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F.AI1ILY HOUSE 

SEATTLE, I-lASHllTGTON 

The Family House, a residential program fo~ drug users 

has combined elements of Synanon, Daytop Lodge vii th new 

ideas ,·lith the objective of graduating individuals from. the 

house into the community. It differs from say Synanon by 

its emphasis on eventually having individuals leave the pro-

gram. 

The pr,ogram eValuation fo:r:-nat that fol101.oJ's ,.,as constructed 

after spending t\'lO full vlOrk days ,'lith the co-directors of 

the Family House in Seattle, Bob and Elaine Garsi. The Family 

House is some\'lhat unique among residential programs of this 

type--in that from almost the very beginning of the house 

(the fall of 1969) rather detailed records have been kept by 

the Directors on each resident. The information used in the 

format presented here is all presently available from Family 

House Records. 

How successful the Family House has been or will be in 

the future can be measured for three different spheres--they 

are presented in order of priority. 

I. The first is in terms of individual progress. The 

measurement of such progress in residential programs is often 
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difficult and unreliable. To avoid these problems measures 

selected for this evaluation of individual progress in the 

Family House were those clearly visible and reasonably 

ambiguous. 

II. A second measure of the effectiveness of the Family 

House is its degree of importance to solving important social 

problems in the "lashington State area,. Is it valuable com-

munity resource? 

III. The economics of the House is the third area of 

concern--Hhat are the costs involved in the operation of 

the house and hOi., do they compare with other alternatives 

(if such exist). 

Evaluation: The perforuance of the Family House cannot be 

measured using an e:i;,-perimencal - control frame'l,·lOrk. There is 

no '\'lay at present of adequately selectin~ a control group 

that'iiould be comparable to those ,'lho chose to enter the 

House. :Sut the:::'e is aLothe:::' :model that does not depend on 

comparison of groups. This is the epidemological model 

\'rhich is based on the notion that persons with illnesses 

(especially communicable ones) should be removed from the 

comnunity and then made disease free. In terms of the Family 

House this means filling the House i'li th confirmed drug users, 

keeping them drug and crime free for the period of the 

folloivup - and then graduating them. 

2 

It is important to note that using this model the measure 
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of success, should not be based on the number entering 

the house and then eventually graduating. .A relatively 

large number of individuals :m.ay enter the house for a 

short period of time and then leave. But they '\vere not 

exposed to the program for any significant time. l..Jhat 

should be measured can be broken down into two general 

but related areas. 

Residence in House 

. A. Do those vlho stay a significant period of time move 

through the entire prograo - '\'li thout experiencing significant 

trouble. This calls for constructing a simple actuarial 

table which computes the probability of continuing House 

:::-esidence. 

(1) '\.Jhat is the probability that those vlho stay 6 

raonths ivill stay ono year? 

(2) Do those '\vho stay thru one year stay until gra.duation? 

Crime and Drug Use 

B. Is length of residence associated with an absence 

of reported drug use and criminaJ, convictions? 

1. The data coding system~roVides for recording 

criminal convictions and their time of occur&~ce. 

Although some information on this is available 

from Family House Records - it '\vould perhaps 

be advisable to have this data also avail-

able from some independent source - such as 

the \!ashington State bureau entrusted '\vith the 

collecting of criminal statistics. 

3 t· 

The second area for investisa-vion is vlhether the 

house is beinG utilized effectively; (1) ~ccording to the 

Family House directors the ai~ is to fill the house 

mostly ''lith hard core drug users - many with long criminal 

histories. Through the evaluation of the personal history 

materials (see data collecti?n format) it can be detier:.:ained 

fairly reliably vIhether the residents are the desired target 

, Aga';n, possibly records. from outside the Family populat~on. ..... 

House should be used to corroborate the reliability of the 

records being kept at the Houseo (2) A second me&~s of 

evaluating hovT effectively space in the House is being 

utilized can be determinea. by computing at several points in 

i:;ime what percentage of positions in the house is being 

utilized by residents ,,'Iho 'vill eventually split from the pro­

Gram C\,lith negative outcome after) &~d. ,\{n.at percentage are 

::'esidents who '-Till stay in the prograo for significant periods 

of time. 

(a) If at any given time a high percentage of residents 

1 l 't ~hen the sUDnosition is that the loJ'ill premature y sp ~ -.., .l:'.l:' 

house could perhaps have a better selection system. If~ 

a subs+antial nercentage stay a significant period b.owever, u .l:' 

then the house is being effectively utilized. 

I. Individual progress 

Individuai ProGEess in the Organization 

The process leading to'vIards graduation has been very 

, t' ally When a person first clearly spelled out orga~za ~on • 

4 



comes to the Fa.."'1lily he or she serves in a workers posi tion-­

then, depending on hm'T their participation in the program. 

is evaluated by the staff, they may be moved up in the or­

ganization to the next level of positions. Thus by know:i.ng 

the positions held by an individual, the investigator knO'l,'TS 

hm-l the subject vlas evaluated by the staff. If he or she 

5 

continues to rise in the organization--then they are being 

positively evaluated by the staff, if demotion takes place 

then they are being judged as not improving or possibly re­

trogressing. A major point of progress should be the end of 

the subject's first year at the House. Ordinarily, if all has 

gqne vTe11 they vlill begin the reentry phase, movin3 out of the 

Family House into the reentry house 't'lhich is locate~ a short 

distance a,.,a:y. They begin a nevl series of tasks which are 

comnlli~ity oriented. Graduation should truce Blace sometime 

after the end of the second year after entry to the house. 

Reco:,ds have been kept of this occupational progress and it should 

be possible to chart each individual's movement in the occupa­

tional hierarchy, and relate them to other significant outcome 

criteria:> 

Other Areas of Pro~ress 

Drug users ordinarily have many problems associated 'l,vith 

drug use which limits their ability to function adequately~ 

(1) Their limited socialization to normal society is 

one such problem. One of the main stated goals of 

, 
~ . 

the Family House is to provide learning experi­

ences of all kinds. The first year at the House 

is supposed to begin this task. In their second 

year (reentry) the residents are involved in 

many community related activities which are 

supposed to enlarge both their horizons and 

skills. The data collected for deck #4 will 

provide a measure of both the variety and fre­

quency of each individual performing the community 

oriented tasks. 

(2) In modern urban society having the ability and 

permission to drive a motor Vehicle is an important 

aspect of leading a modern existenceo Drug users 

commonly have their drivers licenses revoked - either 

after accidents (often drug caused) or upon criminal 

conviction. One of the boals of the House in fur­

thering the normalizing process is for residents to 

have their driving privileges restored. 

(3) Health. Many confirmed drLg users although young 

in years have had considerable health problems -

most of whic:b. are an accompaniment of their drug 

use. The directors of the house have stated one of 

their secondary goals to be an improvement in the 

health of the residents.. During the preparation of 

the evaluation scheme there 'l,vas not time to develop 

an adequate measure of progress in the area of 

heal th - but there are various types of indices that 

can be adopted for the analysis. 

6 



Probat~on and Parole 

Some of the residents at the time of entry are on 

probation or parole. Success in this area can be measured 

by (a) those who successfully complete either status 

(b) or remain on probation or parole without serious diffi-

7 I 

costs of criminal justice, etc. This is obviously a com­

plex question - and one for 1.vhich time viaS not available 

to develop an adequate for:nat. But it should be pursued in 

the future. 

8 

culty. IV. Other Questions 

II. Community Service This evaluation format has been limited in its scope 

The Family House in addition to attempting to 

change drug user's lives also provides many kinds of com-

munity services for the \.Jashine;ton state Area. Most of this 

community involvement is oriented a~ound alleviatL~g the 

drug problem. \·lhile the staff states that the primary pur­

pose of this involvement is to aid in the progress of second 

year Family House residents--an evaluation of the programs 

usefulness should also include the amount of community ser­

vice the House contributes. .An aggregate su.-rnmation of the 

vatious kinds of community services can be obtained from the 

data provided by existing Family House records. Deck fP+ 

in the data sch.e::ne presents a format for this conclusion. 

III. Economics 

Although some aspects of the value of such a 

facility are intangible - certain kinds of cost compqrisons 

can be derived. For example, \vhat is the cost of operating 

the Family House compared to the costs that might have 

accrued without it, i.cD, cost of incarceration, theft, 

to: 

(a) Information concerning individuals who actually 

enter the program at Family House, and 

(b) A minimum set of questions that could be explored 

during the brief conSUltation time that was available. To the 

extent that resources are available, other research efforts could 

be employed. For example, an interview and/or testing program 

with clients could be done to measure h . . . c anges ~n att~tude or 

outlook, as a function of time ';n the ~ program. Interviews could 

also be conducted '\d th narcotics agents to determine how program 

participants are seen in the view of law enforcement. 
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COL. I - 3 

COL. 4 - 5 

COL. 6 - 7 

COL. 8 

COL. 9 

COL. 10-11 

B. In COL(S) 

A. Given 

12, 
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COD ING INSTRUCTIONS 

FA11ILY HOUSE 

DECK NO. 1 

RESEARCH NO" - A research no. is given to each person 
formally entering Family House 
Female - 000 - 199 
Male ~ 200 plus 

YEAR OF BIRTH - Code actual year of birth 
E.G. Born 1946 - Code 
(Col. 4) - 4·. (Col. 5) - 6 
If no. information available Code 
-00. 

HIGHEST GRADE CO}WLETED - Code actual grade~for those 
having attended college - Code 
Completed Freshman year - 13 

II Sophomore year - 14 
II Junior year - 15 

Graduated - 16 

ETHNIC - Code - Hhite (Anglo) - 1 
Black - 2 
Mexican 3 
Indian - 4 
Oriental - 5 

MILITARY SERVICE 

EMPLOYMENT 

13, 15, 17, 19, 

o - Female 
1 - No military service 
2 - Military service - Honorable Discharge 
3 - Military service - General Discharge 
4 - Military service - Dishonorable Discharge 
9 - No Information 

COL. 10 - Code degree of skill (This 
category to be further developed) 

Col. 11 - Significant W'ork record (Tids 
category to be further developed) 

21 - Age first use of 

drug;code the following 
0 - No use 
1 - Age 12 and earlier 
2 - " 13-14 
3 - " 15 - 16 
4 - II 17 - 18 
5 - " 19 - 20 
6 - II 21 - 24 
7 - " 25 - 29 
8 - " .30 and older 
9 - No information 
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In COLeS) 14, 16, 18, 20, 22 - USE OF DRUGS 

o - No use 
1 - Experimental use only 
2 - Infr8quent or occasional use 
3 - Heavy use in past but not prior to entry to 

House (Never addicted) 
4 - Heavy use prior to entry to House but never addicted 
5 - Heavy use prior to entry to House - Past history 

of addiction 
6 - History of addiction but not addicted or heavy 

use prior to entry to House 
7 - History of addiction - Addicted at time of entry 

(Code this response if addicti0n detected by 
referral agency) 

9 - No Information 

C. PAST CRIMINAL CONVICTIO~S (COL(S) 23 - 24 

COL. 35 

COL. 36, 37 J 38 

COL. 39 - 40 

COL. 41 

Code - 0 if no such conviction 

- If convicted code actual number of such 
convictions 
If more than 8 - Code 8 
Code 9, if No Information 

For "OTHER" convictions Col. 2c\ and Col. 34 
write in actual crime 

NO~ JUVENILE CQ:-1}IIT.:'IENTS Hrite in actual nurnber of 
cor.~itments as juvenile - Include only actual 
incarcerations following Court proceedings 

If none - Code 0 
If more than 8 - Code 8 
If No Information - Code 9 

. Code using same instructions as for COL. 35 

TOTAL NIDlBER A.T{,.'illSTS -

Code 00 - If None 
09 - If No Information 

This Column not being used - Can be used in future 
if so desired 

________________________________ .1-

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

COL. 42 

COL.43 

COL.44 

COL. 45 

COL. 46 

COL. 46 

REFERRED TO HOUSE BY HHO::1 

CODE I - Clinics 
2 - Doctors 
3 - Social Workers 
4 Lawyers 
5 - Probation 
6 Parole 
7 - Other Programs 
8 - Self Referral 
9 - No Information 

PLACE PRIOR TO ENTRY TO HOUSE 

CODE 1 - Jail 
2 - Streets 
3 - Hospital 
4 - Parents House 
5 Prison - Correctional Institution 
6 - Other Programs -

Write ~ame of other ProgrMu 
under Column Box 

7 - Miscellaneous 
(.!!.ut:er under Column Box) 

9 - No Information 

PROBATION OR PAROLE 'ImEN ENTERING HOUSE 
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CODE 0 Not on probation or parole when entering 
1 - On prohaci.on ~vhen entering 
2 - On parole \vhen entering 
9 - No Information 

LATER PROBATION OR PAROLE STATUS AT GIVEN FOLLOH-UP PERIOD 

CODE 0 - Not on probation or parole v7hen entering 
I - Still on probation 
2 - Still on parole 
3 - Off probation 
4 - Off parole 

9 - No Information 

LATER PROBATION OR PAROLE STATUS 

(Later follow-up period than COL. 45) 

ON PUBLIC ASSISTAl~CE AT TIME OF ENTRY 

Code 0 - Not on public assistance at time of entry 
1 - On public assistance on entry 

9 - No Information 



COL. 47 

COL. 49 

PUBLIC ASS ISTA.,.,\CE LATER 

CODE 0 - Not on public assistancc' at time of 
~ntry, or L.E .A. . subsidy after entry 

1 - Still on public assistance at end 
of follow-up period 

2 - Off public assistance 

5 

3 - Off public assistance-now on L.E.A. subsidy 

4 - Off public assistance, then off 
L.E.A. subsidy 

5 - On L.E.A. subsidy - still on at enG 
of follow-up period 

6 - Off L.E.A. subsidy - by end of 
follow-up period 

9 - No Information 

DRIVERS LICENSE .STATUS AT END OF FOLLOH- UP PERIOD 

o Never had drivers license 
1 - License intact (was intact at entry) 
2 License.still revoked (Has revoked at 
3 License restored - Still restored end 

follow-up period 
4- License restored and revoked again -

Subject still at Family House 

5 - License restored - Then revoked after 
subject no longer at Family House 
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of 
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COL. 1, 2, 3 

COL. 4 - 9 

COL. 6 - 7 

COL. 8 - 9 

OUTCO::'ffi DATA 

FAMlLY ROUSE 

DECK NO. 2 

OUTCOYill DATA 

CODING INSTRUCTIONS 

RESEARCH NUMBER 

Female 1 - 199 
Male 200 plus 

DATE ENTRY TO HOUSE 

COL. 4 - 5 Month 

Code; January -
Feb. -
March 
April -
May -

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 

June - 06 
July - 07 
Aug. - 08 
Sept. 09 
Oct. - 10 
Nov. - 11 
Dec. - 12 

No Inform~99 

CODE ACTUAL DATE 

YEAR - Code actual year 

For example, 1969 - Code 69 

The Outcome Data consists of two types of data. The first is the Outcome 
(See Code below) and (2) the number of months from entry until the 
occurrence of the event. 

The events and date should be coded in serial order according to order of 
occurrence. If more than one event occurred together they should both 
be coded-- and the months since entry also coded even if both occurred 
on same date. 

The following is the code for Outcome Colu~ns: 

Code 01 - At House or graduated - Entire period,no trouble 
02 - Split (Left House) 
03 - Returned to Rouse 
04 - Arrested only (Released) 

The Following deals with criminal convictions that 
occurred after entry to Family House 

Convicted and sent to nrison for: 

Code 05 Property cri.-nes 
06 .. Person II 

07 - Robbery II 

08 - Vice II 

09 - Drug 11 

10 - Other 11 (Write under COL. Box) 

Convicted and sentenced to jail for 

Code 11 - Property crimes 
12 - Person 11 

13 - Robbery II 

14 - Vice II 

15 - Drug \I 

16 - Other II (Write under COL. Box) 

Convicted: Other Outcome (Not jailor prison = Probation, suspended sentence, etc.) 

Code 17 - propert:y crimes 
18 - Persoit \I 

19 - Robbery \I 

20 - Vice 11 

21 - Drug I! 

22 " Other II (Write under'COL. Box) 

Code COL. 23 - Death-Drug related 

COL. 24 - Death - Not Drug related 

COL. 25 - Death - Reasons not known 

Code: COL. 29 - Other Programs 

Code:COL 30 - No Negative lnformation 
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DECK NO. 3 

CODING INSTRUCTIONS 

COL. 1, 2, 3 
RESEARCH NUMBER 

COL. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8; 9 - DATE, ENTRY TO HOUSE 

The work columns refer to positions held ldthin the Family House. The 
date columns refer to months since entry at house until entering that 
work Position; each work change should be coded in chronological order. 

Harker (Minor responsibility) 

Code: 01 - Kitchen 

Slightly 
Above 

Slightly 
Above 

Abov...§: 

Slightly 
. .4,bove 

02 - Housekeeping 
03 ~ Service crew and maintenance 

04 - Nursery (no distinction betw'een sexes) 
05 Communication worker 

06 - Ramrod in kitchen 
07 - II II housekeeping 
08 II II service and maintenance 

Acting Department Head - (Hedium responsibility) 
09 Kitchen 
10 - Housekeeping 
11 - Service and maintenance 
12 - Nursery 
13 - COffiillunication workers 

Department Head (Medium responsibility) 
14 Kitchen 
15 Housekeeping 
16 - SerVice and maintenance 
17 - Nursery 
18 Communication ,yorkers 

Higher Status 
But Less 
Everyday 
Responsibility 19 - Limbo 

Has no special assignment _ just floats 

20 - Expeditor 

J 
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Major Responsibility 

Para Professional Training Positions 

Code 21 Coordinator of House 

Slightly 
Above 

22 - Counselor (Guru) - Keeps records of therapy 
- Under supervision 

23 - Community relations coordinator 

COL. 24 - At 15 months move to Reentry House 
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CHAPTER II 

DATA AND DISCUSSION 

,r 

The goals and objectives of the Family Hou~e are given 

in the grant application to LEM_ The stated goal lIis to 

evolve an effective community based l"es~dential treatment 

program for individuals abusing drugs 060 especially those 

having a previous history of arrest or 1nstitutionaliza-

tion." 

This goal may be divided into components: 1) evolv­

ing an effective community based residential treatment 

program; 2) for individuals abusing drugsi 3) especially 

those having a prev·\ous history of arrest or institution­

alization. 

The·re are some specific objectives listed in con­

nection with this gcal and in addition there are some 

implicit. The explicit objectives are as follows: 

1. P r·ov 1 de a II cen ter for a 1 i enated youth in the 

Queen Anne area" (The Family R!p) as part of 

the trcatrnant descri bed for oh::lse II, th3 re-

entry Dhase~ to be staffed by re-entry per .. 

sonnel. The effect of the Family Rap on the 

community is of secondary importance to this 

evaluation than its effect as a treatment 

component. 



2. To f.'Jke the Family House "more self-supportinq 

through marketing specialty items made by the 

rcs1den~sn (The Family Boutique). 

3. To "supply much needed assistance for other 

agencies in handling their addict clientele" 

through the Family House re-entry i nd; vi dual s 

(Corrmunity Placement vlorkers). 

Again; the effect of such assistance on a commu~ity 

is of less cencern in this evaluation than is the effect 

on Family Hcuse r.embers being treated. 

It is r~~di'y ~poarent that the expressed goals and 

objectives cannot constitute the totality of possible 

and "und6rstccd" objectives of the program. For instance 

it is stated that ons year (phase I) "of intensive treat­

ment \'I'ill enable these individuals to dl3velop the eris)tion­

(\1 stability and positive self image needed to retul~n to 

the community.'.' Thus, "emotional stability" and IIpos'itive 

self .. ir':jfl~iI r:l~'y be seen as ohjectiv8S of the treatm::mt 

program. 

Next it is necessary to define what is to be meant 

by an "effective corrmunity based residential treatrr...ant 

program." Program effectiveness is of course a relative 

concept, rather than absolute. This concept is central 

to the evaluation of the Family House program. The kinds 

of i nformati on will of course depend 1 dea 11y upon the 

definition of effect1ve~ In the case of a post-hoc eval­

uation such as this one 8 it is very often the case that 

data desirable for evidence have not been gathered or are 

not available. However o an attempt will be made to pro­

vide a definition of effectiveness and to bring what data 

are- available to bear on that definition. 

Implicit in the definition is that effectiveness 

includes the idea of a reduction in the rate of recidivism 

comparod to so~a specified alternativeso One m~y also 

assume that cost of treatn:ent relative to alternatives 

will also, form part of the definition. 

TJp: J-I. /ftc f' 15c/~L- r-e f1 I' r" -1- postul ates an 

epidemolcgical model for rreasuring the effectiveness of 

the program.' U i h s ng t e report that HiM~lson prepared 

it is possible to gather still mort: of an idea of what 

is r;:.::ant by effecti veness. On page 4 of the report it 

1 
~rpo~t on Family House. Seattle. Washington g Alfred N. 
f me son, Ph.D. a technical assistance report Drepared 
or the American Justice Institute under contr~ct with 

6~peaLrtmaWenatndofEnJfOrtcemi entoAssistant Administration, U.S. 
us ce, ctober, 1971. 
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is seen that effectiveness includes the cOflcapt of eff"iciency, 

that is is the selection procedure efficient in accepting 

people who will tend to stay in the program as opposed to 

selecting people who t~nd to split prematurely. And on 

page 6 (item 3) the conc~pt of returning drug users to a 

healthy state phys1caily is included. Effective is also 

seen as maintaining or improving an individual's probation 

or parole status (p.7). 

While the report by Himelson may be taken as one ap­

-proach to gathering and organizing the kinds of informa­

tion desired for af'lslf/ering the question of whether the 

program is effectiv6 9 if it is not obv'!ously organized 

in 1J decision making structure; it does not seem necessary 

as the report by HilT'.alson sugqests. to postulate an 

ep1demological model for evaluation. The general areas 

of concern may be rephrased and incorporated into a 

decision making model. Such a model may be a series of 

questions dealinq with the concern suggested in the 

H"if.;::lson report as those questions relate to current 

alternatives to the Family House and to internal opera­

tions, i.e. efficiency. Such an evaluation model may 

be constructed as follows and will be the one used in 

this particular evaluation: 

1. Is the proqram effective? 

A. Do people in the program refrain from 

socially undesirable behaviors better than 

or' tKlual to other Iftreatment" alternatives 
2 such as jailor prison? 

B. Do individuals completing the program 

refrain from socially undesirable behavior 

better than individuals co~pleting the 

social alternative of a prison term? 

C. Are the exolicit and implicit goals and 

objectives being met? 

2. If Ap Band C above are true n ;s the cost dif­

ferential between the Family House proqram and 

the alternatives favorable or unfavorable b i.eo 

higher p is t~s reducticn of undesirable be­

hav10r IIworth" the difference? 

3. Is the program run efficiently? If no~ would 

ch~nges affect it~~ 1 above? 

2It is not the function of this evaluation to compare 
the Family House proqram with other drua treatment 
programs and no attempts will be made to do so, 
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4. Is the program meeting its' grant require~ent? 

I~ no~ would chanqes affect land 2 above? 

5. Is the program reproducable? Vihat parts or 

aspects are unique to personnel and what aspects 

of the model are independent of personnel? 

In evaluating the program the Family House goals and 

objectives will be incorporated into the decision making 

model where appropriate. 

I~ Is The Program Effective? 

"Effective" obvi ously rr.~ans many thi nqs to many dif­

ferent grouDs. In this instance it is being defined as: 

1) people refraining from socially undesirable behaviors, 

2) a reduct; on 1 n reei eli vi SOl, 3) the attai nment of ex­

plicit and implicit goals and objectives. Because there 

exists the alternatives of jailor prison for deal'lng with 

drug abusers for items 1, 2, and 3 above it is also naces-

sary to attJrnpt to relate them to the alternatives. 

A. Do ~eoPle in the program refrain from socially 

undesirable behaviors better than or equal to 

alternatives such as prison? 

Such a comparison ;s extremely complex. and the re­

sults of this evaluation are seen as being no more than a 

rough approximation of such a cow-parison. Examples of 

the difficulties involved will appear throughout the 

chapter. But for example there are obviously more con­

trols for deciding whether someone is going to stay in 

prison, i.e. the use of high walls, guards~ etc., and 

be prevented from con~it1ng criminal activities. On 

the other hand, the Family House is a very structured 

situation in which peoples' actions are monitored con­

stantly and thus the chance of "unknown" criminal 

activities taking plac~ by residents would appear to 

be rather rcmots4 The point is, the situations are 

different because the contingencies are different and 

because the goals are different. The prison or jail 

can IIguarantee" the absence of criminal activities by 

the individual while he or she is incarcerated. The 

Family House proqram can make no guarantees but sets 

as a goal the ei1m~nation of criminal activities not 

only \'ihile the pier-son is in the program, but the 

elimination of those activities after the person 

1eaves or graduates fl"om the program. 

During ~he three years of its operation no mem­

ber of the Family House has been arrested on a new 

charge while in residence. There have been instances 



of persons being charged V/1th crimes being committed 

before entry into the Family House and there have been 

instances of persons being charged with crimas after 

splitting from the Family House. It is impossible to 

document whether members of the Family House have 

actually committed criw~s that have gone undetected. 

However. without evidence to the contrary the deterent 

effectiveness of the Family House \'/oul d seem excellent, 

B. Do "graduates" refrain from socially 

undesirable behavior? Is there a reduction 

in recidivism? 

UnfortuaMtelYi for the evaluator, only five per­

sons have "graduated" from the Fami1y House program as 

of June 30, 1972. Of theses two are starting another 

Family House in a different area of the state (Spokane, 

~lashi ngton) 11 one More is d1 rectinq another dt'1l9 treat .. 

rmmt house!) one is working as a probation officer~ and 

one is a counselor for the Seattle Mental H2!lth 

Institute. There have been no adverse incidents. \~hile 

only five persons have graduated, an additional nine 

persons were in the phase II or re-entry state of the 

program at the end of the eva1uation period. Of those 

who were still not in the House. all were employed: 

doing volunteer work, or in school. It should be 

pointed out that thG type of Hork of those persons working 

is professional& technical, and manaaerial. It should be 

noted that graduati~ is seen as a form of certification as 

a paraprofessional rather than a mandatory requirement for 

succp.ssful completion of the program. 

Table 3 (p. 4~) indic3tes the last known treatment 

location of those individuals not currently inhouse at 

the end of the evaluation period with respect to their 

.treatment status.3 As the Table indicates 14 individuals 

or 32 percent of thi S oroup were in re-entry 9 or al ter­

native re-entry~ or had graduated successfully from the 

program. The last known treatment status o~ the 29 in­

dividualS 't/ho are splittces shO'tiS that eiqht individuals 

were eit~e~ in jailor in prison. one person had heen 

released from prison with cyrrent status unknow~J four 

other individuals status' were rletermined unknown, 11 

individuals were at large, {iee. either o~t working~ or 
II' 

not workin~D on wel~arel etc.} but not known to bE ~n 

another dr1Jg treatme.nt program, and six individuals were 

known to be in other drug treatmsnt pros-warns. 

Of those persons Viho remained in the proqram for 

11 or more months regardl ess of l'lhether they had 

reached the re-entry stage. including those persons 

3 rWQ p~~sons currently inhouse are not included with the 
c?ndn:ional treatment failllres," althouoh they split 

whlle in re-entl"Y or aftsr 11 months into the proaram. 



CONDITIONAL "SUCCESS" 

Status N -~~~ 

Re-entry 3 

Alternative Re-entry 6 

Graduated 5 

TOTAL 14 

CONDITIONAL "FAILURES" 

Status N -- ---
Status Unknown 4 

Pri son or; Jail 8 

A.t large/.~ot in a Dr"Uq Program 11 

In Another Druq Pro-gram 6 

TOTAL 29 

U'.ST KNTYIN TqEAT~·1EHT STATUS OF 
INDIVIDUALS AT END OF EVALUATION PERIOOj' 

*Ooes not include 18 ~h~I individuals. 

TABLE 3 

P 

.07 

• 14 

.12 

.33 

P -
.09 

.18 

.28 

• 12 

.67 

"''ho split and the one person arr'Gsted, only one individua.l, 

i.e. the person who was arrested, was in any kno",m new 

legal difficulty. '.The breakdmm of the tV/O individuals who 

remained in the program for 11 or more nronths is shown in 
(PtTJjC1'l 51 ... ~a) • 

Tables 4 and 51\ The breakdm"n of those indivi dual s (minus 

current inhouse residents) who stayed in the program less 

than 11 months is shown in 'Table 6(p~~~ 'E~)t 

The reason for setting the cutoff at 11 months was 

. partly influenced by the fact that to do so would provide 

two groups of approximately equal size, and because it was 

felt that 11 months was sufficiently close to one year in 

duration so as to in effoct constitute the comp1etion of 

phase I of the treatment prO!'fram. As Table 4 ~;;:=.-=5J2~ 

shows th~ bulk of the ind"Jviduals involved (16 out of 21) 

are still associated with the Family House~ Table 5 

~,:Ff~? shows that 14 of the 21 individua1s ere working" 

t\~() more are hOllsevfifes, and another is in school. Table 

6 <.~-; :J:jra ShOh'S only four PQrsons knm'l'n to be \"/orking of 

those ind1vid~als viho split before 11 months g six being 

now enrolled in other drug treatment pro~rams. 

Table 7 (p.&:}) shows· the comparisons between those 

persons who remained 11 or more months and those persons 
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Graduated 

Re-entry 

Alternative Re~entry 

Returned to Phase I 

Split at Large 

In School 

TOTAL 

5 

3 

6 

2 

4 

1 
,...-" 

21 

LAST KNOHr'~ TREAn~ENT STATUS FOR INDIVIDUALS 
STAYING IN PROGRAf·1 ['';ORE THAN 11 HONTHS 

(N=21) 

TABLE 4 

s. 
I 
H 
" II 
I' 
J! 
i1 
II 
l! 

It 
~ f 
jJ 
,i 

" li 
" il 
tl 
" ;i 
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Work111g 14 (inc1udes three inhouse 
project coordinators) 

Ylelfare 3 (two persons directing 
another drug program 
not yet funded) 

Not Working 2 

Housewife 2 

Returned to Phase I 2 

In School 1 

LAST KNOWN OUTCO~~E OF PERSONS HITH mRE THAN 1 1 ~~ONTHS 
PARTICIPATION AT END OF EVALWl.TION PERIOD 

(N=21)* 

*Totals sum to more than N as persons In:lY appear 
in more than one category; 

TABLE 5 
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Working 4 (includes one person 
in another drug 
protjram) 

He1ftlre 4 (includes one person 
in another drug 
program) 

Unknown 4 

Jail or Pri son 7 

School 1 

Another Drug 
Program 6 

LAST KNmm OUTCOFES OF PE~SONS WITH LESS T~AN 
, 11 110NTHS (excluding 16 persons inhouse) 

(N==24) 

*Totals sum to more than N as persons may appear in 
~~re than one category 

TABLE 6 ' 

COMPARISON OF PERSONS IN .. PROGRAr~ 
MJRE THAN 11 r10NTHS HITH PEP-SONS HHO 

SPLIT LESS THAN 11 MONTHS* 

VARIABLE ~ 11 months ( 11 months 

1. Horking 

2. In School 

3. Housewife 

4. On VJelfare 

5. Not Working 

6. Returned to Phase 

7. In Another Program 

8, In Jail/Prison 

9. Unkrto\'m 

I 

14 

1 

1 

3 

2 

2 

1 

.67 

.05 

.05 

.14 

.10 

• , 0 

.05 

... 
4 

1 

4 

N.A. 

6 

7 

4 

P,.P2 

_::au 

.17 .50** 

.. 04 .01 

.05 

.17 "'.03 

.10 

N.A. 

.25 .25 

.29 -.24** 

.17 • 17 
--- ---------------------... ...,.,., lCW"'" at 

*Proportions based on actual group sizes as an individual m~y 
appear in mOl"e than one category; Nl=2i; N2=24. Inhouse people 
are not ; nel uded because of unkno\!Jn outcome, 

**p fa.Ol 

TABLE 7 
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who split at less than 11 months in terms of proportions 

of each of the two groups over the several categories. It 

is apparent that differences do ex1st& especially with re­

spect to percent working status. There is also a significant 

difference in the proportion of individuals in jailor in 

p}~i son between the two sub groups. 

Thus it would seem that for persons who have re­

mained long enough so that it may be implied that they have 

been affected by the treatment program~ at the time of the 

end of the evaluation period recidivism was restricted to 

one individual \vho Vias rearrested and later probated back 

to tho Family House and 70 percent of the individuals were 

employed. On the other hand~ the group that did not re­

mai" for at l~ast 11 months showed ol'lly U percent employed. 

which as Table 7 shows is a significant difference" and had 

roughly 30 percent back in jail or pf""lson t again another 

significant difference from the group that remained for at 

least 11 months. 

Small numbers of individuals in the other categories 

precluded the possibility of testing for a significant 

difference. However, it is notable that none of the in­

dividuals in the greater than 11 month group are in another 

drug program, while six of those persons in the less than 

l' months group are in other drug pro9rams. One further 
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note about the Table is that it is not known whether 

those persons whose whereabouts are unknown or who are 

in other drug programs are working or not. with the 

exception of two individuals: one working and one on 

welfare. 

It has already been indicated that 3~ of the 61 

persons in the evaluation group were on probation or 

parole when they entercn the Family House, and 29 

people entered directly from jail. Approximately 70 

-percent of the evaluation aroup entered with a history 

of hospitalization or conviction for some criminal of­

fense (presumahly drug rel ated). 

It has also been noted previously that only one 

male in the group did not have at least one arrest 

and only eight fenales had no arrestso Pnd thus it 

would seem that the goal of treating individuals 

"especially those having a previous history of arrest 

or institutionalization ••• 11 \I is being approxilr.ated. 

Next it is desirable to find out the CUtCO~2 for 

those persons coming from jailor on probation or 

parole. A total of 39 individuals form this group. 

However, l' of the persons are inhouse. therefore, 

the group size is reduced ~~ 28. Of the 28 individuals, 



11 stayed in the progr~m 11 or more months. The 11 

persons' breakdo)~ is as follows: three wer~ in re u 

entry at the end of the evaluation period, three had 
4 graduated, two v/ere back in the House in phase I. 

one was in alternative re-entry» and two had split 

and were presently at 1 arge but not knovm to be in 

another drug treatment pro9ram6 Thus roughly 40 fJer­

cent of the parsons coming in with probation or paroles 

not presently inhouse with no splits, remained at least 
j>oN.r 

." months and constitute .t:~ out of the five grad .. 

uates ~ one of the three t'e~entry and three of the al .. 

ternative re-entry individuals. Further 13 of the 21 

persons (.65) staying at l~ast 11 months had at least 

one conviction above misdemeanor). 

The disposition of the 17 individuals who did 

not re~ain 11 months is as follows: five ara in jail 

or prison g six are sUDcosealy at large~ although it 

is not knOHn whether they are \'lorking a rour are in 

4 
Not included with the 11 inhouse subtracted from 
the group_ 

I 

another drug treatmant program:) and information about two 

is totally unava11ablea Of course e one might expect that 

people who were on probation or parole would face the pos­

sibility of going to jail or prison 1f they split from the 

program. 

The only safe stat&'lent that can be made about these 

data is that 40 percent of the individuals entering into 

the Family progra~ on probation, parole or from jail a~~ 

not in jai1~a~t~t; roughly one~th1rd of those who 

·dropped out before 11 months are in prison or jail. and 

roughly one-third are at 1arge and what they are doing is 

unknownc ;......., ............. _m _ 
the other hand, seven of the '1 individuals who have re­

mained with the Famrtly program Tor an appreciable length 

of time, i.e. 11 months or more, are working. 

C. Attain~~nt of explicit and implicit goals 

and objectives. 

The Faml1y Rap was established and has continued to 

op~rate using phase II personnel. Its program includes 

more than merely providing a drop-in center, altholJgh 

originally developed as a drop-in center, its current 

counseling on a one-to-one bases is by appointmente 

There are instead groups of youths meeting weekly, 

groups of pare~ts meeting weekly and qroups of drug 

\ 

I 



abusars. As w~ntioned earlier in this evaluation, the 

concern is not with the effect with the Fa~11y Rap on 

the comnuni ty but \'Ii th its effect on the goal of bri ng-

1n9 about succe!isful re .. entry of the phase II resident 

into the community. Physically the Family Rap, being 

separated from the Family HOllse, provides a mechanism 

for re-entry into the community while still maintaining 

a strong contact I'Jith the Family House and the Fami 1y 

House members. Thus it provides an opportunity to ex­

peri enee the ccr;munity whil e havi ng a close support 

proximity. St:cond! thG experi ence of runn·r n9 groups 

provides the phase II personnel practice outside of 

the Hous~ with behaviors that are identical to de: 

sired trG~t7.3nt ~odel bGhaviors of a para-professionai 

nature. It is important to rememb~r that the training 

rccciv2d by PQrsonnel working in the Family Rap is the 

kind of training that would prove valuable if those 

PGrso~s ware to go on to work as para-orofessional 

counselors or rehabilitation related workers, or So~e 

simiiar type of work. For persons not interested in 

these areas the effect or value of the Fami1y Rap ex­

perience may not be as important. 

This raises the question of whether or not the 

Family Rap is important to the Family House goaL Agai n. 

---------
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there is no way of providing quantitative da~a to bear 

on this question. If one accepts the premise that 

practice of a behavior leads to improvement of that 

behav10r g 5 then working at the Family Rap should 

improve group leadership and other related skills, 

provided that there is supervision from a person pre­

sumably a1ready having those skills. On the other 

hand if the behaviors involved in participating in the 

Family Rapt i.e. as group leaders, are not of value in 

the kinds of activities that the-phase·II individual 

wishes to pursue upon graduation then the value of 

participation is less than optimal. 

Pa~t1cipat1on in the Family Rap as part of the 

~e-entry'phase is an ultim~te option on the part of 

the individuals; other experiences that individual 

might find more appropriate to their post-graduation 

goals are presumably available by the process of (11 .. 

terl1ative l~e-entry. Thus there It/ould seem to be some 

question as to wh~ther the Family ~ap is an essentia1 

~ premise consistent with the implicit L1nderlying 
learning theory model of stimulus-response associationism. 

, 
I 



objective lea,di n9 tovtard the goal of a rehabl1 Hated 

individual. This statement in no way is intended to 

indicate that the Family Rap should not continue or 

that it is not valuable; the statement merely suggests 

that the Family Rap in and of itself is not an essen-

tial component to the treatment model; that other activities 

could be swbstituted. depending upon the phase II objectives 

of the individual. 

The Family Boutique was discontinued early in 1972 

"due to ~ lack of interest on the part of the residents 

and because of the problems involved with trying to run 

a business. The third and fourth quarterly reports to 

LEAA provide a rather' extensive discussion of the~deci­

sian to drop this objective and interested individuals 

should make an attempt to obtain copies of those reports. 

For the purposes of evaluation the variable (the Family 

Boutique) really does not exist. Its functioning appar­

ently~/as not tel a'ted to the Succ~ss or fail ute of the 

larger goal of effective rehabilitation. One specula­

tion with reqard to external activities is that if 

people are not interested in them, i.e. the resid~nts. 

then the activities won't be able to continue. In fact, 

the Family Boutique was probab1y incompatible with 

another aspect of the Family House goal. that of training 

.. 

the individuais for social service types of activities. 

The speculation then is that the activities should be 

compatible with the goal of the treatment tnodel. 

Consequently with respect to the question of self 

support, of one objectives. it m~ be said that the 

objective was not reached~ Whether the objective ever 

cou1d be reached is I.mkno\lln. There might be a possi ... 

bility if the activity utilized in phase II were both 

income producing and compatible with the goal of the 

treatment model. Whether the program is selfasupport-

1ng is probably unrelated to its effectiveness however. 

The major corrmunity service activities are logged 

in the quarterly renorts for the LE~4 grant. Rather than 

duplicate those data g this section will contain a dis­

cussion of the type and scope of such activities. The 

evaluation question in this instance is not concerned 

\,/ith the impact of the activities on the community, but 

with their occurrance and direction4 The question of 

value or impact is beyond the scope of this evaluation 

because of the cor.~lexity of assessment that would be 

involved. 

Involvement in community services activities is 

of course limited to individuals in the re-entry phase 



of the treatment. This variable sets a limit on the 

quantity of involvemGnt. The community service ent~ies 

in the quarter1y reports do not distinguish alv/ays 

whether the individuals involved were t~e phase II 

people or the directors. An attempt is made here to 

keep the two sources separate t at the C\1S t of more 

extensive documentation. 

Some of the activities cited during the early 

period of the grant as carried out by phase II indi­

viduals were the leading of groups at the P'jrdy 

Treatment Center for Wowen, the Was~inqton State 

R.eofrmatory nt ~~onroeo the "'lash; ngton State Penitenti ary 

at Walla ~a11a, the Seattle Treatment Center and the 

city jail; of SeCl.ttle. In addition, a COflii11unity refer­

ral service project for jail prisoners was bequno 

An increasinQ n0~ber of aternative re-entry r1ans 

an;! "'Jork I'lith the Family ~out;que~ !=amily t~ed;a, and the 

Fa~ily D~, would seem to have cc~tributed to t~e 

declill8 in external cOrmlunity activEi::s. The quarterly 

~ep ~ts also evidence SOMe problems cornected with re-

entry persNmel attitudinal maladjustme'lt for sane indi­

viduals when in the external situations. Qe-entry per­

sonnel remainerl 10\4 for the duration of the grant 

period, with the primary service activity heing the 

Family Rap. Activities Of this type seem to have 

dwindled with the graduation or departure through alternative 

re-entry of several individuals v/ho had begun the program be­

fore the LEAA grant period. 

The objective of having re-entry personnel serve 

as assistants or aides to other drug related programs 

would seem to have been altered. The reasons cited 

above may be only part of the picture, however. For 

instance, early attempts to permit re-entl'Y personnel 

to plan their cwn activities related to the Family 

House resulted in a lack of continuity for thes~ 

projects: i.e. the BOlltique \Vas originally centered 

around t~e efforts and desires of re-entl'Y personnel. 

When the individual departed 2 the Family House had a 

p:oject t:hat no one \'I'anted 9 for r~asons al ready n;ted 

earlier i~ tbis chapter. 

~Jith less l'e-entry "Jersonnr.l and an emphasi s on 

internal rather than external activ1ties~ the treatment 

. model would seem to have heen revised during the last 

half of the ~rant period, consequently hringing about 

a lessening of community service activities during 

that period, althouah the RAP services were actually 

increased during t~is period. 



In a cost comparison with more traditional 

methods of treating drun abusers. all corrmunity 

service act1'Jities should probably be measured as 

defrayed costs for treatment. The Family House cost 

per client would be reduced" \'/hile the cost of in­

stitutionalization would remain the same. 

Another aspect of community service which has 

not been presented as part of the model of the under­

,lying goals and objectives are the activities of the 

co .. directors. Consultation with other drug treatment 

programs, public talks on drug abuse, even the in­

spirution for a different type of prison living ar­

rangement (the Family Group at Walla Walla) are i~clud­

ed hore. Hhile these (lctiviti;:!s may not be a necessary 

part of tre-3.tJent n '~h"~y may be seen as add<3d benefits 

of this particular program to the corrmunity. 

Two cited objJcti'les Of the treatm.:~nt were an 

ir.1pro/e:i "ss1f i'":"10<:11 Jnd "en:otional stabilit,yll for 

the r1sidents. In t~e absence of prior meausres these 

two variables are not measureable with respect to 

chan(')e ov~.,. tr~a ttT)~nt tim~ I For thi s reason~ no attempt 

is being made to evaluate these constructs~ but the 

reader is referred to the recommendations (Chapter IV) 

for further discussion on this matter. 

II. Is the Cost Differential Bet\man the ProGram and 
Alternatives F~vor~ble or Unfavorable? . 

Quite aside from the question of whether an indi­

vidual ceases to engage in socially undesirable behavior 

is a question of cost. Putting rehabilitation results 

aside, is it cheaper to house individuals in the Family 

House ror a year, for instance, or is it cheaper to 

house them in one of the correctional institutions'? 

Current estimates of cost for the four adult correction-

al institutions in the state of Washington for the year 

1972 were obtained from the Office of Program Planning 

and Fiscal 14anaqenmnt for Social and Health Serv'lcesc 

The estimates per man per day range from $1 0 fOi~ the 

Washinqton State Prison at Walla Walla to $43 fo~the 

Homan's Treatment Center at Purdeyc The Washington 

Correction Center at Shelton costs approximately $17.40 

per day Der ~~n and the Monro~ State Reformatory costs 

'" approximately $14041 per indiv1dual,~j 

A Iltypcial" cost estimate per person per day based 
,') 

on an average of 22 clients is a14.88 i for the Family 

. =nr 

{} 
These estirr~tes likely do not include buildinq costs and 
c~rtainly do not 1ncludJ social and health sa~v1c2s staff 
and operations costs, ar'ld are thus underestimates, relative 

lto the Family House estimate. 
This estimation includes the costs of the Family Rap, which 
also provides out reach services for non-Family House indi­
viduals. If the estimated services were considered as de­
frayed from the Family House budget per se, the cost per 
client would reduce to about $13.00 per day. 



House. For fiscal 1972 this estimate of 22 clients, 

including dependents. is quite close to the client 

figures arrived at by computing c1'lent and dependent 

days and div1d1nq by the number of days per year:~ 

19.35 + 1.58 = 20.91. or 21. The Battelle Report 

issued March 9, 1972, placed its estimate for 22 

clients at approximately $12.70 per day. based on 

data provided by the FaMily House staff at tbat time. 

Comparisons of the kind being made here should 

of course only be seen as approxiMations unless the 

exact methods of formulation used in derivinq the 

cost estiMates, which in this case is not known are 
~ 

equivalent. We do have the formulations of the Faff1i1~1 

House however, ~e do not have the formulations of the 

estinatE's 4"rorr 0[lr~l It would seem safe to say that 

the Farni ly House cost per person fa 11 s somel>/hete near 

the 10\'ler ranoe M the cost per person per day at one 

of the adult correctional institutions in the state 

of Washington. As an aside it can be conjuctured t~at 

€3The Fi,\f11ilv 4ouse 4 Prepared by Battelle Human ,~ffa;rs 
D.esearc'Fi tenter, LaH and Justice Study Center, W.A. 

Smith, Research Analyst. This report is part of an 
investi0at;on funded by National Institute of Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration Grant No. 
NI70-087r, • 

t· 

one of the reasons the Family House can compete 
fl 

m~tarily with the correctional institutions is that 

the Family House utilizes those beinq treated to help 

treat each other. whereas the correctional institu­

tions utilize a higher proportion of non-residents 

for "treatment" and supervision. 

In addition v the Family House staff are live­

in staff providing 24 hour supervision without the 

necessity of three shifts of personnel, such as are 

required in correctional institutions. 

III. Is The Program Run Efficiently? 

This is an important question for any govern­

mentally financed progrCl.m. The co')t c.nalysis figure 

(Fic. 1) on paqe f) can be of tlSe in esti:1-ltinl1 the 
r.l 

efficiency of the ~amily House.~ The data used are 

ccnsidered to be Iftypical lJ costs for operatirlq the 

Family House for a year's period, rather than the 
";) 
it' 

qrant period costs. The reasoning for using typical 

costs is that the Family House was still ~eveloping 

9ThiS figure is adapted from the Battel1e qeport cited 
earlier but based on estimated typical cost. fiaures 
supplied by the E.A.N. Johnson Co., Edmonds, Washinaton. 

IGThe costs and explanations are contained in Anpendix B. 

~----~~~~~~--~~----------------,,-.... '---------
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and changing during the grant period, with the result that 

time would be of little use in est1matin~ what si~11ar 

programs vJould cost on 0. stable operatinn basis. tktlJal 

costs are available in the financial reports to Law and 

Justice. 

If the "tYPiCCll" fixed and variable p.xpenses are 

accepted, then the avera~e cost oar client curve qives 

an estimate of pr.oqram efficiency at varioJs levels of 

·client population, P,ecallse the curve is asympt0tic 

i.e. never touchinq the ordinate or a~sciss~J it is 

evident that the avera0e cost per client decreases to 

an approximate limit somewhere around 45 clients. It 

is also evident that the rlifference in cost ner client 

ner year is only about $1,000.00 less for 35 clients 

than for 22 clients. As the client pO[lulation .~0creases, 

hcwever, th~ cost per client increases rapidly, 10 

clients costing about $9,100.00 per yeo~ on the aver~~e. 

~he present client population ideal Of about 22 

individuals is actually fairly efficient in that not a 

qreat deal of money could be saved with a qreater number 

of clients. Also, the addition of extra DerSon~ would 

most likely dictate increased costs not calculated i.e. 

more transportation vehicles, larger re-entry facilitiese 

an additional phase r director, etc. 

l} 
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A different aspect of ~fficiency is concerned with 

individuals ('.5 opposed to expenditures. How efficient 

is the selection procedure in matching individuals with 

the proar~m so that the proportion of splittees to in­

house members remains low, thus makin9 good use of the 

facil Hies? 

One kind of evidence for this question is the rate 

of splittees over a period of time in conjunction with 

the Family House census for the same period. Because 

of the lack of complete data prior to the 0rant period, 

the investigation of this question will cover the qrant 

period of July 1. 1971 to June 30, 1972 data for splittees 

and census are found in f'lgures 2 and 3 0 respectively, 
") t') 

pages 7~ and 7W. 

There would seem to be three months of hiqh 

splittee rate durinq the qrant period: June (1971), 

Dece'11ber (1971), and ·,Iarch (1972). These peri ods are 

associ ated in the Fami ly House qua.rterly repol"ts \~i th 

activity in program alteration, especial1y re1aT.in,] to 

changes in the re-entry phase of the program. The 

census figure shows that the average population durin1 

the qrant year was 20.08 for adults, and 21.67 includinq 

children. These fi1ures compare closely with the client 

day figures reported above. 

Because of the several chanqes occurrinq to the 
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Family House riuri ng the grant peri od, it is di ffi cul t to 

conclude or'even suggest implications of the rate of 

sp11ttees. The progress reports note a stagnation oc­

cur1nq through the presence of too many phase ~I indi­

viduals remaining with the proqram rather than movinq 

into the corrmmity. There Has also a physical movement 

of the commune to another house severa' blocks away. 

A third type -of efficiency has to do vl1th the 

flexibility of a proaram in the face of adverse re-

·sults. In this respect the Family House seems to rate 

very highly. The progress reports indicate a willing­

ness to make major revisions in the program and even 

reversals from those chanaes in the light of the evi-

dence. ~or example. the program reversed its expansion 

and controllerl its 9rowth during the grant period when 

it becamp. apparent that the staff could not effectively 

neal with the expansion ano maintain the type of treat­

ment envisioned from the beqinnin~ of the pro9ram. The 

co-dir~ctors ~xDer;~ented with a looser structure in 

phase It and then, when results seemed negative, re­

verted to a tiqhter structure. The F~mily Boutique 

was phase out as it became evident that it was not 

functional to the program. 

One of the reported pr1mary criteria for these 

71f 
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decisions was the splittee rate~ Thus the prooram has 

used an indicator of efficiency as a quide in restruc­

turing and revising the treatment components. Only 

time can tell if the current program is optimal in 

relation to sp11ttee rate. although it is noteworthy 

that there were no splitteea during the last three 

months of the grant period. 

As suggested earlier, a major component of the 

trea tment model is the re -entry phase. One of the 

problems with hehavior MOdification programs ~enera'ly 

has been the i nabil ity to proyi de for effecti ve be­

havioral contingencies when an individual returns to 

the conrr.\Jnity. The cont:in'1sncies that I>:orked in the 

contro112d setting~ i.e. a hospital, often are not 

available on the outside, with the result that the 

client reverts to a pre modification behavior state. 

The idea of gradually returning th~ cli~nt to 

the cO;'1!"1Unity while retaining a high d.}:jree of can·· 

tinQency c01trol seems at least instinctively ap­

pealino. ~n obvious way of estimatinq whether the 

re-entry arproach is nore effective than a siMple 

graduation at the end of phase r is to compare those 

people who split after 11 months with those who went 

into re-entry_ o~ the seven individuals who split 



after 11 months: one is in school and on welfare, two are 

not worl<i n~. hlO are housew1 ves. and two are back in phase 

I of tha program. All of the graduates and re-entry people 

are of course, working, although two individuals are also 

on welfare. 

The data size does not permit statistical evaluation, 

but there see~s to be a qualitative difference for those 

going throuqh re-entry phase. The alternative re-entry 

people constitute a group somewhere betlveen the re-entry 

and post 11 month splittees, but are, like the re-entry 

people, workinq for Day or on a voluntary basis. or are 

in school. The findinqs to date would seem to arQlIe 

for continlled watching of the re-entry Dhase~ but 

t~e 1mnr~ssion i~ strono t~at it is valuable to the 

trp.at:nent Qoal. 

~ Thus it would seem that from the stand point of 
'-" 

effi r.i ency. the Family House does well witM resrect to 

monetary, clientel p and nrogram aspects. 

IV. Is the Pro9ram r~et1ng the Fiscal And Other 

Grant qe~uirements? 

The firm of Sigler, Preston~ and Jensen, Certified 

Pub 1 i ct\ccountants. Lynnwood • Washington voi ~nteered its 

tin~ to audit the Family Hous~ books for the year 1971 

7~ 

.. 

and has agreed to audit the books aoain at the end of 1972. 

It is felt that these two audits by professional accountants 

more than suffice in meeting the term5 of the grant with 

respect to accountabil ity for monies spent. 

Also, Mr. Dennis Loeb of Seattle Law and Justice 

was contacted, an~t was confirmed that he has been 

monitoring the Family House reimbursement requests. In 

addition, State auditors are available for the final ac-

-counting of the orant monies disbursements. 

An additional evaluation of the expenditures of 

the LEAA monies would seem redudant as there is no 

reason to suspect any irregulurities.· For that reason 

this evaluation will not be concerned whether the 

l="amily HOllse met its matched money requi rerl:;ntc; on 

time Qr whether it stayed within its categorical !lQ per­

cent limit~tions as provided by the lEAA grart. 

• V. Is the Program QeproducQble? 

. It is known that drug treatment programs such 

as Synanon have been reproduced in different areas of 

the country. It is also known that off-shoots of 

Synanon have been generated and are functioning, One 

might say generally that variations of drug treatment 
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programs are functioning. But the question for t~le 

evaluation is whether another Family House can be 

reproduced. Information relating to this question 

should shortly be forthcoming as another Family House 

is being attempted in Spokane a Hash1ngton. Evidence 

will come in watchin9 this second Family House under 

the direction of two former Seattle Family House 

graduates. 

There is still another aspect of the questi on: 

"is the Family House reproducable? Whether non Fam11v .., 

House personnel could run proqrams like that of the 

Seattle Family House, What is the possibility of 

train in9 inrlividuals so that they could direct 

Family House training model proqrams? 

The rehabilitation concept of the Family ~ouse 

as with Day too Village, includes the ('loal for those 

persons interested and capable of havinq its qrad­

uates b~qi n thai r cvm program based on a s imil ar 

model in another lo~ation. The length of training 

tirr.e is normally of course the "length of the treat­

fl1ent prl)qram itself. Whether "outside" peor le 

could be trained to operate the Family House model 

successfully or at the level of success exhibited 

by the Family House presently seems doubtful. Since 

j 

I 

the organization of Synanon in California by Dederich 

there has existed in drug treatment pr09ra~s a concept 

of uholding" the addicts undergoing t~is particular 

kind of treatm~nto The abl1 i ty for the di rector to 

hold individuals ,'!hile not physically restraining them 

is crucial because drug addiction is by definition a 

psycho-physical dependence which is extreme1y strong 

and extremely resistive to change. 

The threat of jai1 or prison even for those 

individuals placed in a drug treatment program on 

probation or oarole dC3S not seem to be sufficient 

in of itself. For instance, of the 39 who entered 

'th9 Fa'TIf1y House on probutioJ~ or p~role 18 are listed 

as permanent srlitees. The estir.:ntion by Bob Garsi~ 

for exarr~?lep. of the number of phase I t'esictents that 

he r.an hold is an unrer l']m1ting value for the nop­

ulation for the Fa~ily House first ye~r rrogram. 

Anoth!r r~~son for the hold conceot is t~at not all 

persons enterin0 into the treatment nrooram have leoal . '" , 

constraints or them. As has been pointed out, for 

exa~jplep Many Of the feMales in the program have come 

in off the streets. 

The situation is such that on the one hand there 

is the example of Synanon. Day top Village. and other 
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programs showing that persons goinq through those pro­

orams can then go out and start their own programs. From 

the Family House two graduates are attewpting to start 

another Family House in SDokane~ two alternative re-entry 

persons are directing W~lkway House in Bel1viewb and a 

fifth person is the Facility Director of Genesis House, 

all three drug treatment programs. One the other hand 

is the position of postulating that people might be 

trained to function effectively as directors in helping 

drug abusers without going through a drug treatment 

program. 

The programs run by professionels such as those 

at Lexinaton, Kentucky V/ere r{lther notoriQus for their 

lack of success in rehabilitating addicts. especially 

through the use of hQlding by force. Given the lack 

of any currently availab1e evidence to the contrary 

the SuqqAstion would be that the Family House model 

is reprodllcable utilizing graduates of the treatm~nt 

progra~ who are interested in becoming program direc­

tors. The attGmpt to train directors for the treat­

rrrent model who have not been throl.Jgh the program on 

the other hand would undoubtably involve a considerable 

len9th of time p probably as ~uch time as is involved 

in going through treatment, and the exoectation of 

sllccess is totally unknown, whereas prior evidence 

from other dru9 programs would lead one to conclude that 

the chances of success for persons who have gone through 

th~ Faml1y House treatm~nt are qreater than zero. 

To sum up what is a very difficult question giv1n 

the data; it would seem to be evident that persons going 

through drug treatment training proq~ams can go on to 

successfully o[)erate their O\'o'n drug treatment trainin9 

programs; there would seem to be some evidence that 

successfl.~l directors of such drug treatment programs 

need to have the ahility to hold people in the Drogram 

without external force; it is not known whether per­

sons not having first hand acquaintance with drug ad­

diction (i.e. ex-addicts) and a heavy commitment to­

ward rehabilitation of addicts o can operate as examples 

of successful reh~bilitation and be trained apart from 

going through the treatment program. In terms of making 

probability estimates, the, one might esti~ate that the 

program can be reproduced but that efforts to do so 

should involve nraduates of that program. 

r~re reliable evidence can of course come from 

watching t1e progress of the Spokane Family House 

which is currently atte~pting to beqin operation. It 

should be ~ade clear that the unique part of the 



treatment model is' not specific to the Fam1~y House treatment 

model but to most drug treatment programs of this nature. 

such as Synanon, Seadrunar and Day top Village i.e, the 

holding power of the director or leader. The parts of 

the Family House that are unique from other programs 

would appear to be very reproducable for other drug treat­

ment programs and if they are superior, i.e. lead to more 

graduates and less reci divi sm then other programs t, then 

'these unique variables should be given consideration by 

other drug treatment programs. It is how9ver. not the 

scope of this particular evaluation to compar the Family 

Hous~ with other drug treatment rrograms; such a compar­

ison will have to await a separate evaluation. 
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