client's social situation may be difficult
to evaluate. The actual improvement had to be inferred from drug
usage, employment, recidivism, and subjective assessment. However,
these assessments indicate that the clientele of (Project C) have

improved their situation on whole."

e An attitude scale concerning drugs indicated Project C clients
still had less socially acceptable attitudes toward drugs than
the high school students. This leads to the conclusion that (Pro-
ject C) has been able to effectively change the behavior of its

clientele even if it has not changed the attitudes of its clientele.™

Issues and Problems

L S
Several issues and prcblems have already been mentioned--e.gz. someé conclusions

rest on questionable é$sumptions or procedures (such as the time periocd used
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for recidivism rates, or cost calculations), and some did not really reflect
the impact of the 1972-1973 Project C program (such as the use of September
1972 improvement data, or the comparison of drug abuse data for 1973 clients

to that of 1972 clients).

The problem of sample size, aithough noted previously, should be mentioned
again, It is very difficult to assess programs when the most useful data
come froﬁ questionnaires which rely upon the voluntary participation of the
client or his/her parents. ‘Not only are there response rate problems, but
‘also the likelihcocod of a biased respbnse, as those who have benefitted from
the program are most likely to respond. This study also serves to indicate
that well-designed intake forms and termination forms can be valuable sources

of outcome data.
Conclusion

The 1973 evaluation of Project C carefully stated its objectives, most of
which were outcome oriented. Although its analysis was not always sound, its
data, sources, and limitations were usually indicated so that the reader could
come to his or her own interpretation. See Table C-2 for a summary of this

evaluation report.

C.5 PSSI EVALUATION CF PROJECT C'S IMPACT ON CLIENTS

Project C's iﬁpact on client drug use, attitudes about drugs and various other
intermediate areas, was evaluéted by administering questionnaires to 22 current
clients, Z parents of former clients, 15 professional beneficiaries and 5
Project C.Staff membgrs. In addition school and police records were checked
for 38 clients from fall of 1972 to judge Project C's impact on delinquent

behavior and grades. The findings are summarized here.

Impact on Drug Use

In general little impact on drug use was noted from analysis of the client

questionnaire:

e 6% of its clients said Project C greatly helped them to reduce their
drug use and 31% said it Lelped them somewhat. (63% reported no

help at all).

.
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TABLE C-2
SUMMARY OF 1973 EVALUATICN REPORT OF PROJECT C

PROJECT OBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESY THCICATONS

THOTR NTADATA SANNGE

EYALUATION FINBIRGS

PSEL COMMENTS

1.

FROVIDE AM ALTERHATIVE 7O TiiE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM (£J53)

a} PROFGRTTON 3F CLIERTS
REFERRED BY €5

b) PROPORTION OF CLIENTS
WITH CJS ITHVOLVEMENT

c) PERCEPTIONS BY STU-
DENTS AND COIMWINITY
OF PROJECT AND CJS
AS RESQURCES FOR
DRUG FROBLEM

a) THTAYE RLCORDS

b) INAYE RECORDS

]
~—

SURVEY QF 275
HInH SCHOOL STU-
JENTS AND 261 COM-
PUATITY MEMBERS

a) 417 OF CLIENTS WLRE
REFERRED BY CJS

b) 257 OF CLIENTS HAD

PREVINUS CJS IiVOLE-

"CNT (KO DATA ON

4873

c) 30% OF EACH GRCU?
WCULD REFER PERSON
WiTH DRUG PROCLEM TO
PROJECT; HIGHEST
RATED SOURCE

—

QUALTTY OF SERVICE &S
IMCASURED BY QUTLONES IS
MDORE STHNIFICANT
QUESTION

[aV]

DISPOSE JUVENILE OFFENDERS
ECONOMICALLY

COST PER CLIENT SERVED
COMPARED TO SAME FOR
ALTERNATE PROGRAMS

O R C“ 0S 0it COSTS
Aty KINBER OF CLIENTS,
ESTINNTES OF OTHERS!
C037s

CHEAPER THAN CYA, BUT
1ORE EXPENSIVE THAN
PROBATION

IGHORD DIFTERENCES 1
TYPES OF SERYIC

("O'(SE' HUIRAN C! STR0UALY);
IRHORED FACT THAT ‘!LT"F
STAY Il THEIR PROGEAN 1S
TEN WEEXS COMPARED TD A YER,

FOR OTHER PROGRAMS

3.

REDUCE CLIENT RECIDIVISM

COMPARISON OF RECIDI-
VISTY RATE FOR PROGRAM

CLIENTS (WHILE IN PRO-
GRAY-I. £, AVERAGE OF
TEN WLEX ) 70 COUNTY

PRUBATION DEPARTHENT
PATE

APRARINTLY OWH
RECORIS FOR CLIENTS
AND (FFICIAL EEPORT
FOR PROZATIGN DEPART-
MENT

1971-72: 2 0F N
RCCIDIVATE, 1972-73:
NONE RECIDIVATE COM-
PARED TO AYERAGE OF
507 FOR PROJATTON
DEPARTHENT

RECIDIVIGM BATE el LiEF
CALCULATED FaR VA 1
PLRICLS GF TIME, %7 N7
FR THE PEXICD GF FARTIOE-
PATINN 1N THE EROGM
NEUBER T LENATH OF T4F
PERITD, NuR THE Ralvwe oF
THE OFPENSE, ROR T
QFFLYTER g S TeateT sy
WORE CONTROLLED IN Til
SNALYSTS

IMPROVE CLIENT'S SOCIAL
SITUATION

a) CHANGES. IN SCHOOL
ATTENDANCE

b) EMPLOYMENT
c) RECIDIVISM
d) DRUG USE

a

—

PROBLTMS SOLVED

FINITSEAS BASED ON
SEFTE3ER 1971 -
SEPTE 1AER 1972 DATA
COLLECTED BY PROJECT
STAFT QN "RALNCH
SELECTION' OF 68 -
CLIENTS

THPROVEMENT SHIWM OX
EACH OF THESE i ASIRES
(R3 " [MPRQYED STHOOL
ATTUMIANGE, 22 I0-
PROVED EMPLOYMENT,

677 REPORTED DECREASED
ORUG USE, 707 REPORT
PROBLEIIS SOLVED)

HEASURES DPALT OF
]‘.‘” 72 FPOGRAM RAT
iG72-72, ATA  A#
B‘ E 0N SFLE-
ATHLE THRTANY 0BG

“[ TI ATION

r.

IRVOLVE CCMMUNITY WITH
PROJECT

a) PROPORTICN NF CLIENTS
REFERRED BY COMMULITY
AGENCIES OR “PLRSOR
I THD cotunITY”

o
—

PROPORTTON CF. COMMUIRN-
ITY RESPDHDENTS WHO
BELIEVE PROJECT IS
DOING A GDOD . JOB

a) INTAKE REcoRo§

b) SURVEY OF 261
COMUNITY
MEMBERS

a) 70% ARE HOT SELF-
REFERRED

b) MAJDRITY WERE AWARE
OF PROJECT AND FELT
IT IS DOING A GOUD
S0B

~

a) SELF-REFIRRAL MAY RE
SEEN AS SIGN OF SUCCESS
T00.

[
—

MANY COULD NOT BAME
MORE THAN THE SINGLE
PFOJRA SERVICE 210D
IN THE QUESTIUN.
SAMPLE IS NOT Rib' 7~
SENTATIVE OF cu=v {7y

REDUCE CLIENT DRUG ABNSE

COMPARE DRUG USC QF 1573
CLIENTS AMD 1972 CLIENTS,

COHPARE TO SINILAR DATA
FOR HIGH SChnnL

SURVEY OF 21 CURRENT
CLILETS AND 275 HIGH
SOHIeL STIRENTS

1973 CLIENTS' DRUG UST
LESS THAN 1972 CLIENTS®
[Rid Y

THIS DPUES 80T “ﬁ“?"
[MPACT OF PPNSRAN, 5L
oW TRE CLILNTELL I8 THE
THO YEARS DLEFER




70

o Project C clients, on the average, report about as much current

drug usage as a group of non-clients matched for past drug usage.

e Project G clients, on the average, report slightly less of a
reduction in drug use from the previous year than a group of non-

%
clients matched for past usage.

However, it is important to stress that the questionnaire was administered
to current clients, i.e. clients still in treatment. It is very possible
that impact on drug usage might not be measurable until some time after the
end of treatmeat. To test this possibility, parents of former clients (from
Spring of 1973), teachers and staff were asked to assess Project C's ultimate

impact on client drug use. Responses from these three groups of significant

others were consistent--all felt Project C was considerably more helpful
than did current clients. On the other hand responses from all four groups
concerning intermediate impacts were consistent. ‘Thus clients might be

able to perceive intermediate impacts, but not the project's ultimate effect

on drug nuse.

Impact on Drug Opinions

In general little impact on drug opinions was noted from analysis of the

client questionnaires:

e 197 of its clients said they are less in faver of drug use as a
result of participating in Project C and 71% reported no impact.
(10% reported being more in favor of drug use as a result of

participating in Project C.)

*

There was some consistency in these self reports. On the average, clients
who reported. that Project C had helped to veduce thelr use, reported more
of a reduction in use than clients who reported no help.
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¢ On the average, Praject C's clients have drug knowloedge, attitudes
and concernsg comparable to a group of non~clients matched for past

drug usage, This would tend to indicate no project impact.

Jmpacts in Other Areas

Generally Project C's clients perceived more impact in certain intermediate
areas than on their drug usage or attitudes. In particular clients generally
felt the projecé helped them to:

®  Accept responsibility

¢ Gain self confidence

e Improve relationships with others

e Improve communications with others

o Make better decisions

e Clarify values

o Make better use of free time :

¢ Improve relationships at home.

Clients perceived little impact on grades or school attendance. Parents,
teachers and project staff perceived impacts in these intermediate areas that
were comparable to those perceived by clients--with one exception. Parents,

teachers and staff perceived more of an impact on school attendance than

did clients.

Interestingly those clients who report the greatest impact in intermediate

areas, also report more current drug use and less of a decrease in drug use

than do clients reporting the least impact in intermediate areas. Thus if
these intermediate impacts are precursors of a yet—to-come drug impact,

Project C might be having a substantial impact on drug use.

Clients were also asked about other delingquent behavior. Froject C clients
reported net reductions in theft and truancy in comparison with a group of

non-clients matched for past drug usage:

e 32% of Project C's clients reporied less thelt this vear than last
compared to 247 for the matched sample. (5% of Project C's clients

reported stealing more compared to 8% of the comparison group.)
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o 46% of Project C's clients reported less truancy thar a vear eariicr

compared to 204 for the matched sample.

e
The latter finding tends to confirm the perceptions of significant others
that Project C has a significant impact on school attendance.
The findings of the school and police records checks of Fall 1972 clients ®
were!
o Six out of twelve clients for whom grades could be found for both
Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed improvement in grade point average. ®
Only two of these twelve showed some deterioration in grades. (Four
clients showed no change,)'
¢ Five of the fourteen clients for whom attendance records could be ®
found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some improvement and
five showed some deterioration. (Four clients showed no change.)
¢ Two of the fourteen clients for whom suspension records could be P
found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some impyrovement and
one showed some deterioration. (Eleven clients showed no change.)
¢ None of the sixteen former clients, who were still minors as of ©
December 1973 and who had no arrests prior to involvement with
Project C, were re-arrested in the twelve months after involvement.
e Only one of the four former clients, who were still minors as of ®
December 1973 and who were arrested prior to involvement with
Project C, was re-arrested in the twelve months after involvement.
OF the five projects studies, Project C had the best results overall from ]
the records check. However, due to the small sample sizes involved, these
findings are not statistically significant,
‘ ’ ®

OF 3
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Because of the strong correiation betwecn drug use and truancy aoted in all
of the communities surveyed, it is important to summarize the conflicting

measures of Project C's impact upon truancy (or attendance):

<]

Current clientg report little project impact on truancy, yet these
same clients ryeport considerably greater reductions in truancy in

comparison to a year earlier than does a matched sample of non-clients.

o Parents, teachers and Project C staff report considerably more

impact on attendance than is perceived by current clients,

& The school records check of fourteen former clients showed no sign

of an overall project impact on attendance.

One last measure of intervention impact was tabulated. Parents of former
clients were asked to evaluate the impact of the project on themselves. On
the average parents of former Project C clients perceived that the project

had been somewhat helpful in:

¢ Improving their own ability to make decisgions

¢ Clarifying their own values.

Only 25% of the Project C parents responded to the mail survey; compared

ta 50% of the parents of former clients of the other projects.

C.6 PSSI EVALUJATION OF PRQJECT C'S COMMUNITY-WIDE IMPACTS

Project C's community educstion and professional consultation activities

were designed to significantly affect the juvenile drug problem in Community C.
In support of this general goal, thaese activities were also designed to
publicize Project C and encourage appropriate referrals. ' To evaluate these
community-wide impacts, PSSI administered guestionnaires to 15 community
leaders, 8 heads of county-wide agencies dealing with the juvenile drug
problem, 7 parents of former clients, and 15 professional beneficiaries.

In addition juvenile arrest statistics, referrals to probation, and sus-
pensions Irom secondary schecols were collected for Cemmunity C. Tt was

found that:

wirn oo v
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Most (74%) of the community leaders aad county—wide agency
heads were aware of Project C. liost of these who were aware
first heard about the project from its own communications to

their agency.

Beneficiaries of Project C's professional consultation/

teacher training activity perceive its objectives somewhat
similarly to Project C's staff, indicating a fair community
understanding of the project.” The correlation between the
emphasis placed by the project on 22 ultimate, intermediate

and immediate objectives, as perceived by professional bene-
ficiaries, correlates well with the emphasis perceived by staff
(the correlation coefficient is .65).

However, there are some discrepancies, Professional beneficiaries
perceive major emphasis given to: reducing client drug use (as
opposed to misuse); increasing client knowledge of physiological,
psychological and legal consequences of drug misuse; developing
client attitudes against drug misuse; and working with law enforce~
ment and mental health agencies. Staff perceive minor emphasis

given to these objectives.

These professional beneficiaries generally felt that Project C
had increased their drug kinowledge, unde%standing of, and ability
to deal with juvenile users. They also felt that Project C had

helped them to clarify their own values.

Most professional beneficiaries and community leaders are
willing to recommend youths to Project C for drug informa-
tion, counseling, and referral to other agencies. Parents

of former clients are less willing.

Its clients rate Project C as the most effective local
institution or agency dealing with the juvenile drug problem.
Clients, independent of their current level of drug use, rate
Projeet C mere effactive than parcnts, téachers, school cour-—
selers, police, and clergy. Only the medical profession is

rated close to Project C.
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o lMost community leaders surveyed (54%) fecl that Project C has
been very helpful in informing Community C about the drug

problem. The rest feel it has been somewhat helpful.

o All of the community leaders surveyed feel that Project C has
been at least somewhat helpful in organizing Cowmmunity C to
deal with the drug problem. Most feel at has been somewhat
helpful in organizing the community to deal with other

juvenile problems.

s Of those professional beneficiaries and community leaders who
perceive that the juvenile drug problem has abated during the
past yeay, most (7 of 9} give Project C a major share of the
credit., Those perceiving mo change, or an adverse change, in
the juvenile drug problem generally credited Project C with

‘helping to contain the problem.

o. Juvenile marijuana arrests and referrals to probation gensrally
remained stable in Consmunity ¢ during diis last 18 months cof CCCJ
funding. During the same period arrests and referrals to proba-
tion for other drug offenses increased, and arrests and referrals
for alcohol offenses decreased. All of these CJS indicators feor
Community C are comparable tc LA County averages. They show

that Community C's juvenile drug prcblem has not been "cured."

e The same drug attitudinal differences between groups in Community C
were apparent as were noted in other communities. This indicates

that Project C's community education component has not achieved

the miraculous.

C.7 EVALUATION OF PROJECT C BY ITS OWN STAFF

Five Project C staff members were interviewed, using a onen—ended interview
guide, Their responses relevant to an evaluation of Project C are summarized

here.,
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Pveluation Criteria

Although one staffer felt there was no way to fairly evaluate a project such
g y

as Project C, other staflf members suggested subjective interviews with clients

and staff, as well as observations of how the program and staff operated.
Othey comments includeéd the idea of checking on clients' adjustment after
two years, being careful to note the length of time a client spent in the

program. One staff member suggested checks of arrest records, school

records and drug use for juvenile clients, and job situation or re-—admit-

tance to school (as well as drug use) for adults.

Most Effective Activity/Service

The formal counseling program was most often cited as Project C's most
effective activity or service. The competence of the counselors was cited
as the factor responsible for its effectivness. Several staff members cited
the outreach program; while one noted the project's referral activities,
another its group counseling, and a former staff member suggested the

roject's community education program.
J

Least Effective Activity/Service

The diversion program was most often cited as least effective. The lack
of client-motivation to change was suggested as the reason; the clients
came to satisfy the court or police and not because they wanted help.

Work with hard core drug users was also cited as an unsuccessful effort.

Suggested activities to be cut to cover a hypothetical 25% decrease in
funds included outreach, hotline, and large-scale public relations
activities. The increased use of volunteers was the most frequently

offered positive suggestion.
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Civen the precarious status of the project after CCCJ funding was completed,
several staff members viewed the survival of the project as its most signi-
ficant accomplislument. Additional comments were related to other services-—-
e.g., establishing an outreach program on the high school campus, providing
therapy and formal counseling services in the community, changing from an

earlier crisis—oriented program. Others referred to their increased clien-

tele and their ability to reach a variety of people with mixed probleus.

Recommendations

The theme of survival was seen again in recommendations to other project of

a similar nature, Advice included:

making sure the comaunity needed,
wanted, and supported the project; developing rapport with other agencies;
getting an effective advisory board; and ensuring that the staff was com-
patible and meintained good. internal communications. Suggestions about
operations inecluded in-service training every six months, as well as weekly
case conferences supervised by an ocutslder. It was suggested that the
initial staff be small, but at least four members, and that the use of
ex—addicts be avoided because of their tendency to "over-identify' with

the clientele; use of volunteers was algo noted here.
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APPERDIX D

EVALUATION OF PROJECT D

This appendix summarizes the valuative informatiop compiled by PSSI for Project

D. It begins with descriptions of Project D's activities, objectives and bene-

ficiaries. ©Next the two prewvious evaluations of Project D are assessed. PSSI's
own evaluation of Project D was quite limited due to the Project's refusal tn

4

participate.

D.1 ACTIVITIES OF PROJECT D

Project D was a drug prevention/intervention program operated by the school
distfict in Community D. It ceased operation at the end of (CCCJ funding.

The project was headquartered in a public building that also houses the
juvenile bureau of the principal police department in Community D. The
Center maintained a bank of narecotic materials, available for classroom
teachers, the community and the student; the Center alsoc providad counsel-
ing facilities for individuals and groups, as well as conference rooms, etc.
A Reading Lab was established at the Center when it was found that reading
problems resulted in academic inactivity and drug experimentation. = (In-depth
interviews of 65 high school students in Community D who had been involved

in drug misuse, revealed 70% had a reading problem in grade school.)

An examination of the Project D grant applications and reports indicates that

their principal activities were:
© On-going counseling
o Training school personnel

¢ Community education.

Tach of tihese activities is described in more detail below,

On-going Counseling

Clients were referred vo the project by the principal police department in

Community D, school cfficials, parents, or were self-referred. Intake occurred
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at the Resource Center, as did most counscling. In 1971-72, 224 students were
counseled (107 self-referred and 117 mandated)., In 1972-73, 129 students were
counseled (50 self-referred and 79 mandated). Youth group sessions were con-

ducted in the evening at 6:30 and a parents group at 7:30. In addition, phone

coungeling and drop~in requests and consultations were frequent.

Comaunity Education

Public speaking engagements were held. These declined with the life of pro-
ject as the community was blanketed, In 1971-72 attendance totaled 1,450,
whereas only five speaking engagements were reported for the following year.
Meetings were held with the citizen advisory committee and other civic groups,
including liaison with the elementary school districts. An adult education
unit (four sessions) on psychology of drug culture was held im 1972. A

student leadership program was initiated which allowed any student in the high

school to participate, negardless of academic standing or citizenship. = Students

vere fully trained jin areas of decision-making, school and community improve-~
ment and self-improvement, They were encouraged to participate in community

alfairs and two students served on the advisory committee.

Training School Staff

A variety of in-service training workshops fcr all school personnel was con-
ducted, Cafeteria, maintenance and clerical staff were included as well as
school nurses and high school student leaders. ZTraining sessions included
drug abuse knowledge, as well as group leadership training for those involved
in the counseling program. A workshop was held for teachers of the State
Requirements Course to develop a course outline for drug education. In 1971-
72, three in-service training sessions were held at one high school'involving
137 staff members. At another high schocl, 116 personnel participatéd in

one sassion. In 1972-73, twenty-four staff training sessions were conducted.

D.2 OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT D

The six "goals' stated by Project D in its first and second year grant appli-

catlions were all process—oviented:

4
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1. The development of in-service programs to involve classroom and

administrative personnel in aspects of crisis counseling, referral and case

disposition.

2., The development and implementation of concepts of classroom

instruction.

3. The development of a referral and crisis counseling service for

school-age students in the. community.
4, The establishment of a student leadership prograu.

5. ‘The development of an adult education program for members of the
community. . .
6. The development of a program of education for law enforcement

personnel involved in school and community participation.

These ''goals' were further delineated by reference tc a number of '"objectives”
which were merely elaborations of program actiomns. For example, one
"objective'" of the 'goal" of establishing in-service programs was ''to increase
the preparation of trained personnel . . . able to response to problems in-
herent with youthful drug users.'" Another example of the 'goal" on class-
room instruction was ''personnel involved in State Requirements Courses will
have participated in training and presentation of materials in drug abuse and

narcotics instruction.”

In contrast, several outcome-oriented objectives were specified on the third

yvear grant application:

e To reduce drug and alcohol misuse by high school age youth in
the project by 50%

o To reduce subsequent arrest rate of high school age youths in
the project by 70%

¢ To maintain school retention rate of high school age youth in

the project at 80%Z.
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Despite the wide range of services provided by Project D, these objectives
were stated solely in terms of impact upon the students involved in the

counseling program,

D.3 BEHEFICIARLES OF PROJECT D

In general the beneficiavies of Project D's activities can be defined:

On~-going Counseling: Students in Community D who avail themselves of this

service. Since all client records have been destroyed, it is no longer

, se e N
possible to ildentify these beneficiaries,

Comnunity Education: The general public. Beneficiary community groups were

identified in Project D's reports.

School Staff Training: Teachers and other school staff who participated in

Project D workshops and seminars,

D.4 ASSESSMENT OF PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS OF PROJECT D

Project D was evaluated after its second and third years of operation. These
v

two evaluations are assessed below.

D.4.1 1972 EVALUATION

The 1971-72 budget contained $2,500 for an outside consultant. There was
considerable evidence of friction between the consultant who was selected and

project staff,

Success Indicators

One of the first steps of the 1972 evaluator was to reclassify the many "goals"
and "cbjectives" listed by the Project D. She felt these could be categorized
as service, training, management, and research. Her restatement of ohjectives

included a number of outcume-orientad objectives capable of measurement, but
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still included a number of process—oriented statements. Examples of the

former include: "To increase knowledge of high school students, State Re-
quirements classes, of d;ugs and effects of drugs by 25% within ten months."
"To increase the knowledge of parents and community advisory committee

mambers as to drugs and the effects of drugs by 100% within two months."

"To increase the kncwledge of high school counselors regarding drugs and their

" These objectives are still operationally

relationship to youth . . . .
vague-~-e.g., what does a 1007 dincrease of knowledge mean? Examples of
process—oriented cbjectives included, "To provide an individualized program

for known drug misusers from date of referral.'" 'To disseminate available
materials and equipment required for school drug programs distributed from

the Office of Education Resources.' "To open to all district nurses an on-
going training program in recognition and reporting of drug related cases . . . . "
"To establish a system of data collection of facts influencing drug use, drug

misusers, amounts, types and frequency of use within two months."

Many of these objectives were ignored in the evaluation. The only gquantita-
tive assessment in the entire evaluation report for 1972 measvres the improva-
ment in student drug knowledge. The only evaluation made of the counseling
activities and reported in the final evaluation report is the following three~
sentence statement: ''The majority of students described Project D staff as
'concerned.' Attitudes toward counselors were highly positive. Project D
seems to have created an atmosphere which is conducive to reduction of drug
use and the enhancement of social functioning." (Page 3.) No reference

is made in this report to how many students were interviewed, how they were
selected, how the information was solicited, or how many actually said what,
Although "reduction of drug use" would be readily quantifiable and a fair

test of the impact of the conducive counseling atmosphere, no other data

were reported.

Instruments and Data Sources

The evaluation of project impact on student drug knowledge was made from an
8l-question test, based upon questions used in a Statewide exam, It was in-
tended to test kawoledge in four areas" ‘''knowledge of drugs, drug vocabulary,

marijuana, and glue." The test vas administered to students at one of the

83



84

four high schools in the district, before »i1d after their State Requirements

Course unitf on drugs.

Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

Based on the scores of 212 tésts, the report concluded, "I. the first three
areas, no significant effect resulted froﬁ the educational program. In the
fourth area, glue, the analysis indicated an adverse learning effect." The
statistic used was the Wilcoxon test which is a simple test based merely on
the divection of the difference between the pre-test and post-test and does
nof. consider the size of the difference.

It should be noted that the final report submitted by the project direcior
to CCCJ did contain two other impact measures, along with datia on the number
of speeches and size of audience (including class contacts), number of
clients and counseling sessions, number of school staff trained and training .
sessions. The two impact measures referred to the proportion of clients who
remained in schonl and their drug avvest record. FEightt of the 128 clients
droppad out of school (another 6 left the district). The operational defin-

ition of "drop-out,” given the State requirement for attendance until age 18,

was nof stated. No other attendance or educational progress data were reported.

The data on arrests were not clearly presented, but apparently the data in-
dicate 34 pre-counseling drug arrests, but only 3 post-counseling drug arrests
during an unspecified follow-up period.

Issues and Problems in Evaluation

The adverse evaluation of the drug education activity brought forth a dis-
claimer from the project director and some comments about limitations from
the evaluator. The project director declared in a footnote to a preliminary
report using these results, '"Let it be known that (Project D) is not respon-
sible for the teaching of the Narcotic Education Units at the individual
high schools. (Project D) is only responsible for coordination and informa-
tion required by the teachers. New curriculum is being developed." The
evaluator suggests two limitations. One is that exams mixing multiple-choice
and true-false questions are often difficult to analyze. The second limita;

tion is much more relevant. She notes that despite the fact that the exanm

ot

came from the State Department of Education, it could be invalid. Certainly,
if a test is unrelated to the material covered by the educational program,

it is an unfair test of that progamm. This highlights a problem of the use

of a standard drug knowledge test to fit a wide variety of educational pro-
graws. Unless there is consensus on specific educational content goals, any
test will be cpen to the criticism that it is not a valid test of a particular

educational program.

An attempl was made to use a modified version of this test as an evaluation of
the impact of the training of counselors and the advisory board., But an in-
adequate return of questionnaires (and a complaint by some counselors that
they had received no training between the two tests) prevented any quanti-
tative assessment of these other outcome-oriented objectives. Noxr wers the

pre—~test results used in designing the curriculum or training program.

Conclusion

bt}

In swamaly, the 1972 evalaation vepoit, with the exception of assessing charges
in student drug knowledge, contains no quantitative aﬁalysis of <he impact of
Project D. Project D reports add only two other outcome-oriented results,
neither of which was defined. No attempt was made to study the impact of the
program upon drug use, attitudes, or improvement in some conditione seen as
underlying drug ﬁse. Counseling folders were not utilized to determine client
progress., Nor was any attempt made to collect subjective evaluation data from
clients, school staff involved in in-service training, community organizations
{i.e., their perceptions of the program), or from the general student body.

Nor was any attempt made to interview project staff members, although the

evaluator attended a number of staff meetings. See Table D-1 {on page 90)

for a sumary of this ewvaluation.

D.4.2 1573 EVALUATION

As a result of recognized deficiencies in the 1872 evaluation report, a new

evaluator was called in for the 1973 program, However, only $1,000 was budgeted

for the evaluation comsultant. The evaluator's efforts were hampered by the

announced demise of the program, which resulted in counselors phasing out their
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activities and mot persistently pursuing the follow~up data needed for

evaluation.

Sucecess Indicators

Progress was measured toward all three objectives stated in the third vear
grant application. Reducation of drug and alcohol misuse was measured on the
basis of a self-report made as part of the intake process and apparently on

a similar basis at the time of the last contact. Arrest rates were based

on official reports to the school by local area police departments. The
third objective was broadened to mot only include staying in school, but

also to examine other aspects of school performance--i.e., suspensions,

improvement in attendance, and improvement in grades.

Instruments and Data Sources

Thirty of the 129 students in the program were not available or were un-
willing to participate ln the follow-up data colliection process and, thus,
self-reported drug use data are available foxr only 99'clients. This problem
faces any program relying on the cooperation of their clients for its outcome
data, It would have been helpful, however, if an analysis of intake data had
been made to determine whether this group was representative of the entire
client population or whethexr the unavailable group constituted the counseling

failures or heavier users.

Retention and suspension indicators were based on official school records.
But it is not clear whether attendance and grade data were recorded from
school records, or estimated by the client.  Whenever official records are

available, these should be the source of outcome data,

Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

The drug use data appare to indicate a decline in reported drug use. The
lack of the number of cases in each category, the nuwaber of non-users for
a particular drug, and percentage figures makes interpretations more bother~

some than need be. Summing the daca for each individual might be helpful too

(for instance, the data as presented do not indicate increased usage for 13
clients or a switch from hard drugs to marijuana or alcohol for 9 clients).
The staff doubted three reports of total non-use of drugs, while they felt
the same reports for 21 o;hers were truthful. Questions of validity may also
be raised about the intake drug use data, especially from those mandated to
the program (although the fact that 90% of all clients admitted marijuana use
and 81% admitted alcohol use may serve to reduce the need for concern). The
report also noted the weakness that only two data points are used--at time of
intake and at last contact; it is possible that use at time of intake was

already declining from earlier patterns.

Arrest data indicates only two arrests after irditial intake interview. No
arrest figures are reported for the period beﬁoré intake, Of the 129 clients,
36 were mandated to the program by police action, and an additional 43 wers
mandated by the school. Also, arrest data for the 17 cases who moved out of

the area (or the one death) are not recorded.

For the third outcome objective, the report indizates that only eight students
dropped~out from school. Additional data indicated that there were no sus-
pensions and six students were placed iﬁ continuation school. The data cover
104 of the 129 clients. In addition, attendance improved for 28 students,
stayed the same for 69, and declined for 7 and grades improved for 32, re-

mained the same for 64, and declined for 8.

The repor% concludes its analysis of the outcome data by noting, "Whils one
cannote directly attribute a student's progress or failure to (Project D's)
program, these findings in conjunction with the follow-up on level of use,
do seem to suggest that the program enjoved a measure of success, and the

project wae able to meet the primary objectives . . . . "

The report includes other data useful in an evaluation of the program, such
as the number of plhone requests for drug information, the number of counseling

sessions, training sessions, and speeches and meetings.
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Issues and Problems in Evaluation

Several problems have already been mentioned--e.g., the impact of the announced
demise of the program upon the evaluation effort, and problems caused by a
lack of cooperation from clients on follow-up data collection.

Another issue in evaluation is that most programs seem to.examine only their
current activifies. For instance, no effort was made in the 1972-73 evaluation
to trace the impact of the program after one year upon the 1971-72 clients.

There is noit even an indication of whether any clients continued their parti-

cipation after the summer recess.
Conclusion

The initial evaluation report for Project D used only one outcome~oriented
measure--it examined the change in drug knowledge resulting from the program's
role as a resource center and training center for the teachers of drug educa-
tion ccurses. That report totally ignored the counseling element of the program
(although the director's final report did report arrest and drop-out data).

The drug use behavior of both the general student body and the counseling

clients was ignored too.

The second evaluation report viewed the program for evaluation purposes en-
tirely as one focusing on counseling. Three outcome objectives were framed
and tested, using counseling client follow-up data only. The objectives in-
volved drug use, drug arrest, and school performance. But no comparative data
were used; e.g., drug-use behavior of other enrolled students, Nor did the
report relate the level of progress to the counseling program. For example,
36 of the students had only the initial intake interview and counseling, while
others had a varying number of contacts in individual or group counseling.

But there is no indication which group had changed its drug use or school
performance most. Nor were changes in behavior related to family background

data, although these were collected and reported in the evaluation report.

Neither report directly evaluated the in-service training programs in terms
of dmpact upon the trainee or upon the eventual beneficiaries—-the clients

and general student body.

The 1973 evaluation report raises several aspects of the evaluation process
which are relevant for other projects as well. First, they mention the
difficulty of conducting an evaluation after the death of a program has been
announced (it is even more difficult once the program has ceased functioning
entirely). Second, they note that the impact of the program may contine on
past the life of the program; school personnel have been trained and new drug
curricula were supposedly formulated and the impact of these actions should
continue (and should be measurable). See Table D-1 for a summary of this

evaluation.

D.5 PSST EVALUATION OF PROJECT D'S IMPACTS ON STUDENTS, CLIENTS, AND
COMMUNITY D AT LARGE '

Project D's third year evaluation reported some extremely impfessive sta-
tistics regarding improved client school performance, reduced drug usage
and non~recidivism. Since Project D destroyed all of its records and
declined to participate in the cluster evaluation, it was not possible

ble to colleci was enough to
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indicate that Project D's effectiveness was no better than that of the

other cluster projects.

Client Recidivism

Police records were checked for 21 clients referred to Project D by the
pfincipal police department in Community D. Six of these clients were re-
arreéted in the 12 months following project involvement (all for drug or,
alcohol offenses). Recidivism for Project D clients was:

e Lower than the recidivism for Project E clients

¢ Comparable to the recddivism for Project A clients

e Higher than the recidivism for Project B and C clients.

Awareness of Project and Willingness to Refer Clients

Eight heads of County Agencies dealing with juveniles were asked whether

they were aware of Projects B, C, and D, and whether they would recommend
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TABLE D-1

- SUMMARY OF 1972 AND 1973 EVALUATION REPORTS OF PROJECT D

PROJECT OBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESS INDICATORS

THSTRUMENT/OATA SOURCE

EVALUATION FIHDINGS

PSSI COMNENTS

"INCREASE KNOWLEDGE OF
....HIGH SCHOOL STUDECNTS,
STATE REQUIREMENTS CLASSES,
OF DRUGS AND EFFECTS OF
DRUGS..."

“

INCREASED KHOWLEDGE

IN 4 AREAS: KNOWLEDGE
OF NRUGS, DRUG VOCALU-
LARY, MARIJUANA, AND
GLUE

1972 EVALUATION

USE OF QUESTIONS FROM
STATE DEPARTHENT OF
EDUCATION TEST; PRE-
TEST ARD POST-TEST

N0 SIGHIFICANT DIFFER-
ENCE BETWEEN PRE-TEST
AND POST-TEST FOR
KNOWLEDGE OF DRUGS,
DRUG VOCABULARY, MARI-
JUANA; STATISTICALLY
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE’
IMPACT FOR KNOWLEUGE
ABOUT GLUE

THE DISTRICT NOTED THAT THE
PROJECT 'STAFF WAS NOT ~
RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHING THE
UNIT; THEY ONLY ACTED AS A
COORDINATOR FOR THFORMATION
REQUESTS. THE TESTS MAY NOT
BE VALID MEASURLS SINCE THLY
MAY BAVE BEEN UNRELATED 10
COURSE CONTENT

REDUCE DRUG "AND ALCOMIL
MISUSE BY HIGH SCHOOL AGE
YOUTH IN THE PROJECT

REDUCED USE OF DRUGS

1973 EVALUATION

SELF-REPORT AT TIME OF
- INTAKE COMPARED T0O
REPORT AT TIME OF LAST
CONTACT (MN=9¢, AS 30
UNAVAILABLE {OR
FOLLOW-UP RESORT)

DECLINE IN DRUG USE

DATA THYOLVLD AVERAGES fOR
ENTIRE GROUP, THUS HIDING
TNDIVIDUAL CHANGES, STAFF
DOUBTED TRUTHFULKLSS IN 3

OF 24 REPORTS OF TOTAL Hol-
USE OF DRUARS. 10 CONMPARATIVE
DATA 0N OTHIR STUBENTS, 'R
WAS DECLINE RELATED TO EXTENT
OF SERVICES PROVIDELD

2. REDUCE SUBSEQUENT ARREST REDUCED RECIDIVISM OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION |ONLY TWO STUDENTS RE- SHOWS ONE IMPACT OF PROJECT
PATE QF FIGH STHNOL AGE BY POLICE 10 SCHOOL ARRESTED AFTLR INTAKE
YOUTH IN TPE PROJECT INTERVIEW
3. MAINTAIN SCHUOL RETEWTION- a) RETENTION IN SCHOOL a) SCHOOL REVORDS a) ONLY 8 STUDENTS NO COMPARISON TO CTHER STUDENTS
RATE OF CLIENTS AT 80% DROPPED QUT, 6 NOR ANALYSIS OF IMPACT OF VARI-
. VWERE PLACED IN ATION IN THE EXTENT QOF SERVICES
CONTINUATION PROVIDED
SCHOOL
b) SUSPENSION b) SCHOOL RECORDS b) NO SUSPENSIONS
c) IMPROVEMENT IN c) NOT CLEAR IF IT c) 28 IMPROVED ATTEN-
ATTENDANCE IS SCHOGL RECORDS DANCE, 60 REMAINED
OR SELF-A%SESS- THE SAME, 7 DE-
MENT CLINED
d) IMPROVEMENT IN d) SEE 3c) ALOVE d) 32 IMPROVED GRADES,
GRADES . 64 REMAINED THE SAME,
8 DECLINED
® ® L ® ® ® L ®
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each project to a youth for a number of services.  Three of the eight

were aware of Project D, while two were aware of Project C and four

aware of Project B. Of those aware of the projects:

o 2 of 3 would recommend Project D to a youth for drug
information or counseling
o 3 of 4 would recommend Project B, and

¢ 2 of 2 would recommend Project C.

Juvenile Arrests and Referrals to Probation in Community D

were

Information on juvenile arrests and referrals to probation was obtained

from the Bureau of Criminal Statisties for a major portion of Community D.

It was found that:

e Marijuana arrests and referrals to probation increased in
Community D during the last 12 months of Project D opera-
tion. Marijuana arrests were higher than the LA County

averages and referrals to probation were lower.

o Alcohol arrests and referrals to probation decreased in
ébmmunity D during the last 12 months of Project D opera-
tions. Alcohol arrests were comparable to LA County
averages, while referrals to probation were considerably

lower.

o Arrests and referrals to probation for other drug offenses

decreased in Community D during the last 12 months of
Project D opzration, counter to an upward LA County trend.
Arrest and referral rates for other drug offenses in the

first half of 1973 were below LA County averages.

0f these six CJS indicators of Community D's juvenile drug problem, only

marijuana arrests were high (and increasing) in comparison to LA County

averages.

*
The questions regaxding willingness tc refer clients to Project D were

modified by the phrase "if it were still in operation."
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APPENDIX E
EVALUATION OF PROJLECT E

This appendix summarizes the evaluative information compiled by PSSI for
Project E. It begins with descriptions of Project E's activities, objec~
tives, and beneficiaries. Next the previous evaluation of Project E is
assessed. PSSI's evaluation of Project E's impacts on clients and the

community at large are followed by Project E staff's own evaluation.

E.1 ACTIVITIES OF PROJECT E

Project E is a juvenile diversion program operated by the Probation Depart-
ment in County E. It serves as an alternative to Juvenile Court proceedings
for first offenders referred to probation for drug-related offenses. Using

the activity typology developed in Section II, Project E is engaged only in

ongoing counseling.

Screening for this informal supervision program takes place as part of
normal probation intake. Once a six-month informal supervision agreement
is signed, the youth is assigned to a series uf six two-hour sessions.
Poth the youth and at least one parent attend four hours of lecture and
eight hours of group discussion held from 7 to 9 p.m. at the Probation

Department.

The first lecture is by a Police Juvenile Officer who discusses the physical
characteristics of drugs and law enforcement pfocedures. Tﬁe second lecture
is by a deputy DA who discusses the laws, court involvement, ramificationsg
of "having a record," and provisions for sealing juvenile records.. The
third lecture is by a psychiatrist who discusses both pharmacological and
psychological aspects of drug abuse. The fourth lecture is by a former
addict who demonstrably shows the results of drug-narcotic involvement and

possible later addiction. He also participates in the small group meetings.

The group sessions are ''mini-encounter' groups. Groups are composed of
both youths and parents, but no child is in the same group as his parent.

In this manner cross-generation communication is established; early groups
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were unproductive due to the child's inability and reluctance to express

himself freely in the presence of his own parents. The same groups of 15

or less members remain together for each session. The groups are non-structured;

a deputy Probation Officer and a previous program participant serve as co-
facilitators. Discussions are low-key and group confidentiality with
regard to drug involvement is maintained. Failure to attend a session
results in a petition being filed on the original referral offense. Six
months from admission to informal supervision the parent is called for a
report on the youth's behavior and the case is closed. Approximately 30

cases a month are assigned to the project.

The staff is composed of Juvenile Probation Officers. At the time of the
PSSI evaluation, staff members have been with the project an average of
less than six months, but staff stability was greater at the time of CCCJ
funding. Staff was self-recruited, and had some informal training.
Specific speakers are not requested; an exception is the ex~addict who has

been with the program from the start.

k.2 OBJECTIVES OF PROJECT E.

The objectives of Project E were described in its grant application and

subsequent documents:

1. Providing and testing an alternative to Juvenile Court action in

the case of the youthful drug offender.

2. Testing this type of program as a method of approach to deviant
or anti-social behavior other than drug abuse (i.e., the juvenile shop-~

lifter, the chronic school truant, etc.). -

3. Redirection of youthful drug abusers toward less harmful behavior
and reduction in numbers of such persons who now serve as influential models
for the younger child. A

4. Education and increased awareness relative to drugs and narcotics,

not only for the child, but the parent as well.

o §

5. Improved parent-child communications.

6. Involvement of community volunteers in addressing a substantial

community problem.

7. Attraction of potential new careerists from among the youthful

group of offenders.

8. Establishment of a model which can readily be made available to

other groups.

One other objective was noted in the original grant application; but subse-
quently dropped: '"'Coordination of community agencies involved in the
problem."

PSGI interviewed eight of Project E's staff members. They were asked to
state Project E's current objectives in their own words and then to express
the emphasis placed by the project on various uliimate, intermediate, and

immediate objectives.

Several objectives were stated by staff as responsss to the open-ended
ﬁuestion. Most offered improvement of parent-child communication as an
objective of the program (this was also the highest rated objective in

the closed-ended qﬁestion on objectives). Reducing client drug use and
increasing the insight of both parents and clients into their own behavior
were also cited. A number of other objectives were also offered--e.g.,
diverting the first time offender from the court process, getting youth
involved with authority figures in a non-threatening, and positive

relationship, encouraging respect and obedience for the law, and provid-

ing information.

Responses to the closed-ended questions regarding project objectives were
averaged. Objectives were then ordered by the emphasis given them. Those
receiving major emphasis are:

Ultimate Objectives: Reduce drug misuse
Reduce delinquency

Reduce drug use (less emphasis given)
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Intermediate Objectives: Improve communications with parents

(Client-Oriented) and others

Clarify values and decision-making
process

Increase knowledge of legal conseguences
of drug misuse

Increase knowledge of psychological

effects of drug misuse

Develop attitudes against drug misuse

Improve self-image (Less

Increase knowledge of physiological

effects of drug misuse

Intermediate Objectives: (No emphasis placed)

(Community-Oriented)
" Work with parents

Immediate Objectives:

E.3 BRBENEFICIARIES OF PRCJECT &

Beneficiaries of Project E are between, 14 and 18, with a provable drug charge
other than sale or serious offense, without a prior 601 or 602 petition on
file.

In the test period of 8/70-6/71 (excluding 12/70) cases were randomly assigned
either to the program, to a petition and appearance befofe judge, or were
counseled and closed, with 507 going to the program and 25% to each of the
other alternatives. After that date participants were selected as a result

of the judgment by the intake officer as to the most appropriate action; in
January-June 1972, 20% were assigned to the program, 40% were counseled and
closed, and 30% were petitioned to the court (10% were pending). Data for

May-August 1973 indicates 16% were assigned to the program,

Data for 8/70-6/71 indicates clients were 72% male, 90% white (with 6% Chicano
and 47 Black), mostly lower-middle to middle class (lead of household occu-
pations: only 1.5% unskilled and 16% semi-skilled). More than half (51%)

were arrested for possession of marijuana, with 36% arrested for possession
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of dangerous 4drugs, but 58% indicated use of marijuana and dangerous drugs
(27% marijuana only). In 65% of the cases the parents were married and
living together, and in 64% of the cases the child was living with both

parents.

In the January-June 1972 period, 191 (or approximately 32/month) were
assigned to the program. In that same period 62% of the youths in the
program were arrested for marijuana, 277 for dangerous drugs, 4% for

narcotiecs, and 7% for paraphernalia or being in a place with drugs.

When Project E's staff were asked to identify Project E's beneficiaries,
several listed both the clients and their parents. The youths were most
commonly described as first or second offenders, with a light offense ox
experimental use, and middle-class. Other characteristics noted included

a restriction to English-speaking clients.

The group most commonly cited by staff as potential beneficlaries were those
who were already wards (or former wards). In addition, sevexal staff members
suggested that those who completed the program, but who wished to continue
with the groups should be allowed to do so. The need for the inclusion of
the Spanish-speaking (and other minorifies, including those too pecor to have
available transportation) was also mentioned. One staff member suggested
expanding céverage to other drug offenses such as cultivation or sale, and

one suggested the inclusion of siblings.

E.4 ASSESSMENT OF THE PREVIOUS EVALUATION OF PROJECT E

Project E was evaluated in its first year of operation by a probation officer.
No funds were budgeted for evaluation consultants. Project E was not eval-
uated in its second year of operation. The first year evaluation is assessed

below.

Success. Indicators

The criteria used to measure progress toward project objectives were stated
in the grant application. The major critevion used to evaluate the services
of the program as an alternative to Juvenile Court was the recidivism (or

or re—arrest) rate, which was to be determined from Probation Department
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files as well as a check of police records in the juvenile's jurisdiction.
Another measure proposed was a change in attitude to authority, as deter-
mined by an attitude survey. The utility of the Project E program for
other types of offenders was to be assessed by the subjective evaluations
of the staff. Redirection of drug users was also tested by the recidivism
rate with suggestion of long-term follow-up. Subjective evaluation by
the parent was also suggested. Increased parental awareness and kncwledge
about drugs was to be measured through subjective evaluations by the
parent. Although drug knowledge is measurable by objective tests, which
can be included unobtrusively into an attitude questionnaire, the proposed
evaluation did not do so. Improved communication between parent and child
was to be measured by subjective evaluation by the parents and children,
as well as by a test utilizing indirect measures. Although involvement of
community volunteers is directly measurable through the number of velunteers
and the number of hours volunteered, no measurements were maae in this area.
The objective of attracting new careerists is not amenable to short term
measurement, for careers in probation require college degrees, and thus, can-

not be evaluated in the short run.

Instruments ahd Data Sources

As the evaluation design progressed, several changes and elaborations were
made, - Recidivism measures were to be weighted by the seriousness of the

offense and the time elapsed since participation in the project. The original

design called for use of the Probation Department Central Juvenile Index (CJIL

as well as checks with the Police Department in the youth's jurisdiction. The

latter was dropped, however, becausé of the extra cost and/or the assumption
that the Police Departments were reporting all their contacts to CJI. Atti-
tude toward drugs was to be measured by a special questionnaire.
drug use was added as a measure of the effectiveness of the program. Intra-
family communication was to be measured by a specially devised questionnaire
administered to both parents and children. A program evaiuation questionnaire
was to be administered also, as well as questionnaires to gather background

information (e.g., parental status, occupation).

Self-reported

e
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Analysis Procedures and Evaluation Findings

The first year of the program utilized a random selection process for assign-
ment to the program, or for a petition and appearance before the court, or
for counseling and closing the case after the initial intake interview. Half
the users were assigned to the program, and 25% to each of the control groups.
All cases involved juveniles between 14 and 18 with a provable drug charge
other than sale or involving opiates, and without a previous petition on

file.

The research design called for all clients to be included in the samples for
whom data would be collected. But this proved difficult, and certain modifi-
cations in the research -esign were made. The most serious modification was
caused by the fact that approximately 307% of the population 'did not appear
for post—-tests, leaving less then 50% of the treatment population for whom
there was both pre- and post-data. For the two control groups, less than
30%.had both pre- and post-administered tests, and thus, the evaluation

report did not report any questionnaire test results for them.

The only evaluation data reported for the entire population, therefore, are
recidivism rates, which do not require the cooperation of the subjects. In

addition, the pre- and post-data for the treatment group are reported.

The recidivism data indicate that 11.67 of the 250 program graduates were
re-referred for a drug charge and a total of 20.47 were re-referred for
any offense (drug or non-drug related). This compares to 11.2% and 26.5%
for the 125 petition cases, and 12.2% and 24.3% for the 148 counsel .and
close cases. Use of the chi-square test on the recidivism data elther

for drugs or for any offense indicates no significant statistical difference
at the generally accepted .05 level. Another table reports the data for

number of offenses rather than number of offenders; program graduates have
the lowest proportion of total offenses (.268 per person compared to .368

for counsel and close and .385 for court proceedings), but do not have the

e

"A check of recidivism in July 1973 of those entering the program between
January and June 1972 indicated a 28% recidivism rate (recidivism defined

as petition filed) with approximately one-third of these being charged
with the same offense. PSSI's recidivism figures for Project E were higher
still. 59



lowest proportion of drug offenses (they have .128 per person compared to
.120 for counsel and close and .155 for court proceedings). The evaluation
report states-—without any supporting argument--that the use of repeated
offenges is a better measure of success than repeat offenders. However,
even these differennes are not statistically significant at the .05 level.
It then states an unwarranted conclusion: '"Generally, it is shown that as
an alternative to Juvenile Court proceedings, the program has much to offer

as a troatment intervention."

The evaluation report indicates that there was a significant difference
between the pre-test and post-test on the Jessness inventory scales mea-

suring alienation and non-traditional value orientation (i.e., both were

reduced).

It also reports a significant improvement in the youths' attitudes toward
the overt use of drugs and the youth drug subculture.. The measures of
parent-youth communications, based on pre- and post-tests, indicate that
the youths perceive an increase in congruity (closeness, honesty, and
openness) between family members (although not statistically significant),
a decrease in permissiveness, and a decrease in parental awareness. Tests
administered to the parents indicate a significant decrease in the per-

ceived need for exercising control and a significant decrease in tendency
for family not to share things; there was also an increase in family

closeness, as perceived by the parents.

Two other outcome measures were reported. The proportion of juveniles who
reported they wanted to stop using drugs increased from 47% to 74%. But
Ehé"self—reported use of marijuana~~the most common substanced used--

did not decline significantly based on the pre-test and post-test results,

Issues and Problems in Evaluation

One problem already noted is that a lack of cooperation is especially likely
when there is no leverage that can be exerted on the subject, such as in the
two control situations where the case had been closed or scheduled for appear-

ance before the court. One possible solution is for the pre-test to be

9

administered as part of the intake procedure tefore assigument has been made,
but this runs the risk of results contaminated by a desire to affect the

assignment; and the problem of post—-test cooperation remains.

Some questions may be raised about the tests used to determine parent-
youth communication and thei:r interpretations. The test administerad to
parents and youths asked each group for their perceptions of family actions.
Although there are significant changes between the pre-test and post~test on
gseveral scales for both parenté and children, there are still apparent gaps
between the mean scores of parents and youths at any one time. Correlational
analysis between child and parent responses would have been helpful in
determining the validity and reliability of the tests. A more objective

test of parent-youth communications could have been develope&, used,

and validated. In general, the evaluation report sheculd have had wmore
documentation--such as the questionnaires used and the scales developed.

These are no longer part of the files currently existing.

Conclugion

In summary, the only objective which was evaluated by the use of outcome data
involving experimental and control groups used recidivism data. The results
indicated no statistically significant differences. The report was not clear
on the time that elapsed between the program treatment and re-arrests. A more
meaningful analysis would have indicated the number of arrests at various time
intervals, e.g., one month, three months, six months, etec. The origirnal
design of weighting by seriousness and time may have some merit, although it
would require more sophisticated statistical analysis. In addition, greater
knowledge about the impact of the program could have been gained if further
analysis of other data and test results (e.g., background, drug use patterns,
Jessness and other test data) were made comparing recidivists to the program's
"successful® graduates.

The data involving pre-test and post-test results for the program participants
indicated some statistically significant changes. If one’assumes the tests
were reliable--i.e., would produce the same results on a re~test--then the
changes in results between the pre~test and post—test could be ai:tributed to
the program. These changes included less alienation, less non~traditional

values, more family communication.
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The evaluation research design called for the use of subjective evaluation
by the parents and youths involved in the program, as well as outcome data.
The final evaluation report does not indicate the results of these surveys,
but there is an indication in a preliminary report that the results may not
have met their expectations. Based on a four-point scale ([1] none, [2] very
little, [3] some, [4] very much) the mean scores ranged from 2.26 to 2.97 on
the more meaningful evaluation questions. Although subjective evaluation
scores by themselves are not sufficient measures of a program's success,

they do contribute an important perspective for evaluating the program.

The evaluation study should be praised for several features. One of them is
the random assignment of cases to the program and two control groups. Given
the opposition of lawyers whose clients went before the court, and the
probation workers' union which felt each individual case should be examined
and the most suitable assignmént made, the project's ability to maintain the
experimental design for eleven months should be appreciated., In addition,
although some opportunity to do meaningful research was missed, some
analyses about the characteristics of the arrested drug user were made.

For instance, their analysis of the Jessness test results indicated that
generally the drug user's scores were midway between scores made by minor
offenders and incarcerated delinquents, with the exception of greater

alienation and repression, and less socisl anxiety and manifest aggression.
A summary of this evaluation report is presented in Table E-1,

E.5 PSSI EVALUATION OF PROJECT E'S IMPACT ON CLIENTS

Project E's impact on client drug use, attitudes about drugs and various
other intermediate areas, was evaluated by administering questionnaires to
55 current -clients, 44 parents of former clients, and 8 Project E staff
members. In addition, school and police records were checked for 93 clients
from fall of 1972 to judge Project E's impact on delinquent behavior and

grades. The findings are summarized here.

Impact on Drug Use

In general the findings from the client questionnaire regarding Project E

impact on drug usage were inconsistent:
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TABLE E-1

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT OF PROJECT E

PROJECT UBJECTIVES EVALUATED

SUCCESS INDICATORS

INSTRUMENT/DATA SOURCE

EVALUATION FINDINGS

PSST COMMENTS

PROYIDE ALTERHUATIVE TO JUVENILE
COURT ACTION

RECIDIVISM RATE FOR DRUG
OFFENSES

CENTRAL JUVENILE INDEX
FOR ALL PROJLCT CLIENTS
AND 2 CONTROL GROUFS

OF PETITION CASES, AND
COUNSEL AND CLOSE CASES

11.6% OF PROGRAM GRAD-
UATES RE-ARRESTED FOR
DRUG OFFENSES COMPARED
TO 11.2% FOR PETITION
CASES, & 12.2% FOR
COUNSEL AHD CLOSE

HO SIGHIFLICANT DIFFIRELCE PPiwi il
EXPERINENTAL GROUP- ALY 2 CONTHOL
GROUPS RESPITE REPORT'S COUCLUSION
THAT PROGRAM “HAS MICH TO GFFLR AS
A TREATHUNT LHILRVENTION." RE
CIDIVISH OVER TIng suevld oo Ri-
CORDED. BACKGROUND OF ReCILINVILTS
SHOULD BE COMPARED TO OTHERS

REDIRECT DRUG ABUSER

a) CHANGE IN ATTITUDES

b) REDUCTIOM OF DRUG USE

a) PRE-TFET AD POST-
Test USING JESSHESS
INVENTORY FOR PRO-

_ GRAM GRADUATZS

b) SELF-REPORT 0N DRUG
USE AT START AND
END OF PROGRAM FOR
PROGRAM GRFDUATES

a) SIGNIFICANT DECLINE
IN ALIENATION, AND
KOH-TRADITIONAL
VALUE ORIEHTATIONS;
NO CHANGE 1M OTHER
LTTITUDES TESTED

b) NO SIGHIFICANT DE-

CLINE IN MARIJUANA

USE

a) LACK OF COGPLRATION FRM CONTROL
GROUPS RESULTED IH OhLY PlGhAS
PARTUCIPANTS BUING TLSTEL ALL
HENCE NO CONTROL GRou?

3.

IMPROVE PARENT-CRILD
COMMUNICATION

PCRCEPTIONS OF IMPROVED
FAAILY COMMUNICATION

QUESTIORHAIRE Cil YOUTH
AND PARENT PERCLPTIONS
OF FAMILY CUMMUNICA-
TI0W GIVEN ON PRE-TEST/
POST-TEST BASIS TO
PROGRAM GRADUATES AND
THEIR PARENTS

INCREASED PERCEPTION
OF FAMILY CLOSEMNESS

PERCEPTIONS WERE TRE,ATED AS ACTUAL
CHANGES. NO ATTENTION TO GAPS
BETWEEN YOUTH AND PARENT RESPONSES
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® 23% of its clients sald Project E greatly helped them to reduce
their drug use and 30% said it helped them somewhat. (46% re-

ported no help at all.)

e Project E clieants, on the average, report more reduction in
drug use from the previous year than a group of non~clients

matched for past usage.’<

e However, Project E clients, on the average, report about 10%
more current drug usage than the group of non-clients matched

for past drug usage.

While slightly more than half of Project E's clients perceive it has

affected their drug use, and Project E clients report more of 'a decrease
in drug usage than clients of any other project evaluated, self-reported
current drug usage is more than that for the comparison group. No suit-

able explanation was developed for this discrepancy.

It is important to stress that the questionnaire was administered to current
clients, i.e., clients still in treatment. It is possible that impact on
drug usage might not be measurable until some time after the end of treat-
ment. To test this possibility, parents of former clients (from Spring of
1973), and its staff were asked to assess Project E's ultimate impact on

client drug use. Responses from these two greups of significant others.

were consistent--both groups felt Project E was more helpful than did cur-
rent clients. On the other hand responses from all three groups concerning
intermediate impacts were generally quite consistent. Thus clients might
be able to perceive intermediate impacts, but not the project's ultimate

effect on drug use.

Clients who reported favorable project impacts on drug usage were compared
to those who reported no impact, in order to understand Project E's processes
bettex. There was no difference between the two groups in terms of age,

Those whe reported some impact on their usage tended:

*

There was some consistency in these self reports. On the average, clients
who reported that Project E had helped to reduce their use, reported more
of a reduction in use than clients who reported no help.

,,,,,

b 1 e e e g1

P

e To be male
o To be black or Spanish heritage
® To have used fewer drugs in the past

e To have had fewer bad effects from their drug use.
They also report:

e Less current drug usage

o More anti-drug attitudes

e More of a reduction in drug usage from last year.

Impact on Drug Opinions

In general the findings from the client questionnaire: regarding Project E'a

impact on drug opinions were inconsistent:

@ 37% of its clients said they are less in favor of drug use
as a result of participating in Project B and 55% ceported
no impact. (8% reported being more in favor of drug use as

a result of participating in Project E.)

e However, on the average, Project E's clients have drug knowledge,
attitudes and concerns that are less socially acceptable than
non-clients matched for past drug usage. This would tend to

indicate no project impact.

Impacts in Other Areas

Unlike the clients from the other cluster projects, Project E's clients perx-
ceived no more impact in ten intermediate areas than they perceived on their
drug use. In particular, they felt very little impact in four areas:

building self-confidence, improving grades and attendance, and making better

use of free time.

Parents of former clients and Project E staff shared these perceptions, with

. the following exceptions:
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o Parents and staff perceived more impact on self-image than did
clients.
e Project staff perceived absolutely no impact on school attendance,

while a few clients and parents perceived some impact.

‘e Project staff perceived more impact on improving their clients'
relations with family, peers and others than did the clients or

their parents.

Also unlike clients from other cluster projects, Project E clients who

reported the greatest impact in intermediate areas:

e Have used more types of drugs previously than clients less

affected in the intermediate areas, and

© Report the same net reduction in drug usage from a year ago as

the clients less affected in the intermediate areas.

Clients from the other projects who have been helped moét in intermediate
areas have used fewer types of drugs previously and repért lese of a net
reduction when compared to clients less affected in the intermediate areas.
Thus there is considerable evidence that Project E's effects are quite
different (and less indirect) than those of the other projects. Unlike
the other projects, there is little reason to expect that a more sub-
stantial impact cn drug use would be measured if clients were surveyed

- %
six months after treatment instead of during treatment.

Clients were also asked about other delinquent behavior. Project E clients
reported a reduction in theft in comparison with a groﬁp of non-clients
matched for past drug usage. There was no difference between the two groups

in changes din vandalism or. truancy. -

¥

Further supporting this conclusion are the results of a validation effort.
Parents of current Project E clients were surveyed and their responses
were compared to those from parents of former clients. Current parents
perceived more impact on drug use and in intermediate areas than did the
parents of former clients.

The findings of tle school and police records checks of Fall 1972 clients

were not impressive:

o Twenty-one out of 49 clients for whom grades could be found for
both Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed improvement in grade
point average. Fifteen of these 49 showed some deterioration

in grades. (Thirteen clients showed no change.)

e Nine of the 40 clients for whom attendance records could be
found for Spring 1972 and Spring 1973 showed some improvement
and 20 showed some deterioration. (Eleven clients showed no

change.)

e Ten of the 58 clients for whom :suspension records could be
found for Sprinmg 1972 and Spring 19872 showed some improvement
and twelve showed some deterioration. (Thirty-six clients

showed no change.)

¢ Ten of the 27 former clients, who were still minors as of

December 1973 and who had no arrests prior to involvement wit

Project E, were re-arrested in the 12 months after involvement.

e Twenty-one of the 36 former clients, who were still minors as

of December 1973 and who were arrested prior to involvement with

Project E were re~arrested in the 12 months after involvement.

One last measure of intervention impact was tabulated. Parents of former

clients were asked to evaluate the impact of the project on themselves.. 0n

the average parents of former Project E clients perceived that the project

had been somewhat helpful in:

¢ Improving parent-child communications
e Improving family relationships
¢ Improving their own ability to make decisions

e Clarifying their own values.
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E.6 DPSSI.EVALUATION OF PROJECT E'S COILMUNITY-WIDE IMPACTS 5.7 EVALUATION OF PROJECT E BY ITS OWN STAFF
. . 1 . ; . e e . . )
Althoug‘,h Froject I's original objectives and activities 1ncJTuded community y Seven current and one former Project E stalf members were interviewed, using
education and organization throughout County E, these aspects of the irhe an open-ended interview guide. Theilr responses relevant to an evaluatijon of
program were greatly reduced in its second year. However, to get some Projzct E ,a-;e summarizedghere: i ) L . |
idea of Project E's community-wide impacts, PSSI administered questionnaires |
to 33 community leaders, 10 heads of county-wide agencies dealing with the Fvaluation Criteria
juvenile drug problem and 44 parents of former clients. It was found that: .‘. ‘
‘ Several staff members suggested use of pre- and post—tests on attitudes
e Less than half (447%) of the community leaders and county-wide toward drugs, self, family, and authority. Voluntary or open-ended evalu-
agency heads were aware of Project E.  This was the lowest level ~ ations of the program by the client were also suggested, as were measures
of community awareness recorded for any cluster project. Most b of recidivism. Suggestions for evaluation criteria also included method-
of those who were aware first heard about the project from its ological considerations. For instance, several staff members felf that
own communications to their agency. the success of the program could not be determined for some time after
| the program ended--one suggested a year, another five years, land another
© Most parents of former clients, and community leaders would be ‘3. when the client reached 25. One staff member commented on the difficulty
willing to recommend youths to Project E for drug information :, of establishing causality of observed changes.
and counseling if it were open to the public. l
% Most Effective Activity Service
e Its clients rate Project E as one of the more effective local .}.
institutions or agencies dealing with the juvenile drug problem. There was strong agreement that the group or rap session was the most
Clients, independent of their current level of drug use, rate effective activity. Some felt it served to build family communication;
Project E more effective than parents, teachers, school counselors, ® another suggested its effectiveness stemmed from the fact that it allowed
police, and clergy. Only the medical profession is rated more g the youth an opﬁortunity to see that others have similar problems, and
favorably. that parents had feelings. Several staff members cited the effectiveness
of the ex-addict, noting that his experience enabled the youth to identify
e Over half (60%) of the community leaders surveyed, who are aware .:‘. with him and that he did not use scare techniques. The psychiatrist was
of Project E, feel it has been 'somewhat helpful in informing also cited. Two members also ncted the importance of the intake interview.
County E about the drug problem. These same community leaders
felt it has not been helpful in organizing the County to deal Less Effective Activity/Service
with the drug problem or other juvenile problems. .‘.
There was strong agreement that the police lecture was the least effective
o Of those 15 community leaders who perceive that the juvenile drug activity. Several staff mewbers attributed this to the youths' alienation
problem has abated during the past year, only one gives Prcject E ) from the pciice, but some also claimed these speakers had offered inaccurate
a major share of the credit. @,}Q information, and were impersonal; others cited authoritarian, moralistic,
d and dull presentations as the factors. One staffer cited the lack of client
; follow-up as a weakness of the program.
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Another method of determining weaknesses in the program involved asking for
recommended actions if funding were decreased 25%. Besides the obvious
advice to reduce staff, increase volunteers, and reduce clients, several
staff members urged eliminating the lectures, while several suggested vari-
ations on this such as not paying for lecturers and group co—-facilitators,
or specifically mentioning the police lecturer; one suggested using tape
recorded lectures.

.

Significant Accomplishments

The most frequently offered response to this question referred to improved _
communication between youths and their parents. This was attributed to a
variety of factors~-e.g., the nature.of the group sessions (non~threatening,
open and sincere, confidential); another attributed it to the, experience of
talking openly to those in a different age group, while one suggested that

the parent and child now had a common experience to discuss. Lower recidivism
was also claimed as a significant accomplishment and mention was also made

of avoiding formal court action, improving client attitudes toward authority

figures, and a more reasonable Departmental approcach to drug use.

Recommendations

In addition to themes already noted (e.g., combine police lecture with DA's
or eliminate it entirely), several other suggestions for agencies adopting

a similar program were made. The need for trained personnel--either before
or after they join the project--was noted by several staff members. Also
receiving multiple mentions was the idea of lengthening the time period by
one week, increasing follow—-up activities on program graduateé and increasing
the program's flexibility (and authority to make program decisions). Other
suggestions included making the program voluntary, increasing use of visual
aides, emphasizing alternatives to drug use, and permitting recidivists not

to face court proc®edings on the original charge.

APPENDIX F

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE



This questionnaire vas administered to 428 9th, 10th, and 11lth grade
students in Communities A, B, and G. However, questions 22, 23, and 25

were not included on the gquestionnaire administered in Community G.

The number presented next to «ach response is the percentage of those

students responding who checked that response. The number not responding

to the question is indicated as. NR. The number not asked the question is

indicated as NA. “

Averages for those responding are presented for the age of first use

questions (i.e., 7b, 8b,.. 16b). Averages for those indicating some use

in the past month are presented for questions 7¢, 8c,.., lGe.
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CALLFOXNTIA SUATE YOUTH QUESTIOLIALRE

The purrose of this questionnaire 1s to determine what vouths think about some of
our problens todav, partlecularly problems involving misuse of drugs. Please

answer ecach question carefully, putting an X in the box corresponding to your

answer, Ralse yvour hand if you do not understand a guestion or the answers. ™
We dn not want your name, but we do need some information from you to make sure ‘
we are getting answers from a representative sample of young people. We hope
you will take the time to answer each question as completely and honestly as
possible, as the results will be used to plan youth services for your community.
® g
Vhat is your age? What is your sex?
10 11 1z 13 14 15 17 Boy Girl ’
DDDJDDDDDD L] [ g
0 0 0 3.8 27.6 30.7 24.6 12.4 .9 NR=1 51.0 49.0 NR =12
Vhat is your race or cthnic background?
Mexican-Americen . Other
White  Black (or Latin-Anerican) Asian (Specify) ° °
1 [ ”“} [:] 1.9 3
J L i
82.2 3.7 8.2 4.00 - NR=20 '
What find of work does the hecd of your houschold dc? If you live with your
NR =10

vha
mark, writce
Sal C“J.G]"

gas st LJon

Service

t kind of work does he do?) If yo

the occupation on the line marked

r (for exauple,
attendant)

Insurance agent,

Wor
steward

-
158 ]

kar (for exzaple, cleaning,
nurse's aide, guard ir

store clcrk

u are not sure which cat tegory to

"Other"

recal estate salesman

Professional or Techmical (for exanple,

doctor, nu

rse, te
a

architect, accountant, compuler programmer, minister, dr
General labor ({ev example, warchouseman, carpanter’

wmrkur, pardaner)
Grafilsnon or

Lupaeran,

Foreman ({or example, mechanic, electrician,

Machine or Vehicle Onerater (For example, bus

duiver,

most 11@L&:> Line workersy

file «l
cifice egulpm

dcel (for

ddspatcher,

rampre, o0 repier, erk, . hoo
Ed 2
shfxal WS

3 -

“anarcr or n 13

Bank n'in(p1, AR e T T

A eaean e waygyo o e
L#J~~L”LUL nanagor,

Gihese (plesse duszribe)

taxi drid

[E3h W
ont ooparatar)

plumber, carpenter,

ver,

butcher,

. bank teller,

L. TETEATT LU W.,5 In wnich peoploe sometimes vish Lthey could bae dificrend. Iow
of ten do you wish you could:
OfLen ii:i; Sceldow Huvgrwq
AR
a. Communicate better with friends? 29.2[:]45.6[:]20.7[:] 4.5[:] 7
b. Be more carefreé and eagy goiny? 24.][:]47.4[:]20.2[:] g.3[] 8
¢. Be more active and get more done? 40.8[135.6J17.91 5,703 9
d. Communicate better with parents and adults? 30.6[_]36.3 J2a.3[) 8.8 9
e. Let yourself go and have a good time? 36.0[:334.5[:]22.5[:3 6.9 6
£f. Settle down and take things more seriously? 19.0[_J40.5J29.6[] 10.9[] 6
g. Have more will powern? 34.3(137.2 118,73 9.8 11
h. Keep better control of your feelings and emotions24.2{” ]38.5 ]27.5[ ) 9.8 ] 10
1. Be more relaxed when you[re around other people? 36.1[ J36.1_J19.2(] 8.6 1 7
2., During the last few months, how happy have you been with yourself and your ability
to do‘the things that matter to you?
X:;;’y EZ:‘;;}' N;;pg;” Miserable -
13.9 67.7 16.8 1.7 ' 1
3. How easy or difficult do yeuw thiak 1t will be for you to find a carcer or place
in society meaningful to fou? '
Very Easy Difficuolt Ve%y
Easy Difficult
12.8 60.9 23.9 2.4 14
4. HNere arec some statements about human nature and social relationships. Please

tell us which statements you ‘agree or disagree with,

a. Most people are thinking about themselves
first and aren't really concerned with
what happens to the other person

b, Coupetition generally brings out an
unpleasant side of human nature

c. No matter wvhat the circumstances, one
should never tell people what tiwey have

»
to do

¢. -Whatever people say abeout it, the world
is a prevry scelfish, dog~eat-dog aliadr

Agree

Agree

Strongly Somewhat Somewnat

I e I A
22.5 51.1 20.8 5.6
— . -
|
30.6 43,1 20.5 5.9
."'"""'T
] L.y ¢
8.7 30.2 44,6 16.56
I 3
13.7 35.1 32.7 18.6
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4, (Continucd)

e,l

A person can do what he really wants to in

Jife 1f he tries hard enough.

The way things are today, no one should
bring children into the world.

In general, schools are becoming less and

‘less meaningful to what's happening.

Life without a job would be very boring
and unsatisf{ying.

Kids need a stable home life with a
mother and father if they are to be well
adjusted.

statements you agree or disagree with.

A drug is any substance that changes the
wey a person ieels, thinks, or acts.

Jf 2 person injects anything into his
veins, he runs the risk of infection
and disease.

If you take sleeping pills regularly,
you may find you can't sleep without

© them.

114

Taking alcchol and barbiturates togethear
can cause serious iliness or death.

People who take large dosas of "speed"
or "erystal" arve likely to lose control
and become violent. ’

Drugs are good for some pecople because
they nelp them escape from their
problems,

RWhether or not a person uses drugs is
his own business because his decision
affects nobady but himsell.

Cocaine is a fairly safe drug to usa
because It is only nildly stimulating,
and its use does not cause pnysical
dependence.

Agree

64.9

5.9

17.3

52.3

o ey

47.9

Agree

Agreec  Disagree Disagree @@
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

29.9

32.1

25.3

.3-]07

i

Agree

]
{ .
45, 4 37.4
63.4 29.3
57.7 36.2
74,8 20.9
i
51.6 39,1
i
2
9.3 21.4
17.2 18.2
’ ™~
|
4.7 20.0

4.0

31.6

© 35.6

16.3

16.7

Disagree Disagree
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Stronelv
&LY g4

1.2

48.6

15.0

6.2

4.7 °

2. Here are some statements that have been made about drugs. Please tell us which

12.7 45
5.4 1.9
l

7.6 T.5

l
3.6 7
8.1 1.2
20.5 048
29.0 35.6
39.2 36.2

NR
3

e
4

6}

.\7l

Ve

Agree Agree

Stvouply

L]

Drugs taken into the body by any means

(sniffing, smchking, swallowing, injecting) 62.9 29.9
enter the blood stream, and eventually,

the brain.

Barbiturates slow you down and blur your I.J

vision, 40.6 50.7
Because of the unpredictable effects of [:] l l
LSD on users, it is dangerous to experi- 64,8 99 3

ment even once or twice with this drug.

Drug abusers are likely to be persons
who never learn to solve problems or
adjust to life.

o]

The use of heroin leads a person very
gquickly toward total drug dependence
from which it is very difficult and
often impossible to recover. '

o
no
no

Drug addicts are primarily sick people. 94 9

The primary responsibility for getting a ]]'0[:3 36.9 [:]

person off drugs lies with his family.
Smoking wmarijuana is a harmless practice.24.8! l

People take drugs because it is the ]3.9[:]
thing to do.

Most drug addicts are lower—-class people. 4,6] ! 18.5 [:]

5.3 | 26.3 [

Drug addicts are immoral people who ]O,7l l
have a bad influence on society,

You can recognize a drug addict by just
Llooking at him,

Smoking marijuana 1s no woise than 40_6[:] 3].7|
drinking alcohol. ‘

Addicts tend to be less well educated. 11.

The drug addict is seldom helped by 9,9] |
medical or psychological treatment.

People get stanted using drugs hecause ]S.OI_J 48,5 [ﬁ]

of pressures from their friends.

People who feel they need drugs are
mentally il and should nveceive
psychiatric care.

Somewhat.

Disagroec
Somewhat

L]

6'

o

38.5[ |

17.1[]

29.6] ]
43.8] |

36.7[]

Mas ves

Stroy o1

20.3 [:] 14
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Piease dndicate vhether or nob these conccrns have aifected your decisions to

use or nob use drugs, and whether they have cever bappened to you as a result

of using drugs.

b.
c.
d.

e.

l.

m.

a.

(Chedk once for concerned and once for happened.)

It has happened
to me

Concernad it might
heppen to me

No AR

Yes Yes

51.3[_]
56.7 ]

Some other harm to your body 59.9 E:]
Loss of energy or ambition 49.5 [:] 50.5[:] 24

Interference with mental abilities [:] 43.0[:] 21
such as memory or concentrationb7.0

55.6 ||
44.3[ ]

Losing control of myseclf

Getting sick

Serious effccts on my mind

Having unwanted '"flashbacks"

(2]
(9]
(00}
r
—
O

Becoming anxious or depressed 49,4 [:] 50,6[:] 21 25.7[:] 74.3 ]
Getting disapproval from 50.1 ] 49.9[:] 21 |} 24.2[:] 75.8[:]
relatives E

Getting disanproval From g0:5[ ] s59.5[ ] 18 ¢ 155 | 84.6] ]

fricends

Interference with activities
03 demands on my time

Being arrested 0
Getting a drug otlier than 54.2 [:] 45.8] | 22 3

wvhat T thought I was getting
47.4[ ] s52.6[ ] 19 |

49.5[ ] 50.5[ ] 20 3.0[ ]
1

Spending too much nmoney on
drugs

Becoming dependent on drugs

Other (please £111 in below)

-

lNave you ever used alcehiolic beverases (beer, wine, liquor) Yes No
without a parent's peruission? l l l I

27.9

If you answered "No", please skip to Cuestion 8.

If you answered "Yes":

Approximately how old were you whon vou fdirst uscd alcohol

without o parent's permission?

(¥111 4n age)
12.7 years

NR

59

54
59.
65
60

58
58

58
60

59

63

56

58

61

141

Yo

_:.;z«:‘
[

lO‘

a.

d.

fR
Approxdmately bow wany Umes el you wsed alechol 1n Lhe 213
past monthy without a parent's permission? (F111 4n 2 nmamber)
4.1 times
Is this moxe or less than the saue month a year ago? About the
More Same l.ess
[ 1 [ ]
28.2 35.7 36.1

Have you ever used stimulants (amphetamines, speed, cocaine,

uppers, whites) without a parent's perinission? -Yes No
&
If you answered "No'" please skip to Question 9. 20.4 79.6
If you answered '"Yes":
Approximately how old were you when you first used stimulants
without a parent's permission? . 343

13.4 years| yi13

a nunbesr

1}
4.y
403

Approximately how many times have you used stimulants in.the

past _month without a parent's permission?

A 5.5 ¥imes 389
. . About the '
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More Sawet Less
I T S 2
) 22.2 28.4 49,4
Have you ever used sedatives (barbiturates, tranquilizers,
downers, reds) without a pareunt's permission? Yes Noe
‘ ] 10
If you answered "No'" please skip to Question 10. 17.2 82.8
If you answeied '"Yes':
Approximately how old were you when vyou first used sedatives
without a parent's permission? 357
13. N
3.7 years‘ Fill in
Approximately how many times have you used sedatives in the a numnber
past month without a parent's permission? 388
- 5.0 times |
. sbout the
Jg this more or less than the same month a year ago? More . RS O
Oama
[ ) [ [ ] 3
25.7 27.1 47.1
Have you ever used hallucincrens (18D, acid, S$7P, meszaline,
peyote, PCP) withaut a pareat's permission? Yes Ro
L)
L vou answered "Ho'" please skip lo Question 11, 12.6 87.4
If you answered '"Yes':
117
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Approzimately how old were you when you first used hallucinogens

without a parent's permission?

Approximately how many times bave you used hallucinogens

in the past month without a parent's permission?

Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? tore

27.9

Have vou ever sniffed inhalents (glue, gasoline, aerosols)

without a parent's permission?

If you answered ''No' please skip to Question 12.

If you answered "Yes'': .

.

Approximately how old were you when you first sniffed

inhalents without a parent's permission?

s

Approximately how many times have you sniffed is halean '

in the past month without a parent's permission?

Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More

L]

8.5
Have you ever used opiates (heroin, morphine, smack)

without a parent's permission?

If you answered ''No' please skip to Question 13,

If you answered ''Yes':

‘Approximately how old were you vhen vcu first used opiates

without a parent's permission?

Approximately how many times have you used opilates in the

past month without a parent's permission?

Ts this more or less than the same month a year ago? pore

g

13.9 years| r411 in

a nunmber

2.6 times

About the
Less

[:] 385

55.8

No

L]

88.4

12,7 yeari}

4 times

AbOJt the Lass

48.¢

-\

NO

L]

98.3

3

13.1 years|iiy1 in ‘

a nuube

4.0 times

About the Los

50.0

a number;

Have wyou ever used marijuans (pot, grass, hashish) Yes No R

without a parvent's permission? | ' [:J 12
49.8 50.2

If you answered "Nc'' please skip to Question 14.

If you answered "Yes'

Approximately how old were you when vou first used marijuana

without a parent's permission? 232
| 12.9 years| 5091 in
Approxin ; 7o ha j
pproximately how many times have you used marijuana in the 2 number
past month without a parent's permission? 274
8.7 times
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More Abgziethe Less
[] 239
33.9 37.0 29.0
Have you ever taken something without the owner's ’ Yes Ne
permission and not returned it? .o
51.8 48.2
If you answered '"No' please skip to Question 15.
If you answered '"Yes':
Approximately how ¢ld were you when you first took something i
without the owner'$ permission? ' . 223
10.6 years | o1y 45

Approximately how many times have you taken something iu the
a number

past month without the owner's permission? .
‘ 4.7 times 324
About the

Is thils more or less than the same month a year ago? More Same Less

1 L []es

20.2 36.0 ~43.8

Have you ever deliberately broken sometining valuable Yes No
belonging to someone else? I ’ l i 6
17.3 82.7
If you answered "Ko'" please skip to Question 16.
1f you answered "Yes"
Approximately how old were you when you first deliberately
broke something valuable? 358
(F411 4n ague)
10.9 years
119



15. ¢ Spproxts ctely how tany Udmes have you deliberately broken i ole
something valuable in the past month? 2.6 times 400 k
(Fi1ll 4in a number)
" About tl
d, Is this nore or less than the same month a year ago? lore gzuc '® Lese
360 g
] oo
20.6 36.8 42.7
16. a. lYave you ever been truant or absent from school without Yes No !
- i
a good reason? [:] [:] 7
50.1 49.9 05 e
If you answered "No'" please skip to Question 17. ' ;
T£ you answered "Yes': %'
®le
b, Approximately how old were you when you were first absent 5
from echool without a good reason? 236 %
12.7 years : ?
SYES pid1 qn |
c. Approximately how many times have you been absent without ;
a numbely| @
a good reason in the past month? 2834 %
3.8 times I
i About the i
d. 1s this more or less than the same wmonth a year ago? More Same iess |
b
0 O [Desg
35.0  29.6 35.5 1®
7. In your opinion, rate cach of the following reasons why people use drugs, For ?
example, if you think & very important reason why people use drugs is to relax, i
i
check "Very Important in row "a"; if you think it is not an important reason, ®e
check "Not Important," ‘
Very Somewhat Yot
Important Important Impoxtant Q®le
a. To relax 22.0 [] 5.4 | 19.6]_] i
b, To feel like one of the gang, 31.6 [:] 25_1[:] 33.3[:]
not an outsider @
i ®
. Tec solve problens 26.1 [:] 30“6[:] 43,3[:J 10
d.  To improve communications 11.3 [:] 36.5[:] 52.3[:] 11
e. To satisfy curiosity 36.5 [jw 42,7[:] 20_9[:] 6
£, because it is fun 30.8 r] 39.6 J 29.6D 6t @@
g. To feel better 43.7 [:] 37_5L:] 18.8[~] 7
L, To get along berter with 19.1 [:} 37‘6[:] 43.3[:J 8
other people ’
®e
120

18,

Very Somewhat Nt
Tumportant Important Important b
i. To sce the world Aiffercntly 22_3[:] 38,2 [:] 39_4[:] 7
j. To keep from being bored 211 40.3 [ | 38.6] |
. Because a close friend does o7 ] ero [ 45.0[_] 8
1. Other (please £fill in below) 70.5 [:} 11.4 [~J 18,2[:] 382
If you wanted information about drugs or had a problem with drugs, indicate
vhere you would go for help. (Check once for information and once for help
with a personal drug problem.)
FOR INFORMATION | FOR HELP WITH A
ABOUT DRUGS PERSONAL DRUG PROBLIM
Definitely Maybe HNever | Definitely Maybe Never
NR .

a. A parent 18.3 ] 51.5] J30.9 Jisjis.3 | 36.6[ Jas.1[ | a0
b. A teacher 15.6] | 51.5[ J32.9 Jisl 4.4 ] 42.8] }s2.7 | 45
¢. A school counselor 13.5[ ] 4e.5[ Jas.o Iol 8.3 | 36.5[ |s5.2 | 44

A policeman 16.2[ | se.5] Jar.d Jeoy 3.7 ] 2a2[ e[ | 47
e. & medical person (physi- 51.4[ | 36,10 |12.9 lelae.a ] s0.6[ J17.0_ ] 46

" cian, nurse, psychiatrist)

£. A clergyman (minister,  14.3] | 41.2[ Jas.4 Jeslen.7 ] 38.6] ]39.7 ] 45

priest, rabbi)’
g. Triends 35.2[ ] a9.0[ J15.d Jeelar.a[ | a7.7[ Jeo.o[ | 46
h. 4 drug program (please  49.8[ | 3z2.8[ |17.5[ | |48.9[ ] 30.1[ J21.0_l209

give name) 193
i, Other (please £111 in below) [ | 17.7[ ] 1.3 | | 6.6 ] 18.2[ ] 5.2 |3s1

81.0 349
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1
ave yon ever soupht inferantion (or asked questions) about Yes No NR !?1'
drugs? 73.9] Je6. ] 10|
If yon answered ''Ua' pleace skip to Questdon 20,  If you snswered ''Yes"
please Judicate hew often vou soveht information from each of the following? '

Once More "»,‘.
Never or Twice Ofiten o
a. A parent 35.8 [ ] 48.3[ ] 15.9[ J132 [
b. A teacher s1.2 [ ] 35.7[ ] 13.1[_] 131 oo
¢. A school counselor 88.3 [:] 7.2 [:] 4.5[:] 138 |
d. A policeman 78.0 [ ] 15.5[ ] 6.5[_ 137 |
e. A medical person 63.1 [:] 27.6 E:] 9.3[:] 138 ©
f. A clergyman 90.2 [] 5.6[ ] 4.2[ ]141 ¢ o
g. Friends 16.2 [ ] 32.8[ ] s1.0[ 132 ¢
h. A drug program (please give name) 72.1 [:] 11.5 [:] ]6.4[:] 245
. vl
A
1. Other lease £411 in below ;. ®
@ erow 10.9 [ ]34.8] ] 54.3[ J3e2 1,
1
I
I
ave you ever sought help for a personal drug problem? Yee No ;
(] 21%e

12.5 87.5 B

If you answered '"No" please skip to Question 21. If you answered "Yes" i

please dndicate how often you sought help from each of the following: X
: .,.'

Once or More ;

None Twice Often

a. A parent 3. [ ] s ] ns[_]376 ol g

b. A teacher 79.6 | | 18.4[ | 2.0 Jarg ©

c. A school counselor 82.0 [:] 12.0 [;J 6.0 L~J378~ :

d. A policeman 84.0 L_J 10.0] | 6.0[w:]378 L
¢. A wedlcal person 74.5 D 17.7 [_——J 7.8 [:]377 ..

A clergynan g0 [ ] 8.0[ | 80 Ja78 |

g. Friends 19.2 [ ] 34.6] | 46.2{ 376

h., A drug program (please give name) 57.2 {:] ]].41::] 31.4[“‘}393 i
~ ¢

£

1. Other (y}gngo f11Y 1in below) 0.0 [:] 26.0 E:] 75‘0[::]420
— " |
j

2]-.

22.

Frowm vhatr you know about carli of the follawing, how well do you think ther do
in dealing with dinag problens?
' Rot Very Waste of
Very Vell Ox well Time NR
a. Parents 9.4[ ] 37.2] ] 36.0] ] 17.4 ] 25
b, Teachers 6.0[ ] 48.0[ ] 28.4[ ] 7.7 ] 26
¢. School Counselors 10.5[:] 39.3{:] 28.4~£:] 21.9 [:] 26
d. Police 18.8] | 31.6[ | 25.3[ ] 24.3[ ] 29
e. Medical People 57.3 ] 31l ] &1 ] s.5[ ] 82
£. Clergy 16.7] ) 39.4[ ] 22.7[ ] 21.2[ ] 32
Clagses,; films, and lectures on drugs in school this year“have:
Prevented my Helped me Not affected my Encouraged ne
using drugs decrease my drug use one way to use drugs
use of drugs or the other
L.J [:J [:] [:] NR = 17 NA = 105
43.8 . 9.2 45.4 ' 1.6
Have your opinions about using drugs changed this year?
HNe, they Yes, 1 am move Yes, J am less
have not dn favor of drug wse in Favar cof drug uee
] ] 1] wR=11 A =105
54,5 . 6 35.9
a. Have you heard of the (specify name of program) operated by (specify sponsox)?
Yes Ko
11 NR = 11
44,8 55.2
If you answered "Neo'" please skip to quastion 25.
b. Mow well do you think (program) is doing in dealing
with the drug problem?
Very Well ox Mot Very Vaste of
Vall Time
. I . R =
7] ] [ ] NR = 243
38.9 54.1 5.4 1.6
c. lew would you change (program) to make it better for you?
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1’ 3. me

In your opinfon i

Al g
Al

L]

47.6

Thank you for your help.

124

1Y

niudents
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32.9

Ouver

- A
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answer these questions honestly?

Ahioag Sonewhat Almest
Haif Uncdoer dialf Mone

]

5.8

NR = 10

NA = 105
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PROFESSIONAL BENEFICIARY QUESTIONMNNAIRE



“

This questionnaire was administered to 54 "teachers, counselors, and othHers
dealing directly with youths in Communities A, By and C. Question 7 was
tailored to each project. The number not asked each part is dndicated

as HA.

The number presented next to each respense is the percentage of those
teachers responding who checked that response. The numbei not responding

to the question is indicated as NR.

~



8

PROFESSTUHAL BEULFICLARY QULSTIONNALRL

The purposc of this questionnaire is to obtain an assessment of the drug problem and

the

(specify name of program) operated by the (specify sponsor) from

a sample of teachers, nurses, and others who have participated In workshops Tun by

the program or who have consulted with members of the program's staff,

Please

answer each question carefully, putting an X in the box corresponding to your answver.

I am associated with the

(organization).

"My position there is o .

1.

N

f=i

oy

Houw. serious would you consider each of the following youth problenmns to be in
the (specify community) area?

Very Not too Don't
Sexrious Serious Sericus  Unimportant Enow
a. Drugs 3.703 e61.1 [ 22.,2[3 0 [ 13.03
b. Vandalism 25.9 [ 42.6 (3 22.2[1 0[] - 9.3(00]
c. Alcohol 4.8 3 37.0 [ 35.2 ] 03 13.07
d. Schonl performanze 7.8 01 45.1 T  41.2([ 0™ 5.91™1
¢. Conmmunications with
adulls 1.9 [ 7.6}

9.4 03 43,4 0 37,703

How would you say cach of these problems has changed ip the past yeax?

More About ‘the Less Don't
Serious Same Serious Know
a. Drugs 5,70 37,7 O 453 [ 11.303
b. Vandalism 48.2 1 37.C [] 3.7 [ 1. O
¢. Alcohel 35.2 ) 44.4 [ 3.7 [13.16.7 [
d, School performance 22.2 [ 3 63.0 [ 7.4 3 7.4/
. Comaunicatiens with
adulis 5.8[3 67.3 ﬁ:] 18.2

3 7.713

Bera are sone stotewents that have been mede about druzs. Please tell us

‘:)s)
vhether you agrea or disagree with cach.

Agreao Agrce Digsagree Disagsea
Strongly  Semethat  Sowewhul.  Strougly
a.  The primary responsibility Tor
goLtting o purson ofy drugs Lies
with his rauily. 5. [ 44,z (2 40.4 {1 9.6 (]
b Poople toke dreps Losaunse it 4o
> he thing to do. 13.2 171 52.8 (2] 26.4 [Z1 7.6 17
S Swediiny o juona foow harsless
practice ozt 20.8 55 340 30 45.3 [

w O O O

NR

o o o —
@

-t

e,

d. llest drug addicts are lower-

class people. 1.9 [ 1.9 [] 31.5 [J 64.8 [ 't}
¢. The drug addict is seldom
helped by medical or psychelo-
gical treatment. 3.8 [ 7.6 3 41.5 [ 47.2 1
f. Pecple who feel they nced . .
drugs are mentally ill and .
should receive psychiatric
care. 13.2 3 32,1 0 245 CJ 30.203 1
4. Have you heard of the (specify name of progam and sponsor) ?
Yes No
I M
96.3 3.7 0
If you answered NO, you can skip the rest of the questions.
5. Have you had any personal involvement with (program) ?
Never Once or Twice More Often
3 - ; 3 3
5.9 17.7 76.5 -
6. If yes, please describe the extent of yocur involvement.
i
7. Would you recommend (program) to a youth for: L
Yes Mo Don't Know NR NA
a. Individual counseliné? 98.1 [ 0l 1.9 [ 2
b. Sroup counseling or discussions?92.3 [ 1.9 5.8 [ 2
c. Family Counseling? 86.5 [ 3.5 9.6 ] 2
d. Drug inforwation? 100.0 [ 0[7 0 1 2
e. Tutoring? 28.1 1 50.0{ 21.9 [J 2 20
f. Referral to other programs 94.0 1. 6.0 C 3 4
or agencies?
g. Classroom drug education? 94.4 3 03 5.6 [ 1 35
h. Job counseling? 31:3 [ 40.607 28.1 [ 2 20
1. Recreational activities? 73.3ta  20.00%2 6.7 I3 0 39
j. Legal services? 36.8(1 10.51 52,6 [J 1 34



%. Based on your experience and knowledge of the _(program) _» please indicate how much

the program ag a whole emplhasizes each of the following:

3.

c.
dl

q-

.

te

w.,

.
e

128

Other (Spocify)

Primary Majorx Minor No
Frphasis Eaphasis Fmphasis Emchasis
Reduce drug misuse 46.0 [J 48.0 [ 6.0 [] 0]
Reduce drug use 26.5 [J 53.1 [J 20.4 [ | 2]
Reduce delinquency 15.7 [ 43.1 39.2 1 2.0 3
Clarilfy values and decision- 32.0[] 50.0 [ 14.0 [ 4.0
making process :
Increase knowledge of physiogz‘s ] 51.0 [ 26.5 ] 0J .
logical effects of drug misu;g .
Increase knowledge of psycho—  [_] 57.1 [ 20.4 ] 0[]
logical effects of drug misuwse :
Increase knowledze of legal 14.0 [] 46.0 [ 40.0 1 0
consequences of drug misuse - ’ ’
Tuprove attitudes toward dru§5'4 ] 52.1 ]0.4[:3 2.1
nisuse ) . .
Provide alternatives to driug35.3 [] 47.1 [ 9.8[] 7.8 -
use ' ; R
Improve youth comzunications51.0 [] .35.3 [ 13.71 3 0
with parents, adults, and
others
Improve self-image 48.0 [} 40.0 [J 12,05 o]
Improve school parformance 10.2 [] 28.6 ] 51.00( 10.2[73
(grades, attendance, behavior) ’ :
Increase community awaredess?25.5 [1 - 43.1 [ 31.4[] 0
of drug problem ' . :
Encourage referrals to the 6.3 [] 66.7 [ 27.17 03
program
Train people to deal with dzn%g'z [ 36.7 [ 46.9( ] 6.1
problem (teachers, volunteers) .
Develop community altcrnativgg'g [ 38.3[] 36.2{] 16.6 1
to drug misuse )
Work with parents 6.3 53107 30.600) 0
Work with community organiza-10.9 (] 54.4 (] 34.8] 0
tions : E E
Vork with law enforcement  29.2 [ 41,7[] 25.0 4.2
agencices
o]
Work with educaticnal agcnciﬁﬁg"o . 56.3[]) 18.8[] 0
Vork with community mental 18.2 [] 34,13 40.9("} 6.8{.
health programs
“Mork with other drug p:agrmmg7'1 [ 31.701 46,301 a9l

NR

DHow o

13

9.

10.

Thinking now about your own involwement with the (program)
been in helping you to work with youths with drug probluus?

Increcased my knowledge about

drugs 44.9 [
Increased my understanding of

kids who use drugs : 42.9 [
Helped me clarify my values 5
concerning drug use 37.5 ™
Inproved my ability to handle

kids who use drugs 23.4 []

Helped me to do my job befter
(specify how)

Very
Helpfiul

5

Sounewhat
Helpful

40.8 ]

Not

Helpful

14.3 ]

how effaective has it

NR

In your experience, what proportions of the program's counseling clients have been

helped greatly, helped somewhat, and not helped at all in the following areas:

in fractions or percentages so that each line adds to 1.0 ‘or 100%). -

Hancle responsibility?

Gain self-confidence?

Get better grades?

Stay in school?

Better velationships with others?
Communicate better?

Make better decisicnsg?

Better understand theilr feelings
and what is jwportant to them?

Make better use of free time?

Get alony better at home?

Get ofi or reduce usc of drugs?

H
<
Not begin drug use?

Deal with the problem that
brought eclient to {program)?

58.
16.
41,

54.
53.
46.

65.

40,

48.
4z2.

93.

Helped
Greatly

33.3 [

1

-

i

4
6
1
7

(93]

fN)

(V]

w

3
L3
]
]
(.
]

]
3

1
]

—

Jj —

-

NN W

~ B =

—d

:l

Helped

*Somevhat:

21

40.
43.

.03 3.
3076,
.7 N3,
91 6.
4]
179,

013,
9]

o [Z310.
33 6.

0[] 6.
51 3.

71 3.

o W w vt W

w

v

()]

o Lo
0 adgd

0 000000

Not

(Fill

Helped

o

w
M
[

[

]

Ny ™
w B

)
I



1l Referring back to your answers to question 2, to what extent would you attri-
bute the changes you have noted to tue (program)?

.

b.

d.

e.

12.

130

- -

Program
Largely
Responsible
For Change
Drug usage 31.6[1
Vandalism o]
Alcohol usage : 7.9
School performance 7.703

Communications with

adults 23103

47.4
2.9

18.4

- 23.1

35.9

Pregranm
A Major
Contributor
To Change

O 00dnd

18.4
47.1

55.3
52.0

38.5

Program
A Minor
Contributor
To Change

-

Prograwm Had NR

Mo Effect
or No Change
“Noted

2.6
50.0
18.4
10.3

2.6

Based upon your experience with (program), what changes would you
recommend to make it more effective?

Thank you for your help.

wh

]
-
3
]

3

16
20

16
i5

15
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APPENDIX H

PUBLIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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This questionnaire was administered to 573 pavents of 9th, 10th, and 1lth
graderg in Communities A, B, and G. Eighty-six ¢f the parents in Commun-
ity G were asked about both projects G and H. Thus the sample size for

questions 4 through 8 is 659 (573 4 86). However, these 86 parents were

not asked question 8e. This is indlcated az HA.

The number presented next to each response is the percentage of those
parents responding who ¢hecked that response., The number not responding

to the question is indicated as KR.



o

. e pener . . s
CALTVORNTA STALE PAEENTS QUESTIONNAIRE ,
' i » 1. How serious would vyou consider cach of the following youth problems o
i ° ) be in the (specify community) area? HR
The purjese of this questionnaire s to determine what parents think of some Very Hot too Non't -
Serious Serious Serdous  Unimportant Know

of .our problems with youth today, particularly those involving misuse of

a. Drugs 36.6 [ 45,50} 10.403 20 7.3 83 8
b. Vandalism 3.1 03 42.3[:3 16.10] .o 6.6 L1 15
. Alcohol 21.8[1 33.8[1 29.7C] 0 14.0 T3 17

drugs. Pleasce answer each guestion carefully, putting an X in the box corre-
Y &

sponding to your answer,

. -~

e Jdo not want your name, but we do need some information to make sure we are
2. How would you say each of these problems has changed in the past year?

’ getting answers from a representative sample of parents. Don 't
on
) o : , More Serious> About the Same Less Serious Xnow -~
' a. Drugs 29.1 O 2.1 O - e O nmaldos
What 1s the occupation of the head of your household? If you are not sure which b, Vandalism 47.5 {1 35.2 [ 4.6 [} 2.7 13

category to check, write the occupation on the line marked "Other™

NRS0 ' c. Alcohol 29.9 O~ 46,2 O 3.4 [ 19.8{1 17

[ YRR NN PUT—

o

4
J 3 - g . 3 ) i >
Salesperson (for example, insurance agent, store clerk, real estate salesman D6 31 3. Here are some statements that have been made about drugs. Please tell us
Ras 16 slation attendant) . - i fether you agree or disagree with each.
Service Worker (for example, cleaning, waitress, cook, maid, barber, l ‘5 gl Aore Apree Disapgree Di
, Lo 5. . Agre Disagr
stewardess, nurse's ailde, guard, fireman, babysitter) o groe st a8 Sagres
. 9 Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Professional or Technical (for example, doctor, nurse, teacher, engineer, !*—]BO 2
. anchitect, 1c:r_ountant, computer programwier, ninister, draftsiran, technician) ' . a. The primary responsibility for M e i3
. . . - orre 3 PRI F—- . . .
Genernt l.abor {for example, warehouseman, carpeuter's helper, fisherman, form I . getting a person off drugs lies S . ‘
—= e v s ’ { 14, , with his fanily 2.5 43.8 14.8 6.8
worksar, gardoner) . = . : " A v P e T
—_ @ ’ ’
Crafisman or Toreuan {for exanple, mechanic, elec iciau _ plumber, carpenter, i h5 5 ® b. People tzke drugs because it is
revairman) i " the thing to do. ' |- L. 13
Machine ox Vchicle Opnerator (for example, bus driver, taxi driver, butcher, il }5 5 Smoki . , h 1 18.0 52.0 15n-v ‘ 14.8
& < . r 3 o]
most factory line workers) _ . c. Smoking marijuana is a harnless . _ N a
. i . . practice, : R — . 7
. Clexical (for exanple, secretary, typist, f£ile clerk, bookkeeper, bank teller, ! 15 P e - ) - 4.1 9.8 17.4 68.8
cashicr, dispatcher, shipping clerk, office equipment operater) h ; d. Most drug addicts are lower-class = - [~ 7
. . {
< or Aduinistrator - » ) - , yeonl -
Manag_i} Administrator (for example, department manager, schecol administraror, { —]15,4 f peop-e. 3.4 . 8.0 22.6 66 ]J
[PNYar N == . —— W . . - .
bank officer, government officisl, ovner/minag zer of store) . ; e. The drug addict is seldom helped .
. . 1e drug addict is se
LR > ) r— . . 12
Other (p}e,‘.c, describe) lj 8.9 : by medical or psychological ‘
N : treatment. 4.6 20.5 34.1 40,8
Yy racc/ethnic backgueund is ~F. People vho feel they need drugs . . -
. . ' : gve mentally ill and sheould L. e — 9
Mexican-american Other : receive PS}'Chlc~'~l1C carc. ‘ 21.8 34.6 . 25.7 17.9
White Hlack {or Latin-american) Lsian (Specify) ® Pu ' .
5 ] i~ - : 4. Have you heard of the (specify name of program) operated by the
: NR=0 et o _
81.3 3.1 4.9 1.2 - N (specify sponsor)?
Yos 0
® PN 43.9 ] 56.1 D . ' .-
1f vou ansuared N, you can skip the rest of these guestions.
. B I A
132 Py 133

T
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5.

7.

134

How did you [irst hear about (program mame) ? (Check enly one., )

a. TYrom a fyiend or family. 111.4
B From your son or daughter. . [C128.6
¢c. From literature distributed by the ﬁroject. C311.8
.d. From TV, radic or newspapers [C118.4
e. At a PTA or other community meeting. 3.7
f. Other (please specify) (115.1

Have you or your spouse ever participated in any of (program's) activities?

42,9 W1 16,0

Please return your guestionnaire in the enclosed envelope.

Thank you for your help.

=~

Never Once or More
Twice Often NR=371
87.2 10.8 2.1
Do yeu know any adults who have participated in (program's) activities? .
Ho Yes, one Yes, NR=372
or two Several Yes, many
71.8 18,71 8.4 Y
Jould you recommend {program) to a youth foi:
Yes No Don't Know MR
a. Individual counsoling? 72.8 [(lo.sa[ 1 6.4 1] 394
b. Group counseling or discussions? 74.0 L_119.511 6.5 ) 397
c. Yamily counseling? 65.1 [ Je6.41°] 8.5 [ . 401
d. Drug information? g6.4 L1170 1.9 3 . 395
e. Classroom drug education? 80.4 [113.0(] 6.5 [} NA=86 435
f. Job counseling? - 496 .

C)
e o
e 0
® o
,
® o0
.
e o
¢ o
® e
Y
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APPENDIX I

PROJECT STAFF AND PROJECT DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRES



This questionnaire was administered to the directors of Projects 4, B,
C, D, and E, and 21 past and current staff members from Projects A, B,
C, and L. The differences between the Project Director and Staif yues-

tionnaires are indicated.

The number presented next to each response is the percentage of those staff
members responding who checked that response. The number not responding
is indicated as NR. The number uot asked is indicated as NA. Answers to

the open-ended questions are summarized in Appendix H.

135

Wik 2t



PROJECT STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

The purpose of this questionnalre is to obtain your assessment of the

program, Please answer each question as carefully

1. What is your position with the program?

as you can,

{MOT ASKED OF PROJECT DIRECTdRS)

.
.
L3

2. Your status? Full Time Part Time Full Time P
Paid Paid Volunteer \Y
(] 1 (.
75,0. 16,7 . (#]

(Check for duties not related to program.)

art Time
olunteer

(|
8,3

(If you started with one status and then changed, indicate By putting a "

under your initial status and a "2" under your subsequent status.)

)

3. When did you start &ith the program?

Month Year

4. How did you happen tc become involved with the program?

5. Please describe your prior training and work experience relevant to your position

with the program. (Years dealing with youth.)

6. Did.you receive any in-service training after joining the staff?

things done on own.)

(Separate out

Yes No if yes, please describe.
S g
63.3 16.7

7. In your own words, please describe the objectives of the program.

136
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NR =0

S

Based on your ecxperience and knowledge of the program, please indicate how much

the program as a whole emphasizes each of the following:

k‘
l.

tl

u.

V.

W

Primary Major Minor No

Emphasis  Emphasis  Emphasis  Emphasis
Reduce drug misuse 50.0 ] 45.8[] 4.2 1 0 [
Reduce drug use 12.5 [ 45.8) 37.5 [ 4,2 [
Reduce delinquency 25.0 ] 45,803  29.2 ] 0 O
Clarify values and decistion-54.2 [} 37.503 8.3 [ h
making process
Increase knowledgze of physio-20.8[] 25.0 54.2 1 0 &3
logical effects of drug misusg9 , o~
Increase knowledge of psyche- """ [ 33.3(1 3.5 0 1
logical effects of drug misuse ‘
Increase knowledge of legal 8.3 [ 54,21 37.5 [ 0 M
consequences of drug misuse 16.7

- 10, . -

Improve attitudes toward drug . 62.5[] 6.7 1 4.2 I3
misuse
Provide alternmatives to drug41'7 | 20.8[M] 25.0 ] 2.5 [
use
Improve youth communications60.9 [ 39.1 0 I 0 3
with parents, adults, and
others .
Improve self-image 52.2 3 30.43 17.4 (1 0 3
Improve school performance 4.2 [] 29.2C1 37.5 03 29.z ]
(grades, attendance, behavior) ’
Increase community awareness]2,5 [] 25.01 45.8 (3 16.7 [
of drug problemn
Encourage referrals tc the 12.5 [ 25.00 1 25.0 1 37.5 [
program 8.3
Train people to deal with drug = [] 8.3[] 54.2 [ 29.2 ]
problem (teachers, volunteers)
Develop community alternativlg's [ 12.5C3 37.5 37.5 1
to drug misuse
Work with parents 25.0 [T 58.3(1 16.7 [ 0]
Work with community organiza-8.3 [] 37.53 45.8 [ 8.3
tions :
Work with law enforcement 12.5 [ 33.3[] 45.8 O] 8.3 ]
agencies 250
Work with educaticnal agenciés' [ 29.2[1 37.5 [ 8.3 [
Work with community mental 0 [ 20.8[1 58.3 [[1 20.8 ]
health programs
Work with other drug programs 4,2[] 29.201 50.0 [] 16.7 [

Other (Specify)

NR

o o O o

)



9. In your opinion, which of the following should the program emphasize?

(NOT ASKED OF PROJECT DIRECTORS)

Primary Major Minor No
Emphasis  Emphasis  Emphasis  Emphasgisg
a. Reduce drug misuse 52.6 1 26.3[] 21.1 0 0]
b. Reduce drug use 31.6 1 26.3[] 42,1 3 03
Reduce delinquency 42.1J 31.6 [] 26.3[] -0
Clarify values and decision- 84,2 [] 15.81 0 0]
making process
e. Increase knowledge of phys:Lo—Zl -1 4 26.3[] 47.4 13 5.3
logical effects of drug misuse
")
f. TIncrease knowledge of psycho-"G/' 3 d 31.6 [ 42.1 7 0
logical effects of drug misuse
g. Increase knowlege of legal 15.8[] 42.1 [ 42.1 07
consequences of drug milsuse 368
h. TImprove attitudes toward drug =[] 57.9 5.3 0
misuse ‘ ’ i
1. Provide alternatives to drug 47.4[] 36.81] 15.8[M 0
use
j. TImprove youth communications 63.2 [ ] 36.8[] 0] 03
with parents, adults, and
others
k. Improve self--image 79.0™ 2.1, 0 |
1. Improve school performance 0 47.4 1] 47.4 ] 5.3
(grades, attendance, behavior)
m. Increase community awareness 9.3 [ ] 31.6171 36.8[] 26.30J
of drug problem ' ) "
n. Encourage referrals to the 10.5[] 36.80 1. 26.3[] 26,31
program 10. 5.
o. Train people to deal with drug [J  47.4[]  26.3[3  15.8[]
problem (teachers,'volqnteersg -
p. Develop community alternatives O 26,31 42.7 03 5.3[]
to drug misuse
q. - Work with parents 42,13 42.11 15.8[ 0[]
r. Work with community organiza-15.8[] 47.47] 31.61 5.3
tions
's. Work with law enforcement. 15,801 47.417] 26.3[1 10.5[7]
agenciles
t. Work with educational agencieg]'][:] 47.41] 1.1 10.5[1
u. Work with community mental 15.8[7] 211 52.6[] 10.5 13
health programs
v, Work with other drug programs!O.5[T1 52,611 31,61 5.3177

w. Other (Specify)

138

NA = 5
(for all of ques. 9) i\

NR
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10.

11.

12.

15.

Who would you consider are the main beneficiaries ("target population’) of

the program? (How would you classify them? Anyone else?)

Are there any others vwho might benefit but who are not involved in the

program?

Which of the program's activities or services are the most effective? Why are

they effective?

Which of the program's actlvities or services are the least effective? Way

are they less effective?

Based on your knowledge and experience, what recommendations would you make to

an agency adopting a similar program?

If funding were decreased 25%, what changes in the program would you recommend?

!—J
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16. To be pw.:fectly fair, what criteria do you think should be used to evaluate
the program?

17. In your opinion, what have been the most significant accomplishments of the
program? What factors contributed to this success?

18. 14 your experience, how many of the program's clients have been helped [

greatly, helped somewhat, and not helped at all in the following areas:

. Handle responsibility

Gain self-confidence

. Get better grades

Stay in school

Better relaticnships with
others

. Communicate better

Make better decisions

. Better understand theixr

feelings and what is
important to them

. Make better use of their

free time
Get along better at home

Get off or reduce use of
drugs

. Stay off drugs

140

Very

12.5
33.3

4.2
12.5
37.5

‘Helpful
To Most

41,7 [ ]

16.7

29‘2

8.3

41.7
25.C

13.0

—

Somewhat
Helpful
to Many

Very
Helpful
To Many
25.0 [
20.8 |

0 I

4,2 [
33.3 [

——t bl Med L Beed

16.7 |
29.2 [
29.2 |

et beed 2

8.3 [ 1]

.3 [
6.7 [

el L

“Somewhat

Helpful
to Most

41.7
37.5
29,2
20.8
25.0

p— 1 e e
[ UNSC I R Y S S W Y ]

37.5 [ ]
50.0 [ 1]
37.5 [ ]

33.3.[ 1]

29.2 |
37‘5 [

{ W V)

[
[
25,0 [
[
[

Somewhat

Helpful
To Many
Not
Helpful
To Many

3.3

0

16.7
0

16.7 [

12.5 [
8’3 [

Not
Helpful
" To Most

12.5
8.3
41.7
45.8
4.2

[ T s SR s B s B oy |

4.2 L
4.2 [
4,2 [

—t e b bt

)

o O O O O

o

L

R

19.

21.

Please describe your relationships with the various organizations. in your
community with which you deal (e.g., PTA, schools, police, probation,
mental health, YMCA). What factors have strongly affected these relation—

ships one way or the other (e.g., a well. connected board of directors)?

(NOT ASKED OF PROJECT STAFF)

Piease describe any staffing problems you experienced.

(NOT_ASKED OF PROJECT STAFF)

Please add anything else you think is important for our evaluation effoxrt.

141



This page left intentionally blank.

. : APPENDIY J

COMMUNITY LEADER QUESTICNNAIRE
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This questionnaire was aduinistered to SLl community leaders in Communi-~
tles A, B, C, and D. The 43 surveyed in Community A were asked to eval-
uate both Projects A and E {(questions 3 through 2). The 8 county agency
heads in Los Angeles County were asked to evaluate PFrojects B, C, and D
(questions 3 through 7), but were not asked questions & and 9. Thus the
sample size for questions 3 through 7 is 140 (i.e., 81 + 43 4 16) and for
questions 8 and 9 it is 116 (140 - 3 x 8), The nunber no* asked each

question is indicated by NA.

The number presented next to each response is the percentage to those
community leaders responding who checked that response. The number not

responding te the question is indicated as NR.



CALITORNIA COrUNITY LEIADER QUESTIONNALRE

The purpose of this questdonnaire ic to obtain an assessment of the drug

problem and (specify program) from a sample of community leaders.

Please answer

each question carefully, putting an X in the box corresponding to your answer.

T am associated with the

My position there is v i

146

1. How serious would you consider each
be in.the (specify community) area?

a'
) b.

C.

How would vou say each of these problems has changed in the past vear?

a.
b.

C.

Have you heard of (program name), operated by the

Yes

£

65.5

of the following youth prechlems to

(organization)

o

®

,"'

Don't RR®
Know

0] 6.3 1

Very Hot too

Serious Serious Serious Unimportant
Drugs ' 22,5 (] .63.8 1 7.5 [
Vandalism 27.9 1 55.7 (3 11.4 [ 0 5.1
Alcohol 20.3 [} 51.9 3 17.7 3 0[] 10.1

More Serious

Drugs 7.5 [
Vandalism 46.3 [J-
Alcohol 43.0 [

No

3
34.5 -

About the Same Less Serious

[ 2
®
™ 2
Non't
Know L _

If you answered no, you can skip the rest of these guestions.

How did you first hear about

*oa.,
b,
C.
d.
G.
i.

£

Other. (Plaase specify)

(program)

Project's general literature,

Fromw others in my agency,

Kewspaper, TV, or radio.

Community nectdng,

Jrom contact with their clients,

Preoject's cownunications to me or my agency.

i

56.3 25.0 7 11.3 (77 1
36.311 2.5 15.0 [} 1
41.8[3 1.3 [J 13.9 [] 2.'
(program sponsor) ?
@
1
?
@
14.6 1]
36.0 (]
19.1 [
10 NR=5'@
013
9.0 [
X 20.2 [}
®



5. Have you had any personal involvement wlith (programn) ?
Rever Once or Twice tore Often NR=53
] (]
47.1 13.8 39.1
6. Tf yes, plecase describe the nature of your involvement.
7. VWould you recommend (program) fox: AR
Yes Nc Don't HKnow
a. Individual counseling? 73.0[1 6.7 20.2 [ 51
- b, Group counseling or discussions? 73.3(1 5.6 3 21.1 [} 50
c. Yamily counseling? 60.9 &0 31.0 [3 53
G. Legal services? 10,301 35.6 C]  s54.0 [ 53
>, Classyoom drug education? 71.813 5.9 22.4 3 55
. Job counseling? 29,01 32,2073 37.9 [1 33
g. Drug information? 2.2y v.vi 3 17 L3 Al
h. Recrecational activities? 20.700 33.30C0 as.0 ) 53
i, Medical care? 17.6[ 131 37.6 1 44.7 [C3 55
j. Adding community agencies in organizing 69.8[] 9.3[1 20.9 [J 354
to deal with the drug problem?
k., Refexrral to cther programs or agencies? 76.103 2.301 21.8 [ =52
8. How helpful has (program) been in organizing community agencies
to deal with the drug problem, and other problems?
Very  Somewhat Not Helpful Dan't
Helpful Helpful  at all Know
a, Informing community about the drug ! ] ] =
problem. 35.5 35.5 2.6 26.3 4G
b, Organizing cowmunlty to deal with . ] ] rf:j
drug problem. 14.4 35.5 11.8 38.2 49
. Organizing comnunity to deal with 1 1 - .
ther juvenile probliems. 8.2 25.0 10.5 55.3 40
d. Organizing community to deal with ] 1 L1 ]
nen—-juverile probienms (nlease 4.2 5.6 9.9 80.3 45

specify whal type of community
procblem).

NA=24 for all of guestion 8.

,._.
a~
e

e



9, Referring back to your ansvers to question 2, to what extent would you

attribute the changes you have noted to (program) 7

Program Largely Program a Major Program a Minor Prograwm had No@
Responsible for Contributor to Contributor to Effect, or Ko

Change Change Change . Change Noted

NR
a. Drugs 13.8 [] 25.9 [] 6.2 L1 24.7 [ 58 ®

b. Vandalism Q0 [ ] 5.3 [] 28.1 [ 66.7 [ 59

c. Alechol 1.7 [] 6.9 [] 34.5 [] 56.9 [ 58
, L

NA=24 for all of question 9.
10. Please add anything else you think is important for our evaluation effort.
e
;

&
Please return to General Research Corporation in the enclosed envelope. e
®
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APPENDIX K

CLIENT QUESTIONNAIRE



This questionnaire was administered to 301 c}ients of Projects A, B, C,

E, and F. However, questions 25 and 29 were not included on the question-
nalres administered to clients of Project F and question 26 was not asked
at Project E. Parts h, i, and j of question 26 were not asked at the other

projects.

The number presented next to each response is the percentage of those

clients responding who checked that »response. The number not responding

to the question is indicated as NR. The number not asked the question is

indicated as NA,

2

Averages for those responding zre preseanted for the age of first use

questions (i.e., 7b, 8b, ... 16 b). Averages for those indicating some

ugse in the past wmonth are presented for questions 7e¢, 8¢, ... lbc.
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=
‘ 1
CAJJI} (NN1A STATE YOUTH QULSTIONHAIRE 3 ®
. gf
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what ycuths think about some of {:
our problems today, particularly problems involving misuse of drugs. Please %
answer each question carefully, putting an X in the box corresponding to your §,
answer, Ralse your hand if you do not understand a question or the answers. .‘ ®
Ve do not want your name, but we do need some information from you to make sure ?i
we are getting answvers from a representative sample of young people. We hope i
you will take the time to answer each question as completely and honestly as -
possible, as the results will be used to plan youth services for your comnunity. i
oR®
i
* i
What is your age? A What is your sex? §~
’
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Boy  Girl MR 1
L] O O [] [] (1 [ 25 o]e
.3 .3 1.0 8,0 22.222.2 21.9 18.3 5.3 3 40,7  59.3
What grade are you in?
Not in
6th 7th B8th 9th 10th 1lth 12th College  School or NR %
[] [J 101 [ [ ] []
0 2.0 14.0 28.9 19.6 30.6 306 7 4.0 910
Vhat is your race or ethnic background?
P
Mexican—-American Other
White  Black (or Latin-American) Asian (Specify)
- r—- oy F-] 0
I [ L 3.3 ole
fl
82.4 3.7 7.6 3.0 g
What itind of work does the head of your household do? (If you live with your ‘O%
father, vhat kind of werk does he do?) If you are not sure which category to . %
mark, write the occupation on the linz marked '"Other" ‘ ¢
Salesperson (for example, insurance agent, store clerk real estate salesman [:3 6.6

gas statlon attendant)

Service Worker (for example, cleaning, waitress, cook, maild, barber,

stewvardess, nurse's aide, guard, fireman, babysitter)

Professional or Technical

archicect, accountunt,

({or erample, doctor, nurse, teacher,
computer pregramner, minister, draftsman,

engineer,
technician)

Geoneral Labor (for exampls, warehouseman, carpenter's fisherman, farm

worker, gardener)

helper,

Craltsman or Yoreman (for example, mechanic, electrician, plumber,

‘ carpenter,
repairinan)

Hlachine or Vebicle Overator (faor
most factory line workers)

example, bus driver, taxzi driver, butcher,

Clerical (for example, secvetary, typlst, file clerk, bookkecper, bank teller,

casnler, dispatchier, shioping clevk, oflice eguiprment cperator)

Manager or Aduinistraver (Ffor example, dcpc*tmnnu ransger, school administracor,
bank of ficer, governwment ofrifcial, cwner/uanager oi bLOxe)

Qther (please desocribe)

e s w

asla

Lurg

s
5

Ao

flere aTe scome ways In whilch people somullmes wish thney could bé dillcerent. How
often do you wish you could:
Some-~ ’
Often Seldom Never
times
NR
a. Communilcate better with frieands? 36.7 | ‘38.4 |18‘O[:] 6.8 [:] 7
« Be more carefree and easy going? 35.5 [J39.3J15.4[0s.9 [CJ8
C. Be more active and get more done? 46.0 [124.6[_]13.5( 5.9 [h2
d. Communicate better with parents and adults? 40.5 {J36.4C 5.7 7.5 7
e. Let yourself ge and have a good time? 51.4 [J28.4]13.6{_J6.5 17
f. Settle down and take things more seriously? 24.2 [ Jar.4 25,6 19.2 [18
g. Have more will power? 42.7 [333.9J1e.3(1 7.1 (16
h. Keep better control of your feelings and emotions?38-Q"—?29.1[:]20.9[:]12.0 L ]9
1. Be more relaxed when youire around other people?4i.5 [ Je2s. 432020101 [T4

During the last few months, how happy have ycu been with yourself and your ability

to do the things that matter to you?
Very Pre h v
ery “retty V%t Very Miserable
Happy  Happy lappy
4
_ 12.8 51.2 29.6 6.4
flow easy cr difficult do yeu think 1t will be for ycu to find a career or place
in society mearningful to you?
Very Easy Diffijcult Very . . :
Easy . Difficult . ‘
_] S :
9.6 53.6 33.1 3.8

Here are some statements about human nature and sccial relationships. Please

tell us which statements you agree or disagree with.

Agree Agree Disagreec Disagree
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

a. Most people are thinking abeout themselves [
first and aren't really concerned with Lo ] 2
shat hapne co the ot somn.
what happens to the other person 22 4 49.8 24.8 3.0

b. Competition generally brings out an .
unpleasant side of human nzture | I “

25.4 47.5 22.4 4.7

c. ‘Yo matter what the cizcuvstance%, one ™ P
should never tell people what they hawve , - )
to do 16.7 31.4 34.8 171

d. Whatever people say about it, the world 1 5
is a pretvrty seliftish, dogeepat-dog affair

23.3 33.1 28.7 14.9
' : 149
e
' : LR



4, (Continued) gﬁi
Agree Agree Disagree isagree ;. Py

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly {~

NR

e. A percon can do what he really wants to in iv

life if he tries hard enough. 0.

61.1 32.6 5.0 1.3 L

f. The way things are today, no one should 7r‘ ®
bring children into the world. o

3.1 13.3 28.6 55.1 4

g. In general, schools are becoming less and ZE“

less meaningful to what's happening. 21
37.1 36.8 19.4 6.7 L

h. Life without a job would be very boring 69 ®

and unsatisfying. : ii
38.0 32.9 18.6 10.5 8

1. Kids need a stable home life with a ""] 8%*
mother and father if they are to be well - ;w
adjucted. 33.4  34.8 22.9 8.9 9o

5. Here are some statements that have been made about drugs., Please tell us which
statemernits you agree or disagree with,
‘ b
Agree Agree Dlsagree Disagree @ @
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly ‘

a, A drug is any substance that changes the ) 3

wey a person feels, thinks, cor acts. ‘ I
43.3 34.2 11.4 1.1 &

b, If a person injeets anything intec his l . ®
velns, he runs the risk of dinfection . 01
and disease. 57.5 34.2 4.7 3.7

c. If you take sleeping pills regularly, 9
you may find you can't sleep without @ ®
thea. 48.0  40.1 7.2 4.8 g

d. Taking alcohol and barbiturates together
can cause serilous 1llness or death. 6

65.4 26.1 5.4 3.1

e. Peogle who take large dosas of "speed" ]7‘% ®
or "erystal" are likely to lose control {
and become viclent. 28.9 43.0 18.7 9.5 '

f. Drugs are good for some people because 2
they help them escape from their L :
probleans. 17.1 32.4 26.4 24.1 ®9

g. Whethar or not a person uses drugs is
his own business because his decision - 8
affeccts nohady but himself. 27 .7 30.4 26.3 15.7 -

h. Cocaine is a falrly safe drug to usa ZO'M.'.
because 4t is only mildly stimulating, | ?
and 1ty ose does not cause physical 12.5 31.3 40.9 15.3
dapendence.

150 ‘
.4 PS

Agree
Strongly
Drugs taken into the body by any means l 1
(sniffing, smoking, swallowing, injecting)
enter the blood stream, and eventually, 51.4
the brain.
Barbiturates slow you down and blur your [:]
ision,
visLor 40.7
Because of the unpredictable effects of [ﬂ]
LSD on users, it is dangerous to experi- 29.9
ment even once or twice with this drug. )
Drug abusers are likely to be persons l I
who never learn to solve problems or
. . . 17.1
adjust to life.
The use of heroin leads a person very l I
quickly toward total drug dependence 45.1

from which it is very difficult and
often impossible to recover.

Drug addicts are primarily sick people.

19.7 ]

The primary responsibility for getting a 7.2 [:]

person off drugs lies with his family.

Smoking marijuana is a harmless practice.SZ.G[mJ

People take drugs because it is the
thing to do.

5.5[ |

Most drug addicts are lower—class people. 5_7[:]

You can recognize a drug addict by just
looking at him.

Drug addicts are immoral people who
have a bad influence on society.

Smoking marijuana is no worse than
drinking alcohol.

Addicts tend to be less well educated.

The drug addict is seldom helped by
medical or psychological treatment.

People get started using drugs because
of pressures from their friends.

People who feel they need drugs are
mentally i1l and shoula rTeceive
psychiatric care.

6.1 |
8.8 |
65.2] |

9.1 ]

oo
—

8.

D

(8]

Agree
Somewhat

30.4[ ] 12
33.1 1 39
10.5[ ] 24
20.4] | 28
4.8 1 33
20.4[ ] 7

o] s

g e
A ] es.
8[ ] 36,

6l 1 a2

Disagree
Somewhat

y

6.8

15.1

]

23.4

26.7

L]

12.5

L1 2s.
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Disanree
Strongly

R
Ly

2.4
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Please indicate whether or not these concerns have affected your decisions to
use or not use drugs, and vhether they have ever happened to you as a result
of using drugs, (Check once for concerned and once for happened.)

Concerned it might It has happened

happen to me to me
NR .
Yes No Yes No
a. Losing control of myself 45.6 [ ] s54.4[ |42 40.0[ ] 60.0{ ]

43.5[ ]
80.3[_]
50.8 [ |
27.5 ]

14 ] ss.9[ ]
31.5] ] 68.5[ |

50.6{ |52 | 6.9 ] 43.1]
i. Getting disapproval from 46.7 [

53.3[ ] 46 52.5[ | 47.5[ ]
relatives
3. Cetfing disapproval from 34.8 [:] 65.3] 42 i 41.3[:] 58.8 [:}
friends :
63.7[ ] 42 65.1] ]

26.3[_] 39 sa.2[ ] s5.8[ ]
35.7[ ] 43 69.4 [ |

53.8[ ]39 | 34.9[ | 65.1[ ]

56.8[ |35 16.4] | 83.6[ |
L]

56.6] |
19.7] ]
49.2[_]
52.5L_]

50.8] |43
47.6] |32
50.7] |47
28.60_1 50

56.9] ] 39
55.6] | 40

49.2 [ ]
52.4 [ ]
45.3 ]

e. Interference with mental abilities [:]
such as memory or concentration§j 4

b, Getting sick
c. Scme other harm to your body

d. Loss of energy or ambition

f. Serious effeclts on my mind
g. Having unwanted '"flashbacks"

h. Becoming anxious or depressed 49,4 [:]

k. Interference with activities
or demands on my time

1. Being arrested

m., Getting a drug other than
what I thought I was getting

n, Spending too much money on
drugs

46.2 [:]

43.2 [ ]
L]

0. Decoming dependent on drugs

p. Other (please fill in telow)

a. Have you ever used alcoholic beverages (beer, wine, liquor) Yes No
; r—ﬂ

without a parent's permission? ]
92.6 7.4

If you answered '"No", please skip te Question 8.

Tf you answered '"Yes':

b. Approximately how old were you when you first used alechol

vithout a pareat's permission?

“(Fill in age)
11.9 years

NR

36
34
47
41
44

46
44

- 38

44
44
43

43
46

43

R

8 ,».._A:»m.m«.--«xw‘.«.«.: ey ,a,.;'wk,:‘_.:«v-mw«'»‘ it ' s

::’.;ww*““*., prie

B R

10.

C.

NR
Approximately how many times have you used alcohol in the L 64
past month without a parent's permission? (Fill in a numbax)
8.0 times

Is thiz more or less than the same month a year ago? About the

More Same Less g5

34.4 32.8 32.8
Have you ever used stimulants (amphetawines, speed, cocaine,
uppers, whites) without a parent's permission? Yes Na 1
If you answered "No'" please skip to Question §. 7Ti3 28.7
If you answered ''Yes':
Approximately how old were ycu when vou first used stimulants
without a parent's permigsion? .~ 95

, 13.1 yearsy Fill in
Approximately how many times have you used stimulants in the a number
past month without a parent's permlssion? _ N 186
5.1 times
About the
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More Same Lecs
cldle
23.5 21.0 55.5

Have you ever used sedatives (barbiturates, tranquilizers,

downers, reds) without a parent's permission?

Yes Mo
Ll L1 s

If you answered 'No'" please skip to Question 10, 63.0 36.2
If you answered ''Yes':
Approximately hew old were you when you first used sedatives
— .
without a parent's permission? b 118

13.3 years| PFill in

Appreximately how many times have you used sedatives in the a number
past month without a parent's permission? o 209
4.7 times
X ) About the
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More l%qme Lessg
0O o
| 20.3  27.7  52.0
Have you ever used hallucincgsns (LSD, acid, STF, mescaline,
peyvote, PCP) without a pavrent's permission? Yes No
I T
If you answered "No" please skip tc Question 11. £R.6 41.4
If you answered ''Yes':
153
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12.
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d.

aa

a.

Approzimately how 0ld were you when you first used hallucinogeus MR )
without a parent's permission? o ]36§‘$
13.7 yeurs | F411 in |
, ) , Lo
Approximately how many times have you used hallucinogens a number, $
in the past month without a parent's permission’ 208 1.,.
A%'Z tim@s i
. 4 Lt [
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More g:me € Less i
H
O O O
26.4  23.3 50.3 @ ¢
llave you ever sniffed inhalents (glue, gasoline, aerosols) Yes No ?" g
o 7
without a parent's permission? !
36.4 63.6 %‘
If you answered "No'" please skip to Question 12, . ®
¥
If you answered "Yes": {E
o
%
Approximately how old were you when yvou firsgt sniffed |
inhalents without a parent's permission? 200 6 ®
12.8 years | Fi11 4n|
Approximately hcw many times have you sniffed inhalents ’
a number
in the past wonth without a parent's permission? , o 261
A%.B tiﬂes Fe
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More g:;et ® Less |®
O O [
17.5 24.7 57.7 ,
Have you ever used opiates C(heroin, morphine, smack) Yes No |-
without a parent's permission? D D 8 . @
5.6 80.4 '
If you answered ''No'" please skip to Question 13.
If you answered ''Yes': &
®e
Approximately how old were you when you first used opilates
without a parent's permissicen? 276
. 14.1 years | r411 in
Approximately how many times have you used opiates in the N ]
- a numbavr
past month without a parent's permission? e 289
. 3.4 times
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More AbZUt the Less ]
Same §
[0 O [wsee
24.0 32.0 44.0 3
®e

13.

140

15.

a.

Have you ever used mariiuana (pot, grass, hashish)

without a parent's permission?

°]

If you answered "No'' please skip to Question 14.

If you answered ''Yes':

Approximately how old were you when you first used marijuana

without a parent's permission? ) _»_m' 40
12.3 years | pi11 in
Approximately how many times have you used marijuana in the 5 number
past month without a parent's permission? . _J 61
12.0 times
- About the
Is this more or less than the same mcnth a year ago? tore g:;e he Less
46
T N
32.9 33.3 33.7
Have you ever taker something withcut the owner's Yes o
peenission end noc. : OO o
ermission and neot returned it? .
67.6 32.4

If you answered "No' please gkip to Question 15.

If you answered ''Yes':

Approximately how old were you when you first tcok something

-,

without the owner's permission? - 115
' 10.3 years | riil ia
: 1y = times rou take ]
Approximately how many times have you taken something in the 4 number
past month without the owner’s permission? 208
AbS'? Eﬂﬂes
o out the .
Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? Hore Same Less
| 0 O O
| R IR
14.8 37.6 47.6
Have you ever deliberately broken something valuable Yes No
belonging to someone else? Lﬂj Lmj 3
22.5 77.5
Jf you answered "No" please skip te Question 16.
If you answered "'Yes':
Approximztely liow old were you when you fivst deliberately
broke something valuable? L _ 244
(F433 in aped
11.3 years
155
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16.

17.
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¢, Apprexdimately how many times have you deliberately broken NR:
" o
something valuable in the past month? 2.9 times 273
(F4111 in a number)
Ab ‘1
d. Is this more or less than the same month a year age? More gzﬁetxe Less
I I I
23,7  32.2 4.1 t
a. Have you ever been truant or absent from school without Yes No ,
a good reason? . [:] 3%‘
82.9  17.1 'S
If you answered "No' please skip to Question 17. ;ﬁ
If you answered "Yes': , ;
b. " Approximately how old were you when you were first absent . .
from school without a good reascn? . 69 !
n
' 12.6 years Fi1l in |
c. Approximately how many times have you been absent without i
a number|
a good reason in the past month? ]]4.ﬁ
6.2 times :
: ) i About the
d. Is this more or less than the same month a year ago? More Same Less

A A
34.3 23.2 42.5 &

In your opinion, rate each of the following reasons why people use drugs. TFor
example, if you think a very important reason why people use drugs is to relax,

check "Very Important” in row "a"; if you think it is not an important reascn,

e
check "Not Important." ‘
Very Somewhat Not
Important Important Important
9
a, To relax 35.4 [:] 53.1 [:] 11.6 [:] 7
To feel like one of the gang, 20.3 [:] 35.1 [:] 44.7 [:} 10 |
not an outsider ?
c. To solve problems 19.0 D 35.2 D 45.9 D 11 ‘
d. To dimprove communications 19.5 [~] 42 .7 [~1 37.9 [j] ;
e. To satisfy curiosity 40.6 —1 42 .0 {~1 17 .4 [:] 8
£. Because it is fun 19.2[ ] sas5[] 6.4 [ ] 8
g. To feel better Coss7 [ ] s [ ] g.3[ ] 109
h. To get along better with ' 25.3 .1 42.0 [ 32.8
other people [:" L'J [:]
o

e

BN R

18.

MR

Very Somewhat Not
Inportant Inportant Important

1. To see the world differently 27.3 [:] 38.2 [:] 34.5 [:] 3
j. To keep from being bored 27.1 [:] 48.5 [:} 24.4 [:] 5
k. Because a close friend does 13.8 [:] 30.2 [:] 55.0 [:] 10
1. Other (please f11l in below) 75.6 [:] 19.5 [:] 4.9 [:] 260

If you felt you had a problem with drugs, indicate where you would go for help.
Where would vou recommend that a frilend go if he had a problem with drugs?
(Check once for yourself and once for a“friend.)

FOR A TRIEND'S
DRUG PROBLEM

FOR PERSONAL HELP
WITH A DRUG PROBLEM

Definitely Maybe

47.9 [:] 47.4::] 3

Never g Definitely Maybe Never
g
§

a. A parent 8.0 | 45.5[ le.5 a9 ] Jar.d ]l 34

b. A teacher 11 [ sl a7y 2.2l 316 [_e6.4 ] 32
A school counselor 8.5 | | w7 Ja.ol J7ps.7[] 351 []s8.4 ] s
A policeman 3.6 () 107 Js.e[ Roiso[ ] 147 [Jez. ] 3

e. A medicel person (physi- 21.8 || 51.8] P6.4[ [7h1.0] | 49.6 | Jea.q | &
cian, nurse, psychiatrist) - ; ~

f. A clergyman (minister, 10.3 [:] 26.9 452.8[:319; 9.4[:J 46.8 [t]@ﬁ.ﬁ[:] 36
priest, rabbi) _ é ]

g. Friends sa.6 ] as1[ 7.3 Jspre.sl] a2, D*.o.fi;;] 33

h. A drug program (please 48,5 [ | 38.2[ N3.3[ ksw7.1[ ] 38.6 [ ]14.4_] 70
glve name)

i, Other (please £ill in below) [:]

[:] [:LSQ [:q [:] [:]259

16.7 2.4

157



19.

200

158

\

Have you cver sought help for a personel drug problem?

If you answered "No'" please skip to Question 20.
y P

Yes No

33.0[ Je7.0 ] 13

I{ you answered "Yes"

please dindicate how often you sought help from each of the following?

a., A parent

b. A teacher

c. A school counselor
d. A polilceman

e. A medjcal person

f. A clergyman
g. Trilends

h. A drug program (please give name)

1. Other (please fill in below)

69

7
73

&9
67
76

[¢)]

w

36

Never

Once
or Twice

HR

More
Often

6 J18.5 [ ] 12.0[ ]209
Al 228 ] 1.1 ]209
o J1i7.a [ s
a1 7] 2.
o Jes.4 [] .
g s ] s,
4] 133.3 [ ] s7.
A Jer [] 47,

14.3] J28.6 [ ] 57.

To your knowledge, have any of your friends ever sought help

for drug problems?

If you answered "No" please skip to Question 21.

48.7

7[ _t209 |

2 [ ]209
6 [ Jeto
6 Jom
3 ]e0s
2 [ Jees

1[ Jes7

Yes - No

D D 24

If you answered ''Yes"

please indicate how many of your friends have sought help from each

of the following?

il

A parent

o

A teacher

c. A school counselor
d. & policeman

e. A medical person
. A clergyman

g. TFriends

h, A drug program (please give name)

i.  Other (please {11l in below)

57.
76.

66
89
48

74.

32.

None

5[ ]33
o[ ] 20
gl ] e
0] 7
sl a4
2119
5[ Jer

3[ ] 30

0] 160

One or
Two

9 ] s.
sl]s.
2 [ .
9 ] 2.
9 ]o.
2 ] s,
.6 [ ]63.
3] Ja7.

ol Jss.

DO 0T WP =N N

51.3

Hore

_]174

176

[ s
[ s
[ 72

fQR 4T TIOW whaC you Know atoul each ol the LoLiowing, how well do you (hink they
P do dn dealing with drug problems?
e NR
?w ‘ : fiot Very Waste of
! . Very Well QK Yell Time -
a. Parents 3.6l | 282l ez ] e [ 21
f. o b, Teachers 1.8 D 26.1 D 36.4 L__] 35.7 D 21
%‘ ¢. School Counselors 8.9 [:] 34,3[:] 24.6 [:] 32.1 [:] 21
d. Police 7.6 ) 6.3l 257 ) w04 [T 25
| e. Medical People sa.81 | 35.50 ) 13.3[ ] 1.5 [ ] 22
oo : £. Clergy 0.0 [ ] 265 ] 31.2[ ] 3.3 [] 25
22. How did you first hear about the (specify program name) ?
| (Check only one.)
L Y a. A friend or family member who is or was in the program. D 36.6
b. A friend or family member who was not in the progran. [:] 9.7
¢. I vas contacted directly by scmeounc f{ron the progran. i.. 15.0
d. Literature distributed by the program. L 3.1
e e. TV, radio, or ncwspapers. [:_I 1.3
f. Referred by: ;, NR=74
School personnel (tzacher, counselor, nurse), r 11.9
. Other drug agency. i:;i .9
. ® Health carve agency (doctor, clinic, nurse). D 0
‘ Community agency (YMCA, ‘c‘nurch). D 0
L Police. ' [:] 2.6
Q;?‘. . Probation off.icer or court, [:; 1.8
i g. Other (Please fill in) L;j 17.2
23. VWhat was the main reason you went to (program name) ? (Check only one.)
S
. A schocl problem i [:J 6.1
b. A family probtlem [:; 14.7
c. A drug problem [:] 13.2  NR=104
. @ d. Other perscnal problem {:] 17.8
‘ ¢. Because T had to [:j 9.1
f£. Ouhh;”(Plcasa £i1l in) _ !::}39.1
® 9
. P’y 159
B

R T



w |
24, How effective has (program) been in helping you to: 1
"t {oz - }. ® 27. *How do you think (program) is doing in dealing with the drug problem?
Vaery Somewhat Not
_ Helpful Helpful Helpful ! Very Well OK Not Very Vaste of NR=62
, » 5 D - [——] n : Well Time
. Handle res;wunfjibillt)'. 27.4 D 54.4 __ 18.2 | 31 | D L.J D D
b. Gain sclf-cenfidence? 39.3 D 39.7 LJ 21.0 D 29 ® @
{ 46.9 43.9 4.6 4.6
c. GCet better grades? 101 ] sssl] s1.3[] 3B ,
= - 28, How would you change (program) to make it better for you?
d. Stay in school? 2210 ] a1a[ ] 365 ] 38 |
— P
e. Better your relationships with 42.5 D 40.3 D 17.2 D 33 ! 2 _
others? . Qe
f. Communicate better? 44.5 ! 38.2 D 17.3 [:] 29 |
g. Make better decisions? 39.0[ ] 404 ] 206 ] 29 |
h. Better upderstand your feelings 43.5 D 39.1 D . 17.3 D 30 29. 1In your opinion, how many youths will ansver these questions honestly?
and what 1s important to you? ‘ ®
i. Make better use of your free time?21.9 D 48.0 D 30.1 [_j 32 Aimost - . Somewhat About Somevhat Almost NR=13
= : : All Over Half Half Under Half None NA=40
j. Get along better at home? 25.2 D 43.7 D 31.1 [j 31 L—] ) D D r‘] D =
k. Ger off or reduce use of drugs? 18,7 E] 37.4 % 44,0 g 44 ; 496 06.6 19.4 2.4 5.0
1. Stay off drugs? 20.8 39,0 40.2 37 @ -
2 8 ‘ ] L] Q [
. i Thank you for your hzlp.
25. Have your opinions about using drugs changed as a result of participating !
in {program)? NA=40 i
£ i
’ ‘ NR=23 @ g
No, they Yes, I am moxe in Yes, I am less in
have not favor of drug use " favor of drug use . ’ ‘ : :
Db ¥ . . R
L] ~ [] [] ~ ‘ ~
47.9 8.8 43.3 : e '
26. Please indicate how often you have used ecach of these services from '
(program)?
2or3 4to9 10 or wore
Never  Once Times Tines Times R NA . ® .

a. Individual Counscling?ﬂ.ODH.G D13.4 D 14.8 D 29.
b. Group Counseling  28.2[ 8.8 115.3[ J21.3 | ] .
. ¢. TFamily Counseling 7 4[_-_] 8.7 D 3.7 I_j 3.4 D 1.
. Legal Services 90.7[—:] 4.9 [:J 2.0 [j 2.0 D )
¢. Drug Teformarion 35,6 |14.9[ J2s.0 | J12.5 [ ] 2.

£. Referral to Cmmnuni‘cyB2.3{jj 9.6D 3.8 i_—j 2.9 D 1.

Apencies

[] 30 55

~
B O O O M~
w
oo
o1
[62}

24. — —
g. Rap or Discussion Groupe 9[:—]. 8.5 L_J16.4 L } 18.1 ‘:_—] 32. D 69 55 ‘f o
h. Classroom Brug Educat‘IS-‘ng{ _]23‘1 {:AJ‘"IB.] E:J 17.0 { nj 5.0 [:] a2 - 77 }

nN

[

—~ -

i, Recreatiomal Accivitiest' | 18.9[ 116.1 [ ]10.7 [ 214 [ ] 29 216
160 3. Job Counseling? 872[] 4.3 L__l 4.8 D 2.1 D 1.6 E_] 36 78 163

k. Other (Please fill in) [:] 1 . D [_-:] [j

; ik
e ooy
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APPENDIX L

- CLIENT PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PORREAIS



This questionnaire was administered to 91* parents of clients of Projects
A, B, C, and E. However, questions 1 and 4 were not ssked of Project E
parents and parts e to h of question 3 were not asked of wvarious parents.
The number not asked each question is indicated by N¥A and the number not
responding by NR. The number presented next to esach response 1s thae

percentage of those client parents responding who checked that respousa.

This questionnaire was also administered in person to 64 parents of
Project E clients during treatment. Their respenses are not included in
" ‘the tabulationg presented in this gppendix,

1

Q

3

2



Ape of my chj]dx ey et e O
dove o s piee e i . D om X who aad costact with the program.
CALIYOINILA STATE DPARLNTS QUESTIONNAIRE : y X e ct with PUOATL

{‘ ‘ ] NR=1
) L 0 a1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
The purpose of this auestlonnalire is to obtain an assessment oif the (specify name l O O O OO0 9O o m l:j 1 )
of program) , Tun by the (specify sponsor) , from a sample of parents of i 0 o 1.1 3.3 13.3 13.3 23.3 32.2 11.1 2.2

{

ehildren who bave had contact with 1t. Please answer each question carefully, putting

‘

Child's grade in schcol? Child's sex?
an X in the box corresponding to your answer.
’ 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th College Not in School

T o Y o Y e O e O s [ e R ) e 3 O
1.3 8.9210.1 27.9 50.6 O i.3 o 0

=
(]
“
9]
[
r
famt

3y i it e

Ve do uot want your name, but we do need some information to make sure we are

getting answers from a rcpresentative sample of parents,

1. What was the main reason your child went to (program)? (Check only one.)

B e ot P e o 3 e e et

. % a. A school problem 14.3
Vhat is the occupation of the head of your household? If you are not sure which Q ® b. A family problem 28.6 EE;—}&
category Lo check, write the oceupation on the line marked "Other". c. A dreg problem ' 17.9 o

NR=0 : , 7.1

d. Other pcrsonal problem

vt

- - ‘_' . A ) :
falesperson (for example, dnsurance agent, store clerk, real estate salesman l } 8.81% e. DBecausc he/she was ordered to 25.0
gas station attendant) ‘ e

nooodDb

- ‘(9 ® f. Other (Please £ill in) 7.1
Sexvice VWorker (for example, cleaning, waltress, caok, maid, barber, l ‘ 3.3¢ -
] 1 i) . .
stovardess, nursce's ailde, guard, fireman, babysitter) . ; . L ] ,
' P ’ ’ ? - 2. Do you think your child's participation in (program) has helped him/her to:

‘Profcessicnel or Technical {for example, doctor, nurse, teacher, engineor, ij 27.5
architect, accountant, computer programmer, minisfer, drafisman, technician) ‘

P ~ [ . 1 e [ o ' Ver 2 o1 2 et ey
General Labor (for exanple, warehouseman, carpenter's helpar, fisherman, farm i) 5 5.": ® . : ) \GIX Somewhat  Hot i
e o v e i £ ) . Lo, . i 3 1 » T f 0] " fu
worher, gardency) - : Helpfoul Helpful  Helpiuvl
Yam oy £t errm s . v, o . o 1 s RN s ¥ - : . e ) g
S_,_'g;.;\uf._tsn..an or ¥Yoveman (for example, mechanic, electrician, plumber, carpenter, ! 117.5 ; a., Handle responsibility? 23.8[] 53.8 ] 22.5[:3 13

repairnan) : . . . . -
D J b. Gain self-confidence? 26.3) 57.5[1 16.3[] i
e 9 c. Get better grades? MOCJ 25.903 63.0[C] 10

Machine or Vehiicle Onerator (for example, bus driver, taxi driver, butcher,

1
Sy T e ke v e o a b e o
most factory lina workers)

o )

‘ : ¢ - Qtav 11 1 - 3

Clerical (for cxample, secretary, typist, file clerk, bookkeecper, bank teller, l !1].0 . d. Stay in school? 22,7077 28.0(10 49.303 16

caslier, dispatcher, shipping clerk, office equipment operator) o e. Detter his/her relaticnships with 24.17  48.1171  27.9 12
‘ is/her x : Ps W 3 - 1

Manager or Administrator (for example, deparimert manager, school administrator, ] } 12.1 friends?

bank officer, govermeent officlal, owner/manager of store) e

® . f. Communicate better? 234,907 47.00  18.1[23 8
. Make hetter decisicns? : 28.4”1  s51.9[1 19.8[] 10

Other (please describe) : D 9.

h. Better understand his/her feclings and [TV 42,511 16.3C 11
My race/ethnic background is | vhat is dmportant to nim/her? 41.3
. LUy D¢ L : AN ‘A 7 |
- .‘ ® i. Make better use of hig/her iree time?12.7{] 50.6 (3 36.7[] 12
Mexlvan-Awerican . Other ) ) . FE. e - ,
hite Black (or Latin-Auerican) Aaian (Spectfy) o - j. Get along better at home? | 32.9(1  48.11 35 19.0(1 12

- ) ] - [ ' k. "Reduze drug use? . .67 37D 24300 2l
93.4 3.3 1.1 0 2.2 - ' NR=Q 1. Reduce dyug misuse? A7.700 27713 26.6[1) 2

w
T were thnan one ol your chiildren has had contoet vivh thae propram, cater Lvo
cheelis under age, pgrade, and seux,

164 ‘ | .
165

. oy e 8 g ¥




3. Would you vecommend (progrem) to a youth for:

Yes No Don't Know

: NR

a. Individoal counseling? 69.4 [} 15.3 [] 15.3 [] 6

b. Group counscling or discussions? 78,17 1 11.0 [3 1.0 CJ 9

c. Family counseling? 70.6 [3 12.9 [ 16.5 [ 3 6

d. Drug information? 88.0 1 7.2 [J 4.8 3 8

) e, Classroom drug education? 81.0 ™ 0 3 19.1 [:j_ 0
Job counseling? ) Sh.2 0 45.8 7 4

g. Recreational activities? 100.0 1 Q | Q 1 3

h. Legal services? éé.é T3 34.2 ] 13.2 1 6

NA
0

0
0

0
70

63

84
47

4. low often have you or your spouse participated in any of (program's) activities?

Never Once or Twice More Often
] ] . ]
41.3 34.8 23.9

}

If you answered 'Never," you may skip to question 7.

5. Please describe the nature of your involvement with (program).

NR=1

NA=44

- i Y —r o e e =4 s et et

6. Has your involvement helped you or your spouse to:

Very Somewhat Not

Helpful Helpful Helpiul
a. Communicate better with your child? 27 9] 55,9 [] 16.2 [
b. Get along better at home? 32‘8[:] 33.1 [ 28.1 [

ce. Bettoer vaderstand your own feelings 36.5] 44.4 [ 19.1 [

ang what 1s dmportant to vou?

d. Deal better with your own problems? 28,61  33.3 ] 38.1 [

7. liow would wou charge the project to make 1t better for you and your child?

166

Thank you for your help.

NR

27
28

28

APPENDIX M

COMMUNITY-WIDE DELINQUENCY STATISTICS INSTRUMENTS



COMMUNITY

CJS DELINQUENCY STATISTICS INSTRUMENT

I.AW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES

SIX"MONTH PERIQD

ETHNICITY

POLICE DISPOSITION

pricaiio

JUVENILES ARRESTED FOR:

AGE AND SEX OF ARRESTEE
12 OR . ] ) 1
I A N 16 7V MEX. | OTHER | oy ace | omgr) MITHIN | OTHER | pROBA-!
BOY [GIRL | BOY|GIRL | BOYIGIRL | BoY[GIRL | BOY|GIRL § AMe | WRITE DEPT. | AGENCY| TION |

STHEFT (ALL VARIANTS)

ASSAULT (ALL VARIANTS)

OPTATES

DANGEROUS DRUGS

MARTJUANA

OTHER DRUGS

ALCCHGL

OTHER ARRESTS (602)

NOTE: THIS CAN BE COMPILED FROM QUARTERLY BUREAU OF CRIMINAL STATISTICS LISTINGS FOR EACH POLICE AGENCY.

)
~J
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SCHOOL DELINQUENCY STATISTICS INSTRUMENT

SCHOOL DISTRICT ' YEAR: SEMESTER
DISTRICT POPULATION 1969 [ 1 1972 [ ] FaLL [ ]
AVERAGE ENROLLMENT 19701 1oz [ ] SPRING | ]
171 [}
AGE 12 OR LESS AGE 13 TO 15 AGE 16 OR MORE

WHITE|BLACK [MEX-AM{OTHER § WHITE |BLACK [MEX-AM|OTHER | WHITE|BLACK|MEX-AM |OTHER

NUMBER OF SUSPENSIONS FOR: MIF | MIF § M|F MI{F MIF | MIF | MIF MIF MIF | MIF T M{F MiF
TRUANCY/ TARDINESS _

DISOBEDIENCE/INSOLENCE

PROFANITY/CLASSROOM DISTURBANCES/
GAMBLING

POOR SCHOOL WORK

FIGHTING

VANDALISM

SMOKING

DRUGS

ALCOHOL

NOT SPECIFIED OR OTHER

NUMBER OF UNEXCUSED ABSENCES
(STUDENT DAYS)

NUMBER OF ADMISSIONS TO CONTINUATION
SCHOCL FOR:

TRUANCY

POOR SCHOOL HORK

DISCIPLINE

DRUGS

OTHER

ey ]

NOTE: AVAILABILITY OF DATA VARIES GREATLY FROM DISTRICT TO DISTRICT.
® L ® ® ® L ® ® o e
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APPENDIX N

PROJECT DESCRIPTION INSTRUMENTS



591

o ® ® @ ®
STAFF COMPOSITION INSTRUMENT
A. JOB DESCRIFTIONS
FRACTION OF TIME SPENT IN
% HOURS/ 1 MONTHLY IPREVENTIVE| OUTREACH ON-GOING 1 COMMUNITY ADIN.

JOB TITLE '} 1oNTH § SALARY IEDUCATION |COUNSELING | COUNSELING | EDUCATION | TRAINING | o= ice
x ;

NOTE: ONE ENTRY PER JOB DESCRIPTION.

B. 1972-1973 STAFFING

N START DATE END DATE DATE OF BACKGROUND TRAINING I ITN-SERVICE

JOB TITLE WITH PROJECT § WITH PROJECT | BIRTH 1~ § RACE & anp EXPERIENCE TRAINING
- ) :

NOTE: ONE ENTRY PER STAFF MEMEER SERVING IN 1972-73 YEAR.




SERVICE DELIVERY INSTRUMENT

STRUCTURED IWFORMATION TRANSFER:

NUMBER OF PRESENTATIONS (CLASSES,
FILMS, WORKSHOPS)

NUMBER OF HOURS OF PRESENTATIONS

TOTAL AUDIENCE FOR PRESENTATIONS

NUMBER OF PAMPHLETS DISTRIBUTED

NUMBER OF CONSULTATIONS  SCHOOLS

GIVEN TO:

NUMBER OF NEWSPAPER ARTICLES: LOCAL

OUTREACH CGUNSELING (NO CLIENT RECORDS KEPT):

NUMBER OF CRISIS INTERYVENTION CONTACTS

NUMBER OF HOTLINE CALLS (INFORMATION OR REFERRAL)

NUMBER OF OTHER CONTACTS (DROP-INS, CAMPUS QUTREACH)

ONGOING COUNSELING:

COUNSELING INTAKE (BY SOURCE AND REASON*)
REFERRALS TO OTHER AGENCIES (BY AGENCY AND REASON)

CASES CLOSED (BY REASON FOR ADMISSION)

NUMBER OF PERSONS WHO RECEIVED INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING

HOURS OF INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING
NUMBER OF SESSIONS HELD

NUMBER OF PERSONS WHO RECEIVED GROUP
COUNSELING (GR IN "RAPS")

HOURS OF GROUP COUNSELING
NUMBER OF SESSIONS HELD

AVERAGE GROWUP SIZE

.
YOUTH SCHOOL | I
(PREVENTIVE | (sTAFF | Soloniny |
EDUCATION) | TRAINING) :
- o
LOCAL COMMUNITY s
GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS i
REGIONAL e
OR NATIONAL

YOUTH | PARENTS .
l .
TOTAL | !

_ BREAK DOMWN
[ 1 I on SeparaTE o
1 SHEET :
YOUTH | PARENTS ‘
.;"
YOUTH ADULT [ YOUTH & T o |
GROUPS GROUPS _ADULT FRHILY (@

* .
‘FOR EXAMPLE, HOW MANY CRISIS CONTACTS GO INTO ONGOING COUNSELING.

1707

EXPENDITURES IN 1972-1973

STAFF

- CONSULTANTS

TRAINING
EVALUATION
OTHER

TRAVEL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

REVENUES IN 1972-1973

CCCJ GRANT
LOCAL TAXES
DONATIONS

SELF RAISED

FISCAL INSTRUMENT

171

v
]



FACILITIES INSTRUMENT

1. Describe buildings used by project, including number of rooms, use of
eacli room, floor space and general appearance.
oo
n . s , . . . . o0
2. List office equipment used by project (typewriters, dictaphomes, file
cabinets, desks, telephones, duplicating machines, etc.) and describe
general appearance,
ele
' o ~ APPENDIX O
® CLIENT FOLLOW-UP INSTRUMENTS
3, List housechold furnishings used by project (chairs, couches, tables, e
ete.) and describe general appearance.
®» ’
4. List specilal project equipment and supplies (auvdio-visual equipment, ® e
filus, tepes, displays, posters, etc.). T
® 0.
e »
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CLIENT FOLLOW-UP: BACKGROUND INSTRUMENT
PROJECT
DATE OF
oot e |10 wse | ST | sex S R | bt | et | e




YT

CLIENT FOLLOW-UP: - CJS INSTRUMENT
o ‘ Project:
Cut Off Date For Arrests:

PP

DATE OF DATE OF
FIRST LAST ARREST: DATE (Offense) (Disposition)
CONTACT CONTACT '

DATE OF

NAME OF CLIENT ‘ ID- NUMBER BIRTH

NOTES: Use date of offense if available (otherwise use date of arrest).
Record multiple offenses.
Use either the Penal Code, Health & Safety Code, or other code number or the following arrest code:

1. THEFT 3. OPIATE 5. MARTJUANA 7. ALCOHOL
2. ASSAULT 4. DANGEROUS DRUGS 6. OTHER DRUGS 8. OTHER ARRESTS

Police disposition code:

7. HANDLED WITHIN POLICE DEPARTMENT
2. REFERRED TO PROBATION



CLTENT FOLLOW-UP: SCHOOL INSTRUMEMT

PROJECT

UHEXCUSED ABSEHCES GRADE POINT AVERAGE : SUSPENSIONS

CLIENT ID SPRING | FALL | SPRING § SPRING [ FALL |SPRING ¥ SPRING | FALL | SPRING
1972 | 1972 1973 1972 1972} 1973 1972 | 1972 | 1973

NOTES: INDICATE SEMESTERS NOT ENROLLED WITH N.E.

ONE ENTRY FOR EACH SUSPENSION, WITH MULTIPLE ENTRIES SEPARATED BY COMMAS. %
USE THE FOLLOWING SUSPENSION CODE: !

TRUANCY/TARDINESS

DISOBEDIENCE/INSOLENCE
PROFANITY/CLASSROOM DISTURBANCES/GAMBLING
POOR SCHODL WORK

FIGHTING

VANDALISM

SMOKING

DRUGS

ALCOHOL

NOT SPECIFIED, OTHER

ol P> o =
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