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FAMILY HOUSE
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

EVATUATION FORMAT

The Family House, a residential program for drug users
has combined elements of Synanon, Daytop Lodge with new
ideas with the objective of graduating individuals from the
house into the community. It diifers from say Synanon by
its emphasis on eventually having individuals leave the pro-

gram.

The program evaluation format that follows was constructed

after spending two full work days with the co-directors of

the Family House in Seattle, Bob and Flaine Garsi. The Family
House is somewhat 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 Eouse 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

measurenent of such progress in residential programs is often
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gifficult 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
problemns in the Washington State area. Is it valuable com-
nunity resource?

III. The economics of the House is the third area of
concern~-What are the costs involved in the operation of
the house and how do they compare with other alternatives

(if such exist).

Evaluation: The performance of the Pamily House cannot be
measured using an experimental - control framework. There is
no way at present of adequately selecting a control group
that would be comparable to those who chose to enter the
House. 2ub there is another model that does not depend on
comparison of groups. his is the epidemological model

which 1is based on the notion that persons with illnesses
(especially communicable ones) should be removed from the
conmunity and then made disease free. In terms of the Fanmily
House this means filling the House with confirmed drug users,
keeping them drug and crime free for the period of the
followup - and then graduating them.

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 inay enter the house for a

short period of time and then leave. But they were not

exposed to the program for any significant time. What

should be measured can be broken down into two general

but related areas.

Residence in House

. A. Do those who stay a significant period of time move
through the entire program -~ without experiencing significant
trouble. This calls for constructing a simple actuarial
table which computes the probability of continuing House

—esidence.

(1) Wnat is the probability that those who stay 6

nonths will stay onc year?
(2) Do those who stay thru one yvear stay until grasduation?
Crime and Drug Use

B. Is length of residence associated with an absence

of reporved drug use and criminal convictions?

l. The data coding systemébgrovides for recording
criminal convictions and their time of occurance.
Although some information on this is available
from Family House Records - it would perhaps
be advisable to have this data also avail-
able from some independent source ~ such as
the Washington State bureau entrusted with the

collecting of criminal statistics.

M

The second arca for invesbtigavion is whether the
nouse is being ubilized effectively, (1) According to the
Family House directors the aim is to fill the house
mostly with hard core drug users - many with long criminal
histories. Throughkthe evaluation of the personal history
materials (see data colleétipn format) it can be determined
fairly reliably whether the residents are the desired target
population. Again, possibly records, from oubtside the Family
House shoula be used tb corroborate the reliability of the
records being kept at the House. (2) A second means of
evaluating how effectively space in the House is being
utilized can be determined by computing at several‘points in
tiﬁe what percentage of positions in the house is being
ubilized by residents who will eventually split from the pro-
pram (with négative outcome after) and what percentage are
—~gsidents wno will stay in the progran for significant periods
nf time.

(a) If at any given vime a high percentage of residents
will prematurely split ~ vhen the supposition is that the
nouse could perhaps have a better selection system. Ii,
nowever, a substantial percentage stay a significant period
then the house is being effectively utilized.

I. Individual Progress

Tndividusal Progress in the Organization

The process leading towards graduation has been very

clearly spelled oub organizationally. When a person first
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comes to the Fanily he or she serves in a workers positlion-—-
then, depending on how their participation in the program

is evaluated by the staff, Tthey may be moved up in the or-
ganization to the next level of positions. Thus by knowing
the positions held by an individual, the investigator knows
how the subject was evaluated by the staff. If he or she
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 firsc year at the House. Ordinarily, if all has
gone well bthey will begin the reentry phase, moving out of the
Family House into the reentry house which is located a short
distance away. They begin a new series of tasks which are
conmunity oriented. Graduation should take place sometime

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

Records 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
criverisa,

Other Arecas of Prorsress

Drug users ordinarily have many problems associated with
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
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(2)

(%)

the Family House is %o 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 dabta collected for deck #Q.Will
provide a measure of both the variety and fre-
quency of each individuel performing the community
oriented tasks.

In modern urvan soclety haviag the ability and
permission to drive a motor Wehicle is an important

aspect of leading a modern existence. Drug users

commonly have their drivers licenses revoked - either

after accidents (often drug caused) or upon criminal
conviction. One of the goals of the House in fur-
thering the normalizing process is for residents %o
have their driving privileges restored.

Health. Many confirmed drug users although young
in years have had considerable health problems -
most of which are an accompaniment of Their drug
use. The directors of the house have stated one of
their secondary goals to be an improvément in the
health of the residents. During the preparation of
the evaluation scheme there was not time to develop
an adequate measure of progress in the area of
health - but there are various types of indices that

can be adopted for the analysis.




Probation ané Parole

Some of the residents at the time of entry are on
provation or parole. Success in this area can be measured
by (a) ﬁhose who successfully complete either status
(b) or remain on probation or parole without serious diffi-

culty.

IT. Community Service

The Family House in addition to attempting to
change drug user's lives also provides many kinds of com-
munity services for the Washington State Area. DMost of this
conmunity involvement is oriented around alleviabting the
drug problgm. While the staff states that the primary pur-
pose of this involvement is to aid in the progress of second
vear Family House residents--an eveluation of the programs
usefulness should also include the amount of community ser-
vice the House contributes: An aggregate summation of the
vatious kinds of community services can be obtained from the
data provided by existing Family House records. Deck #4

in the data sclieme presents a format for this conclusion.

III. ZEconomics
vhough some aspects of the value of such a
facility are intangible -~ certain kinds of cost comparisons
can be derived. TFor example, what is the cost of operating
the Family House compared to the costs that might have

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

SN T

costs of criminal justice, etc. This is obviously a com-
plex question -~ and one for which time was not available
to develop an adequate formabt. But it should be pursued in
the future.
Iv. ther Questions

This evaluation format has been limited in its scope
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 changes in attitude or
outloock, as a funétion of time in the program. Interviews could
also be conducted with narcotics agents to determine how program

participants are seen in the view of law enforcement.




DATA ANALYSIS CODE SHEET

FAMILY HOUSE

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

DECK KO, 1
COL.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 : 9
| | | L
Research Year Highest " Ethnic Military
Number Birth Grade Service
Completed
DRUG USE PRIOR TO ENTRY
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
: i il
| | L |
vt gl ’ -
Employment Age Aga Use Age Use Age
First First Amphets. First Barbits. First
Marij. Amphets. Barbit. Methadrine
18 L 20 21 22 23 724 25
oL | I\ |
] | |
Usa Age Use Age Use Prop- I :rson Robbery
Metha- First of First Opi- erty
drine Halluc, - Hallue. Opiate ates MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS
26 27 L 28 1 29 30__ 31 32 33 24
L1 | 1] L L]
, { { , L
Pros- Drug Other Prop- Person  Robbexry Prostit. Drug Other
tic, erty
MISD, CONVICTIONS ; FELONY CONVICTIONS
COL.j
35 36 78 79 37 38 39 40 41
b e ] |
No. No. No. No. Total '
J9ve- Adult Adult Hospi- Number of
nile Jail Prison tal Juvenile and
Commit. Commit. Commits., Adult Arrests
for Drug (Approximate)
Abuse
42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
Referred Last On Pro- Later ©Public Public Privers Drivers
by Whom Place bation or Pro- Assis-  Assis~ License License
or Si- Parole  bation tance tance Status Later
tuation When or Pa- on Later on
before Enter-  role Entry Entry
Referral 1ing Status

’

CODING INSTRUCTIONS
FAMILY HOUSE

DECK NO. 1

coL. 1 - 3 RESEARCH NO, - A research no. is given to each person
formally entering Family House
Female - 000 - 199
Male - 200 plus
COL. 4 - 5 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.
COL, 6 - 7 HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED - Code actual grade!for those
having attended college - Code
Completed Freshman year - 13
" Sophomore year - 14
" Junior year - 15
Graduated - 16
COL. 8 ETHNIC ~ Code - White (Anglo) - 1
Black - 2
Mexican - 3
Indian - 4
Oriental -5
COL. 9 MILITARY SERVICE
0 - Fcmale
1 - No military service
2 - Military service - Honorable Discharge
3 - Military service - General Discharge
4 - Military service - Dishonorable Discharge
9 - No Information
COL, 10-11 . EMPLOYMENT COL. 10 ~ Code degree of skill (This

category to be further developed)

Col. 11 - Significant work record (Tiis
category to be further developed)

B. In COL(S) 12, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21 ~ Age first use of

A. Given drug;code the following
0 - No use
- Age 12 and earlier
"

1

2 - 13-14

3 -t 15 - 16

4 - " 17 - 18
5" 19 - 20

6 - " 21 - 24
7-1" 25 - 29

8 -~ " 30 and older
9

< No information




In COL(S) 14, 16, 18,

C.

COL.

COL.

COL.

COL.

35
36, 37, 38
39 - 40

41

Code - 0 if no such conviction

NO., JUVENILE COMITMENTS - Write in actual number of

If none ~ Code O
If more than 8 -~ Code 8
If No Information - Code 9

TOTAL NUMBER ARRESTS -

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

20, 22 - USE OF DRUGS

.Code using same instructions as for COL. 35

.

0 - No use
1 - Experimental use only i
2 - Infrequent or occasional use {
3 - Heavy use in past but not prior to entry to i
House (Never addicted) i
4 = Heavy use prior to entry to House but never addicted L
5 -« Heavy use prior to entry to House - Past history ’
of addiction ,
6 - History of addiction but not addicted or heavy i
use prior to entry to House ‘
7 - History of addiction - Addicted at time of entry
" (Code this response if addictinn detected by |
referral agency) :
9 - No Information
PAST CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS (COL(S) 23 - 24 .

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

For "OTHER" convictions Col., 28 and Col. 34
write in actual crime

conmitments as juvenile - Include only actual
incarcerations following Court proceedings

-

Code 00 ~ If None
. 09 « If No Information

COL. 42

COL.43

COL, 44

COL. 45

COL. 46

COL. 46

REFERRED TO HOUSE BY WHOM
CODE Clindcs

-~ Doctors

- Social Workers

- Lawyers

Probation

- Parole

- Other Programs

-« Self Referral

- No Information

I

Voo~
3

PLACE PRIOR TO ENTRY TO HOUSE
CODE 1 Jail

2 -~ Streets

3 - Hospital

4 - Parents House

5

6

- Prison - Correctional Imstitution
- Other Programs -
Write name of other Program
under Column Box
7 - Miscellaneous
(Enter under Column Box)

9 No Information

PROBATION OR PAROLE WHEN ENTERING HOUSE
CODE - Not on probation or parole when entering

On probation when entering

On parole when entering

No Information

0
1
2
9

LATER PROBATION OR PAROLE STATUS AT GIVEN FOLLOW-UP PERIOD

CODE

0 - Not on probation or parole when entering
1 - 8till on probation

2 - 8tiil 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 ASSISTANCE AT TIME OF ENTRY

k]

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

9 - No Information




P

COL. 47

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE LATER

CODE 0 -~ Not on public assistance at time of

COL. 49

wN =

entry, or L.E,A. . subsidy after entry

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

2 - QOff public assistance
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 end
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 FOLLOW-UP PERIOD

Never had drivers license
License intact (was intact at entry)
License still revoked (Was revoked at entry)

. License restored - Still restored end of

follow-up period ‘

+ License restored - and revoked again -

Subject still at Family House

License restored - Then revoked after
subject no longer at Family House

6
DATA ANALYSIS CODE SHEET
FAMILY HOUSE
SEATTLE, WASHINGION
DECK NO. 2
1 2 3 | 4 ‘ __ﬁLT___“__ Yﬁs 5
N O N
Research Month Day ear
e DATE ENTRY TO HOUSE
' 5 18 19 20 21
10 1l ‘ 12 13} 14 15 1*16 ‘ 17 [::
'} tcor No. Outcome No.
QOutcome - N;;;ionths Outcome konths o
Entry
7 Y , g 31, % 3%
R 27 2/ 249 . 26 ? '> 24 29 () 1 i ) _J
¢ N ' " OQutcome RN
it vO W
Qutcome , ,No. Months Qutcome &on&hs' e
From
Entry
34 35 36 37
" Qutcome No. ﬁonthé
OTHER COLUMNS TO BE USED IF NECESSARY
COL.
78 79

-]
|

Y

PR

o e
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FAMILY BOUSE
DECK NO, 2
OUTCOME DATA

CODING INSTRUCTIONS

COL. 1, 2, 3 RESEARCH NUMBER
Female 1 - 199
Male 200 plus

COL., 4 - 9 DATE ENTRY TO HOUSE
COL. &4 - 5 Month

Code; January - 01

Feb. - 02
March - 03
April -~ 04
May - 05
June - 06
July - 07
Aug, - 08
Sept. -~ 09
Oct. - 10
Nov., - 11

Dec. - 12

No Inform-99
COL, 6 - 7 CODE ACTUAL DATE

COL, 8 - 9 YEAR - Code actual year

For example, 1969 - Code 69

OUTCOME DATA

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

Convicted:

Code O1
02
03
04

is the code for

Outcome Columns:

At House or graduated - Entire period o trouble
split (Left House)

Returned to House

Arrested only (Released)

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

Convicted and sent to prison for:

Code 05

06 -

07
08
09
10

H

1

Convicted

Code 11
12
13
14
15
16

Property crimes
Person "
Robbery
Vice
Drug
Other " (Write under COL. Box)

n

and sentenced to jail for

Property crimes
Person "
Robbery
Vice
Drug
Other W (Write under COL. Box)

Other Outcome (Not jail or prison = Probation, suspended sentence, etc.)

Code 17 - Property crimes

18 - Person "

19 - Robbery "

20 - Vice "

21 - Drug | " :

22 » Other " (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 Information




DATA ANALYSIS CODE SEEET

FAMILY HOUSE

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

FAMILY

DECK NO. 3

HOUSE WORK POSITIONS

o —-

1 2 3 4 l 5 6
Mo. Day Yr ;
Ressamen Late Entry to
o House
‘ 16 17 18
9 10 11 12 13 14 ; 15 ‘ z
l | 8 I ] l ! ; ! l » Work ’ ( Date
: k Mos. Since Work Date
] L1 °
Work Tutey
. 28 29 20
22 23 24 25 26 27 ; { l
T [ e | | |
v | Date
' Work
' ' ul Date Work Date
Work
0 41 42
34 35 36 37 38 . 39 4 ’ [
31 c2 33 ; { { § |
‘ ’*1 } ! [ ! ! i Work Date
~—J Date - Work Date )
. 51 52 53 L ,
& 45 46 .47 48 49 50 j i
ST e | |
l ' Work Date
} ‘ Date Work Date
Work
' 65 66
57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 !
55 50 £ i j ’ !
: Date
} l ' Work Date Work
Date
Work %
COL. ;
78 79 ;
o]

DECK NG, 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 within the Family House,
date columns Tefer to months since
work pPosition,

The
entry at houge until entering that
each work change should be coded ig chronological order,

Worker (Minor Tesponsibility)

Code: 01 - Kitchen

02 - Housekeeping
03 5 Service ¢rew and maintenance
Slightly
Above 04 . Nursery (no distinction between sexes)
05 - Communication worker
Slightly
Above O§ -~ Ramrod 4ip kitchen
07 - v M housekeeping
08 - " " service and maintenance
Above Acting Department Head - (Mediun responsibility)
09 - Kitchen
10 - Housekeeping
11 - service and maintenance
12 - Nursery
13 - Communication workers
Slightly .
~Above Department Head (Medium Tesponsibility)

14 - Kitchen
15 —‘Housekeeping

16 - Service and maintenance
17 - Nursery '

18 - Communication workersg
Higher Status
But Lesg
Everyday

»Responsibility 19 - Limbo
Has no specia] assignment - Just floatg

20 - Ekpeditor
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Major Responsibility

Para Professional Training Positions

Code 21
22

Slightly
Above 23

COL. 24

1

1

H

H

Coordinator of House )
Counselor (Guru) - Keeps records of therapy
- Under supervisilon

Community relations coordinator

At 15 months move to Reentry House

b o Rt 11

DATA AVALYSIS CODE SHEET
FAMILY HOUSE
SEATTLE , WASHINGTON
DECK NO. &
1 2 4 5 6 7. 8 9
| | | Ll
Resezrch Month Day Year
No.
10 11 12 13 14 15 L6 17 18 19
1
| IR
Run Traiﬁ&ng Treatment Resource Monxroe
Qutside Groups Center Seminar Reformatory
Groups roups for Jail
Inmates
20 21 22 23 24 25 { 26 27 28 29 ¢
]
| b I | |
Marathon in Co-Therapist Work at Sit on Work at
Wallia Walla with Gestalt Family Pirst Year Family
Prison Therapy (S.W.) Rap Family Botique
House
_ 30 31 32 33
Special . Work at
Performance Spokane
Projects Family
(E.CG. Write House
Grants)
ADD OTHER COLUMNS IF NECESSARY
CODE =~ Actual number of time subject
participated in activity
CoL,
78 79




CHAPTER 11

DATA AND DISCUSSION

S DT

- iy A~ bt

The goals and objectives of the Family House are given

in the grant application to LEAA., The stated goal "is to
evoive an effective community based residential treatment
program for individuals abusing drugs ... especially those
having a previous history of arrest or institutionaliza=
tion,"

This goal may be divided into components: 1) evolv=-
ing an effective community based residential treatment
ﬁrogrami 2) for individials abusing drugSf 3) especially
those having a previous history of arrest or institution-
alization,

There are some specific objactives listed in con-
nection with this ¢cal and in addition there are some
implicit. The explicit objectivas are as follows:

1. Provide a "center for alienated youth in the

Queen Anne area” (The Family Rap) as part of
the treatment described for phase II, thz re-
entry phase, to be staffed by rae-entry per-
sonnel. The effect of the Family Rap on the
community is of secondary importance to this
evaluation than 1ts effect as a treatment

component,



2, To make the Family House "more self-supporting
through marketing specialty items made by the
residents” (The Family Boutique).

3. To "supply much needed assistance for other
agencies in handling their addict clientale”
through the Family House re-entry individuals

(Community Placement Workers).

Again, the effect of such assistance on a community
is of less cencern in this evaluation than is the effect
on Family House rembers being treated.

It {s roadily cpnarent that the expressed goals and
objectives cannot constitute the totality of possible
and "undérstoed™ objectives of the program. For instance
it i{s stated that one vear (phase I) "of intensive treat-
ment will enable these individuals to davelop the emotion-
al stahility and positive self image needed to return to
the community." Thus, "emotional stability"” and "positive
self=irans! may be seen as objectives of the treatmant
program,

Next it is necessary to define what is to be meant
by an "effactive community based residential treatment
program.” Program effectiveness is of course a relative

concept, rather than absolute., This concept is central

4d

to the evaluation of thae Family House program. The kinds
of information will of course depend 1deally upon the
detinition of effective. In the case of a postehoc eval-
uation sych as this one, 1t is very often the case that
data desirable for evidence have not been gathered or are
not available., However, an attempt will be made to pro-
vide a definition of effectiveness and to bring what data
are: avallable to bear on that definition,

Implicit in the definition 1s that effectiveness
Includes the idea of a reduction in the rate of recidivism
cempared to some specified alternatives. One may also
assume that cost of treatment relative to alternatives
will aTsé, form part of the definition.

770? Himelsoe re flor postulates an

epidemolcgical model for measuring the effectiveness of

the program.1

Using the report that Him2lson prepared
1t 1s possible to gather still wore of an idea of what

is mant by effactiveness. On page 4 of the report it

TReuort on Family House, Seattle, Washington, Alfred N.

Himelson, Ph.D, a technical assistance report nrepared
for the American Justice Institute under contract with
the Law and Enforcement Assistant Administration, U.S.
Department of Justice, October, 1971.




15 seen that effectivensss includes the concent of efficiency,

that 1s 1s the selection procedure efficient in accepting
o i ° 1. Is the program effectiva?
o will tend to stay in the program as opposed to
people who v ' 4 Pros PP A. Do people in the program refrain from
selecting people who tend to split prematurely. And on
9 peop P P d socfally undesirable behaviors better than
age 6 ({tem 3) the concept of returning drug users to a
pad ( ) P : s or gqual to other "treatment" alternatives
healthy state physicalily is included. Effective is also 9
such as jail or prison?
seen as maintaining or improving an individual's probation
Bs Do individuals completing the program
or parole status (p.7).
P P refrain from socially undesirable behavior
Hhile the report by Himelson may be taken as one ap-
better than individuals completing the
proach to gathering and organizing the kinds of informa-
social alternative of a prison term?
tion desired for answering the question of whether the ) N
C. Are the explicit and implicit goals and
program 1s affective, 1f it 1s not obviously organized ]
objectives being mat?
in a decision making structure; it doas not seem necessary )
_ 2, If A, B and C above are true, is the cost dif-
as the report by Himelson suggests, to postulate an i
ferential betwsen the Family House program and
epidemological model for evaluation, The ganeral areas
the alternatives favorable or unfavorable, i.e.
of concern may be rephrased and incorporated into a o
higher, 1s thz reducticn of undesirable bg-
decision making model. Such a model may bz a series of
havior "worth" the difference?
quastions dealing with the concern suggested in the L
3. Is the program run efficliently? If no, would
Hinaison report as those questions relate to current
changes affect {tem 1 above?
alternatives to the Family House and to internal opera-

tions, 1.e. efficiency. Such an evaluation model may

be constructed as follows and will be the one used in

this particular evaluation: 2
It 1s not the function of this evaluation to compare
the Family House program with other drug treatment
programs and no attempts will be made to do so,

48
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4, s the program meeting its' grant requirement?
I no, would changes affect 1 and 2 above?

5. 1s the program reproducable? Vhat 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” obviously mezans many things to many dife

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

1) beop]e refraining from socially undesirable behaviors,v

2) a reduction in recidivism, 3) the attainment of ex=
plicit and implicit goals and objectives; Because there
exists the alternatives of jail or prison for dealing with
drug abusers for i1tems 1, 2, and 3 above it is also neces-
sary to attampt to relate them to the alternatives.
A. Do pzople in the program refrain from socially
undesirable behaviors better than or equal to

alternatives such as prison?

Such a comparison is extremely complex, and the re-

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

rough approximation of such a comparison. Examples of
the difficulties involved will appear throughout the
chapter. But for example there are obviously more cone
trols for deciding whether someone is going to stay in
prison, i.e. the use of high walls, guards, etc., and
be prevented from commiting 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 place by residents would appear to

be rather remote. The point 1s, the situations are
different bacause the contingencies are different and
because the goals are different. The prison or jail
can "guarantee" the absence of criminal activities by
the individual while ha or she 1s incarcerated, The
Family House program can make no guarantees but sets
as a goal the eiimination of criminal activities not
only while the parson is in the program, but the
elimination of those activities after the person
leaves or graduates from the program,

During the 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 with crimes being committed
befare entry into the Family House and there have heen
instances of persons being charged with crimes after
splitting from the Family House. It is impossibie to
document whather members of the Family House have
actually conmitted crimes that have gone uyndetected,
However, without evidence to the contrary the deterent
effactiveness of the Family House would seem excellent.

B, Do “graduates" refrain from socially

undesirable behavior? Is there a reduction
in recidivism?

Unfortuantely, for the evaluator, only five per-
sons have "graduated" from the Family House program as
of June 30, 1972, OFf these, two are starting another
Feally House in a different area of the statae (Snokane,
HWashington), one more is directing another drug treat-
ment house, one is working as a probation officer, and
one 1s a counselor for thaz Seattle Mental Haalth
Institute., There have been no adverse incidents., While
only five persons have graduated, an additional nine
persons were in the phase II or re-entry state oﬁ the
program at the end of the evaluation 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 ths type of work of those persons working
1s professional, technical, and manacerial. It should be
noted that graduatiny is sean as a form of certification as
a paraprofessioral rather than a mandatory requirement for
successful completion of the program,

Table 3 (p. 4B) indicates the last known treatment
Tocation of those individuals not currently inhouse at
the end of the evaluation period with respect to their
treatment status.’ As the Table indicates 14 individuals
or 32 percent of this aroup were in re-entry, or alter-
native re-entry, or had graduated successfully from the
program., The last known treatment status of the 29 ip-
dividualé who are splittcas shows that efght individuals
were either in jail or in prison, cne parson had heen
released from prison with current status unknown, four
other individuals status' were determined unknown, 11
individuals were at large, (i.e. either out working, or

[ 4
not working, on welfare, etc.) but not known to bz in

~another drug treatment program, and six {ndividuals were

known to be in other drug treatment pProarams.
Of those persons who remained in the program for
11 or more months regardless of whether they had

reached the re-entry stage, fncluding those persons

3Iwo persons currently inhouse are not included with the
conditional treatment failures," although they split
while in re-entry or after 11 months into the proarant,
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CONDITICHAL "SUCCESS" _ § who split and the one person arrested, only one individual,

f.e. the person who was arrested, was in any known new

Status A L legal difficulty, ~The breakdown of the two individuals who
Re=entry 3 .07 remained in the program for 11 or more months 1s shown in
{ Pogeg S1-E2D,
Alternative Re-entry 6 4 Tables 4 and 58 Tha breakdown of those individuals (minus
Graduated & A2 current inhouse residents) who stayed in the program less
than 11 months is shovm in Table 6§ page 590,
TOTAL 14 33
The reason for setting the cutoff at 11 months was
- partly influenced by the fact that to do so would provide
CONDITIONAL "“FAILURES®
two groups of approximately equal size, and because it was
Status N -
- felt that 11 months was sufficiently close to one year in
Status Unknown 4 09
duration so as to in effect constitute the completion of
Prison or dJail 8 18
: phase I of the treatment program, As Table 4 {maifRde
At Large/Neot {n a Drug Program N .28
shows the bulk of the individuals involved (16 out of 27)
In Another Driig Pregram 6 Jd2
\ are still associated with the Family House, Table 5
TOTAL 29 67 {errS3 shows that 14 of the 21 individuals are working,

two more are housewifes, and another is in school. Table

LAST KNOMN TREATMENT STATUS OF ‘ 6 {77 Zmshous only Four persons known to be vorking of
INDIVIDUALS AT END OF EVALUATION PERIOD*

those individuals who split before 11 months, six being
(N=43) nov enrolled in other drug treatment programs.,

: . Table 7 (p.53) shows the comparisons between those
*Doas not include 18 %MLE individuals, *

persons who remainad 11 or more months and those persons
TABLE 3




Working 14 {(includes three inhouse
project coordinators)

Graduated 5

Welfare 3 (two persons directing
Re~entry 3 igitgﬁi gzﬁgeggogram
Alternative Re-entry 6 | Not Working 2
Returned to Phase I 2 Housewife 2
Split at Large 4 | " Returned to Phase I 2
In School 1 | . In School 1
\

TOTAL 21

| LAST KNOWN OUTCOME OF PERSONS WITH MORE THAN 11 MONTHS
' PARTICIPATION AT END OF EVALUATIOM PERIOD

LAST KNOH TREATMENT STATUS FOR INDIVIDUALS | (h=21)*

STAYING IN PROGRAM MORE THAN 11 MONTHS

(f=21) } *Totals sum to more than N as persons may appear
| in more than one category.
TABLE 4 !
TABLE 5
5¢
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COMPARISON OF PERSONS IN~PROGRAM
MORE THAN 11 MONTHS WITH PEPSONS WHO
SPLIT LESS THAN 11 MONTHS*

des one person ‘
Horking ! (ﬁ:ﬁgger drig | VARIABLE 21 mnths P & 10 months 7, PPy
des one person
Welfare 4 (i§:§§:§?er drﬁg 1. Working 14 67 4 a7 + 50**
Unknown 4 2. In School 1 05 ] +04 01
Jail or Prison 7 3. Housewife 1 05 - -- 05
chost : 4. On Helfare 3 14 4 A7 =03
Another Drug 5. Not Working 2 10 - - 10
Program 6 6. Returned to Phase I 2 «10 N.A, -~ N,A.
7+ In Ancther Program - - 6 +25 +25
8, In Jail/Prison 1 .05 7 28 = 24
9, Unkriown - - 4 Jd7 7

LAST KNOWN OQUTCOMES OF PERSONS WITH LESS THAN
1 MBNTHS (excluding 16 persons inhouse)*
“Proportfons based on actual group sizes as an individual may
appear In move than one catogory; Ni=21; Np=24, Inhouse people

are not included becayse of unknown outcome,

TABLE 7
*Totals sum to more than N as persons may appear fin

more than one category

TABLE 6 -

5%



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 exist, espectally with re-
spect to percent working status., There is also a significant
difference in the proportion of individuals in jail or in
prison between the two sub groups.

Thus {t would seem that for persons who have re-
mained Tong enough so that 1% may be implied that they have
been affected by the treatment program, at the time of the

'end of the evaluation periecd recidivism was restricted to
one Individual who was rearrested and later probated back
to the Family House and 70 percent of the individuals were
empToyeq. On the other hand, the group that did not re-
main for at least 11 months showad only 17 percent employed,
which as Table 7 shows is a significant difference, and had
roughly 30 percent back in jail or prison, again another
significant difference from the group that remained for at
least 11 months,

Small numbers of {ndividuals in the other categories
precluded the possibility of testing for a significant
difference, However, 1t is notable that none of the in-
dividuals 1n the greater than 11 month group are in another
drug program, while six of those persons in the less than

11 months group are in other drug programs. One further

5§

note about the Table 1s that it is not known whether
those persons whose whereabouls 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,

1t has already been indicated that 39 of the 61
persons in the evaluation group were on probation or
parole when they entered 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 (presumably drug related),
It has also been noted previously that only one
male in the group did not have at least one arrest
and only elght fenales had no arrests. And thus it
would seem that the goal of treating individuals
"especially those having a previous history of arrest
or institutionalization...", 1s being approximated.
Hext {t 15 desirable to find out the cutcema for
those persons coming from jail or on prcbation or
parole, A total of 39 individuals form this group.
However, 11 of the persons are inhouse, therefore,

the group size 1s reduced vz 28, Of the 28 individuals,




17 stayed in the program 11 or more months. The 11
persons’ breakdown 1s as follows: threa were in re-
entry at the end of the evaluation period, three had
graduated, two were back in the House in phase I,4
one was 1n alternative re-entry, and two had split
and were presently at large but not known to be in

another drug treatment program., Thus roughly 40 per-

cent of the persons coming in with probation or parole,

not presently inhouse with no splits, remained at least

11 months and constitute zgggéiout of the five grad-
uates, one of the three ra-entry and three of the al-
ternative re-entry individuals. Further 13 of the 21
persons (.65) staying at least 11 months had at Teast
one conviction above misdemeanor),

The disposttion of the 17 individuals who did
not remain 11 months s as follows: five are in jail
or prison, six are sunposealy at largz, although it

is not known whether they are working, four are in

4
Not included with the 11 inhouse subtracted from
the group. 4

g st e
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another drug treatmant program, and information about two
is totally unava11able.v Of course, one might expect that
people who were on probation or parole would face the pos-
sibility of going to jail or prison if they split from the
program,

The only safe statement that can be made about these
data 1s that 40 percent of the individuals entering into
the Family program on probation, parole or from jail are

_ é? gﬁwﬁﬂ%
not in jail€at bresent; roughly one-third of those who

‘dropped out before 11 months are in prison or jail, and

roughly one-third are at large and what they are doing is

unknown : . On

the other hand, seven of the 11 individuals who have re-
mained with the Familly program for an appreciable length
of time, {.e. 11 months or more, are working.

C. Attainment of expiicit and implicit goals

and objectives,

The Family Rap was established and has continued to
operate using phase II personnei. Its program includes
more than merely providing a drop-in center, although
originally developed as a drop-in center, its current
counseling on a one-to-one bases is by appointment.
There are instead groups of youths meeting weekly,

groups of parents meeting weekly and qroups of drug




abusars, As mentioned earlier in this evaluation, the !

concern 1s not with the effect with the Family Rap on

e

the community but with its effect on the goal of bring-
ing about successful re-entry of the phase II resident
into the community. Physically the Family Rap, being
separated from the Family House, provides‘a mechanism
for re-entry Into the community while sti11 maintaining

a strong contact with the Family House and the Family

House members. Thus it provides an opportunity to ex-

perience the cemmunity while having a close support

proxfm%%y; Second, the experience of running groups
provides the phase II personnel practice outside of
the Housz with behaviors that are identical to de:
sired trezatmant model bzhaviors of a para-professfonai
nature, It is important to remembar that the training
receivad by personnel working in the Family Rap is the
kind of training that would prove valuable if thosé
porsons wora £o go on to work as para-professional
counselors or rehabilitation related workers, or some
simiiar type of work., For persons not interested in
these areas the effect or vajue of the Family Rap ex-
perience may not be as important,

This raises the question of whether or not the

Fanily Rap 1s important to the Family House goal., Again,

thera 15 no way of providing quantitative data to hear
on this question. If one accepts the premise that
practice of a behavior leads to improvement of that
behavior, 5 then working at the Family Rap should
improve group leadership and other related skills,
provided that thare is supervision from a person pre-h'

sumably already having those skills. On the sther
hand {f tha behaviors involved in participating in the

Family Rap, 1.e. as group leaders, are not of value in

the kinds of activities that the phase Il individual
wishes to pursue uvon graduation then the value of
participation is less than optimal,

Pa?ticipatjon in the Family Rap as part of the
re—enﬁry'phase is an ultimates ontion én the part of
the individuals; other experiences that individual
might find more appropriate to thair post-graduation
goals are presumablv available by the process of al~
ternativa re-entry. Thus there would seem to be some

question as to whether the Family Rap 1s an essential

A premise consistent with the implicit underlying
learning theory model of stimulus-response associationism.



objective lgading toward the goal of a rehabilitated
individual. This statement in no way 1s 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-
t1al component to the treatment model; that other activities
could be substituted, depending upon the phase II objectives
of the 5ndjv1dua1.

The Family Boutique was discontinued early in 1972
‘due to a lack of interest on the part of the residents
and because of the problems involved with trying to run
a businéss‘ The third and fourth quarteriy reports to
LEAA provide a rather extensive discussion of the-deci-
sion to'drop this objective and 1ntéfestad individuals
should make an attempt to obtain copies of those reports.
For the purposes of evalua£1on the variable (the Family
Boutique) really does not exist., Its functioning appar-
ently was not related to the success or failure of the
larger goal of effective rehabilitation. One specula-
tion Qith regard to external activities is that if
people are not interested in them, {.e, the residentis,
then the activities won't be able to continue., In fact,
the Family Boutique was probably incompatible with

another aspect of the Family House goal, that of training
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the individuais for social service types of activities,
The spaculation then is that the activities should be
compatible with the goal of the treatment model.
Consequently with respect to the question of self
support, of one objectives, it may be said that the
obJective was not reached. Whether the objective ever
could be reached 1s unknown. 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 self-support-

ing {s probabiy unrelated to its effectiveness however.

The major community service activities are logged
in the quarterly reports for the LEAA grant. Rather *han
duplicate those data, this section will contain a dis-
cussion of the type and scope of such activities. The
evaluation question in this instance 1s not concernad
with the impact of the activities on the community, but
with their occurrance and direction, The question of
value or impact is beyond the scope of this evaluation
because of the complexity of assessment that would be
involved.

Involvement in community services activities is

of course limited to individuals in the re-entry phase
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of the treatment. This variable sets a 1imit on the

quantity of involvemant, The community service entries '
in the quarterly reports do not distinguish always

whether the individuals involved were the phase II

people or the directors, An attempt {s made here to

keep the two sources separate, at the cost of more

extensive documentation,

Some of the activities cited during the early
period of the grant as carried out by phase IT indi-
viduals were the leading of graups at the Purdy
Treatment Center for Yoren, the Washington State
Reofrmatory at Monroe, the Washington State Penitentiary
at Walla %alla, the Seattle Treatment Center and the
city jail of Seattle, In addition, a community refer-
ral serv{ce project for jail prisoners was beaun.

tn increasing number of @aternative re-entry rlans
and work with the Family Coutique, Family Media, and the
Family Pan would seem teo have centributed to the
decline 1n external cbmmunity activitias, The quarterly
pep orts aiso evidence some problems cornected with re-
entry perscnneil attitudinal maladjustment for sane indi-
viduals when in the external situations. Re-entry per-
sonnel remained low for the duration of the grant
period, with the primary service activity hbeing the

Family Rap. Activities of this type seem to have

dwindled with the graduation or departure through alternative
re-entry of several individuals who had beagun 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-entry personnel
to plan their n activities related to the Family
House resulted in a lack of continuity for these

projects: 1.e. the Boutique was originally centered

?_ around the efforts and desires of re-entry personnel.
°3Hhen the individual departed, the Family House had a

'project that no one wanted, for reasons already noted

earlier in this chapter,

Yith less re-entry nersonnel and an emphasis on

"interna1 rather than external activities, the treatmant
-model would seem to have heen revised during the last

- half of the arant neriod, consequently hringing about

a lessening of community service activities during
that period, although the RAP services were actually

increased during this period,




In a cost comparison with more traditional
mathods of treating drug abusers, all community
service activities should probably be measured as
defrayed costs for treatment., The Family House cost
per cllent would be reduced, while 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-
‘1y1ng goals and objectives are the activities of the
co-directors. Consultation with other drug treatment
programs, public talks on drug abuse, even the in-

spiration for a differsnt type of prison 1iving ar-

rangament (the Family Group at Walla Walla) are includ-

ed hera. Hhile these activitias may not be a necessary

part of treatrent, thay may b2 seen as addad bensafits
of this particular program to the comnunity,

Two cited objactives of the treatment ware an
imsroved "s21f i=1ge” and "emotional stability" for
the reasidents, In the absence of prior meausres these

two variables are not measureable with respect to

chanoe aver treatment time, For this reason, no attemt

1s being made to evaluate these constructs, bdt the

reader is referred to the recommenda tions (Chapter IV)

for further discussion on this matter,

of

e e

II. 1Is the Cost Differantial Betwoen the Program and
Alternatives Favorable or Unfavorabla?

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 1t cheaper to house 1nd1v1dua]s in the Family
House for 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 Management for Social and Health Services.
The estimates per man per day range from $10 for the
Washington State Pricon at Walla Walla to $43 for. the
Woman's Treatment Center at Purdey. The Washington
Correction Center at Shelton costs approximately $17,.40
per day per man and the Monroa State Reformatory costs
approximately $14,41 par Tnd?vidua1f3

A "tyocial" cost estimate per pe:son per day based

on an average of 22 clients is ¢14,88 * for the Family

YThese estimates 11kely do not include building costs and
certainly do not include soclal and health services staff
and operations costs, and are thus underestimates, relative

%to 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 ware considersed as de=
frayed from the Family House budget per se, the cost per
client would reduce to about $13.00 per day.
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House. For fiscal 1972 this estimate of 22 clients,
including dependents, is quite close to the client
figures arrived at by computing client and dependent
days and dividing by the number of days per year:
19,35 + 1,58 = 20,91, or 21, The Battelle Report
{ssued 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 that time,
Comparisons of the kind being made here should
of course only he seen as approximations unless the
exact methods of formulation used in deriving the
cost estimates, which in this case is not known are
equivalent, We do have the formulations of the Family
House however, we do not have the formulations of the
estimates from O0FRL, It would seem safe to say that
the Family House cost per person falls somswhere nsar
the lower ranoe of the cost per person per day at one
of the adult correctional 1nst1tut10n§ in the state

of Washinaton, As an aside it can be conjuctured that

The Familv Youse, Prepared by Battelle Human Affairs
Research venter, Law and Justice Study Center, W.A,
Smith, Research Analyst, This report is part of an
investigation funded by National Institute of Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration Arant No.
NI70-0871,

one of the reasons the Family House can compete
méétar11y with the correctional institutions is that
the Family House utilizes those being treated to help
treat each cother, whereas the correctional institu-
tions utilize a higher proportion of non-residents
for "treatment" and supervision.

In addition, 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.

I1I. Is The Program Run Efficiently?

This is an important question for any govern-
mentally financed program, The cost analysis Ffigure
(Fig. 1) on page € can be of use in estimatina the
efficiency of the Family House.ﬁ The data usad are
censidered to ba "typical” costs for operating the
Familv House for a gear's period, rather than tha
grant period costs.%’ The reasoning for using typical

costs is that the Family House was sti11 Aeveloping

gLl'h'ls figure is adapted from the Battelle Renort cited
earlier but based on estimated typical cost fiaures
supplied by the E.A.N. Johnson Co., Edmonds, ashinaton,

lgThe costs and explanations are contained in Appendix 8.
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and changing during the grant period, with the result that
time would ba of 1i{ttle yse Tn estimating what similar
Programs would cost on a stable operatina basis, Actual

costs are available in the financi{al reports to Law and

Justice,

If the "typical” fixed and variable expenses are
accepted, then the averase cost per client curve gives

an estimate of program efficiency at various Tevels of

client population, Pecause the curve is asymptotic

1«8, never touching the ordinate or abscissq, it is

evident that the average cost per client decreases to
an approximate 1imit somewhere around 45 clients, It
is also evident that the difference in cost nor client

ner vear 1s only about $1,000,00 Jess for 35 clients

than for 22 clients, As the client population Jecreases,

however, the cost per client increases rapidiy, 1n

clients costing about $3,100,00 per year on the averaqe,

The present client ropulation 1deal of abeoyt 22

Individuals is actuelly fairly efficient in that not a

areat deal of money could be saved with a areater number

of clients, Also, the additien of extra persons would

most 1ikely dictate increased costs not calculated 1.e,

more transportation vehicles, larger re-entry facilities,

an additional phase 1 director, sic.
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A different aspect of afficiency is concerned with
individuals as opposed to expenditures. How efficient
s the selection procedure in matching individuals with
the program so that the proportion of splittees to in=-
house members remains low, thus making good use of the
facilities?

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 tb the qrant period,
.the investigation of this question will cover the grant
period of July 1, 1971 to June 30, 1972 data for splittees
and census are found in filgures 2 and 3, respectively,
pages 7i2, and 73,

There would seem to be three months of hiah
splittee rate durina the grant period: June (1971),
Necamber (1971), and March (1972). These periods are

associated in the Family House quarterly reports with
activity in program alteration, especially relating to
changes in the re-entry phase of the program. The
Census figure}shows that the average population during
the gqrant year Qas 20.08 for adults, and 21.67 including
children. These fiqures compare closely with the client
day figures reported above.

Because of the saveral changes occurrina to the
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Family House during the grant period, it is difficult to

conclude or ever suggest implications of the rate of
splittees. The progress reports note a stagnation oc=
curing through the presence of too many phase ;I indi-
viduals remaining with the program rather than moving
into the community. There was alsc a physical movement
of the commune to another house several blocks away.

A third type of efficiency has to do with 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 evep
reversals from those changes in the Tight of the evi-
dence. For example, the program reversed its expansion
and controlled its growth during the grant period when
Vit became'apparent that the staff could nbt e?FectTve1y
deal with the expansion and maintain the type of treat-
mant envisioned from the beginning of'the proaram, The
co-diraectors experimented with a looser structure in
phase IT and then, when results seemed negative, re-
verted to a tighter structure. The Family Boutique
was phase out as it became eyident that it was not
functional to the program.

One of the reported primary criteria for these
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decisions was the splittee rate, Thus the proaram 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 splittee rate, although it is noteworthy
that there were no splittees during the last three
months of the grant period,

As sugqgested earlier, a major component of the

treatment model is the re-entry phase. One of the

‘prob1ems with behavior modification programs generally

has been the inability to provide for effective be-
navioral contingencies when an individual returns to
the community. The continqencies that worked in the
contro?]éd sa2tting, i.,e. a hospital, often are not
available on the outside, with the result that the
client reverts to a pre modification behavior statea,
The idea of gradually returning the client to
the community while retaining a high dagree of con-
tincency coatroi seems at least instinctively ap-
pealina, An obvious way of estimating whether the
re-entry anproach is more effective than a sirple
graduation at the end of phase I is to comnare those
people who split after 11 months with those who went

Tnto re~entry. Of the seven individuals who spiit
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‘and has agreed to audit the books again at the end of 1972,

after 11 months, one {s in school and on welfare, two are

It is felt that these two audits by professional accountants

not working, two are housewives, and two are back in phase

i ’ mere than suffice in meeting the terms of the grant with
I of the nrogram., Al of the graduates and re-entry people ‘

_ respect to accountability for monies spent,

are of course, workina, although two individuals are also

’ ’ Also, Mr. Dennis Loeb of Seattle Law and Justice

on welfare,

was contacted, anqﬂt was confirmed that he has been

The data size does not permit statistical evaluation,

monitoring the Family House reimbursement requests, In

but there seems to be a qualitative difference for those . ‘

addition, State auditors ape available for the final ac-

going through re-entry phase, The alternative re-entry ) )

-counting of the arant monies disbursements,

people constitute a group somewhere between the re-entry

An additional evaluation of the expenditures of -

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

: the LEAA monies would seem redudant as there is no

people, working for pay or on a voluntary basis, or are )

reason to suspect any irreqularities,’ For that reason

in school. The findings to date would seem to arque ) )

this evaluation will not be concerned whether the

for continued watching of the re-entry nhase, byt ‘

Family House met 1ts matched mongy requiremants on

the dmnrassion is strona that 1t is valuable to the ) X ) X

: time or whether it stayed within its catecorical +10. per-

treatment qoal, .

- cent Timitations as provided by the LEAA grart,
Thus it would seem that from the stand noint of -

efficiency, the Famlly House does well with respect to . '
Yo Is the Program Reproducghle?
monetary, clientel, and nrogram aspects., ‘ . ,

— , ‘ . It is known that drug treatment programs such

as Synanon have been reproduced in different areas of.
IV, Is the Proaram Peeting the Fiscal And Other
the country. It 1s also known that off-shoots of

Grant Requirements?

Synanon have been generated and are functioning, One
The firm of Siqler, Preston and Jensen, Certified
_ ' ’ ! might say generally that variations of drug treatment
Public Accountants, Lynnwood, Washington voiunteered {ts

time to audit the Family House books for the year 1971
4
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programs are functioning, But the question for the
evaluation {is whether another Family House can be
reproduced. Information relating to this question
should shortly be forthcoming as another Family House
1s being attempted in Spokane, Washington. Evidence
will come in watching this second Family House under
the direction of two former Seattle Family House
graduates,

There {s sti{]1 another aspect of the question:
‘1s the Family House reproducable? Whether non Family
House personnel could run proarams 1ike that of the
Seattle Family House, What 1s the possibility of
training individuals so that they could direct
Family House training model programs?

he rehabilitation concept of the Familv House
as with Daytop Village, includes the anal for those
persons interested and capable of having 1ts qrad-
uates begin their cwn program based on a similar
model in another location. The length of training
time 1s normally of course the length of the treat-
ment proqram itself, Whether "outside" peonle
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

.

the organization of Synanon in California by Daderich
there has existed in drug treatment programs a concent
of "holding" the addicts undergoing this particular
kind of treatmant, The ability for the director to
hold individuals while not physically restraining them
1s crucial because drug addiction 1s by definition a
psycho-physical dependence which is extremely strong
and extremely resistive to change.

The threat of jail or prison even for those
individuals placed in a drug treatment program on
probaticn or narcle deas not seem to be sufficient
in of itself, For instance, of the 39 who entered
the Family House on probation or parole 18 are listed
as permahent spiitees. The estimation by Bob Garsi,
for example, of the number of phase I residents that
he can hold is an upper 1imiting value for the pop-
ulation for the Family House first year program.
Anothar reason for tha hold concent is that not all
persons entaring inte the treatwent program have legal
constraints on them. As has been pointed out, for
exarnle, many of the females in the nrogram have come
in off the streets,

The situation s such that on the one hand there

is the example of Synanon, Daytop Village, and other




programs showing that pevrsons going through those pro-
agrams can then go out and start their own programs. From
the Family House two graduates are attempting to start
another Family House in Spokane, two alternative re-entry
persons are directing Walkway House in Bellview, and a
fifth person 1is the Facility Director of Genesis House,
all three drug treatment programs. 0One the other hand

is the position of postulating that people might be
trained to function effectively as directers in helping
drug abusers without going through a drug treatment
program,

The programs run by professionals such as those
at Lexinaten, Kentucky were rather notoriocus for their
lack of success in rehabilitating addicts, especially
through the use of hnlding by force, fiven the Jack
of any currently available evidence to the contrary
the suagestion wouid be that the Family House model
is repreducable utilizing graduates of the treatment
programn vwho are interested in becoming program direc-
tors, The attempt to train directors for the treat-
ment model who have not been through the program on
the other hand would undoubtably involve a considerable
lenath of time, probahly as much time as is involved
in going through treatment, and the expectation of

success 1s totally unknown, whereas prior evidence

0
3

from other drua programs would lead one to conclude that
the chances of success for persons who have gone through
tha Family House treatment are greater than zero,

To sum up what 1s a very difficult question givin
the data; 1t would seem to be evident that persons going
through drug treatment training programs can go on to
successfully operate thelir own drug treatment training

programs; there would seem to be some evidence that

successful directors of such drug treatment programs

need to have the ability to hold people in the program
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 rebabiiitation of addicts, can operate as examples
of successful rehabilitation and be trained apart from
going through the treatment program, In terms of making
probability estimates, the, one might estimate that the
program can be reproduced but that efforts to do so
should involve qraduates of that program,

More reliable evidence can of course come from
watching the progress of the Spokane Family House
which is currently attemnting to begin operation, It

should be made clear that the unique part of the
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treatment model is'not specific to the Famidy House treatment
model but to most drug treatment programs of this nature,
such as Synanon, Seadrunar and Daytop Village {.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

araduates and less recidivism then other programs, then

“these unique variables should be given consideration by

other drug treatment programs, It s howsver, not the
scope of this particular evaluation to compar the Family
House with other drua treatment programs; such a compar-

ison will have to await a separate evaluation.
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