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1. THE PHASE III EXPERIMENT: MAIN OBJECTIVES

! ; The Phase III experiment and main objectives have been reviewed on

; ’ pg. 1 of the 12th Research Report. They have also been described on pp. 3-4
¥ of the original proposal for this 1969=1974 effort, As a result, they will
net be repeated here.

Progress with regard to Phase III has been reviewed in CTP Research
Reports No. 10, 11 and 12, The following will cover the period from
September, 1972 through August, 1973.

IT. HIGHLIGHTS AND OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH EFFORTS AND FINDIWGS

A. Preliminary analyses which bear upon the main Phase III objectives
were reviewed in last year's summary report. Those analyses have been
updated during this past year. The principal findings are:!

1. Status I youths (i.e., wards seen as needing an initial period of
institutionalization) who began their treatment within the CTP
residential facility are performing considerably better subsequent
to initial release to parole, when compared with Status I youths
who started within the community proper.

2. Status II youths (i.e., wards seen as pot needing an initial period
of institutionalization) who began their treatment within the CTP
residential facility are performing only slightly worse than
Status II youths who started within the community proper.

Further details may be found on pp. 11=27.

‘Criterion measures included, but were not limited to, rate of offense
behavior per month=at=risk (i.e., on parole, in the community).




These findings seem to be of relevance to a 1ong'standt?g ?lac:m§:zs
issue which many practitioners regard as being less than entt;e y olzlbest
in the majority, if not large majority, of cases: Which Yout s wozion
be placed into which types of setting, or p;o ram? In this ;qnngc eré
two specific observations may be offered: .\i Status 1 yout st: Zewth
inappropriately placed are performing-ggnglggnghlzéwgrsi th;n ouzhs
were appropriately placed. However, in the case of Fa us” ¥
ne sy i i are observed between |pd‘vsdua1> who were ]
i nappropriately placed and those who were a?pr?prsat§ly p!aceg,t Th;s];z;ies
the possibility that an initial placement w!thln an cnapproprlale o e
than=optimal setting might make more of a difference to §tatu§ you S eion
than to those djagnosed as Status 2. The }atter may be in a etter p
to cope with, and make the pest of, an environment of this nature. ctantiall
(2) Inappropriately placed Status 1 youths (RC's) are ?erforT'ng-ju SH tal Y
worse on parote than inappropriately placed Status 2 youths bCRtse.ual?w ,
appropriately placed youths (RR's and cC's) are performung about eq ‘esz_
well==i.e., regardiess of status. In other words, Lnggg;ggLLng or e
than-optimal placement may be likely to accegtuate or act|v§t§d:?r;o the
di fferences which: relate to the personal or interpersonal liabilit es 28
part of Status 1 as vs. Status 2 youths. On.the other hand, approprvaderate
or closer~to=optimal placement may be more likely to hglp ogfi?z or mo
certain pre~existing differences in their fevel of coping abiirty.

ir sum, the main findings-to~date from the 19697!9?4.experiment‘suggist
that careful diagnosis and appropriate placement of cnduvu?uals may ei o
a reduction of delinguent behawior=-or, conversely, to a.hcgher rate o
success==for residential and communi ty=based programs alike.

One additional point. The CTP approach seems applicable to a'b;oader
range of offenders than those which were studied in |9§l-1969: ?rne ly, .
Adult Court commitments have presented few if any special Opegatvozal‘pro ems,
) i ic i tment=and=contro
or. for that matter, diagnostic problems. Their treat e
reéuirements differ’only slightly from those of Juv?nlle Court commi tments
who fall within the 18-and-older age range. In addltnon: Cateaory B |
youths have presented no diagrostic problems and few serious of unusua .
operational problems. Nevertheless, thei r parole performance has yet to be
avaluated in detail,

Some encouraging progress has been made toward the goal of distinguishing==~

by means of a paper-and-pencil approach==relatively succe§5ful from relatively
unsuccessful CTP experimental males. Using offense beﬁav:or dur;ng‘parole as
the principal outcome measure, a number of distinguishing characteristics

were abserved with respect to scales comprised of selected Jesn?ss Inventory
items.  As part of this sub=study, certain important methodological
considerations were brought into focus. =Further details may be found on

pp. 27=35.

ug -

An extensive review of the construct validity and reliability of CTP's
interpersonal maturity framework was conducted earlier this year. The

resultting 62 page report was sent to NIMH in May, 1973, Main findx?gﬁz
(1) With reference to the ggggx;uggmxgllgigx of the I-level system (maturity
continuum frame of reference), it seems quite appropriate to conclude that
the I» > I3z + 14 sequence represents a valid way of describing a relatively
generic, cognitive=developmental progression which can be observed within
the real world, and which has been measured and described along a number

of well=recognized (albeit often complex) dimensions, If the Ip and I3
tevels were to be combined into a single grouping, and if this new grouping
were then to be contrasted with that of the 14 level, the above conclusion
would seem to be even more clear=cut, This is apart from the fact that
certain refinements in the I~level system need to be, and are being, made,

And this, in turn, is apart from the definite possibility that there may be
yet another, more precise and/or even more effective approach to (a) describing

the 'socio-psychological' development continuum or continua as a whole, and,
at the same time, to (b) pinpointing a number of factors and forces which
appear to play key roles in either promoting or hindering the development

in question.l (2) I-1evel reliability: Based upon the review in gquestion,
it appears likely that (a) more rigorous/more clearly operationalized
approaches to the rating of youths, when taken together with (b) more
sophisticated approaches to the analysis of data, would result in a
noticeable (though probably not marked) improvement over what already seems
to be a falrly respectable situation with regard to I-level reliabllity.
There is obvious room for improvement at the level of subtvpes (certain
subtypes in particular)-=although even here, the levels of rellability
which have been obtained are by no means low. Within this particular

area, reliabilities could, at any time, be raised above their present,
generally satisfactory level via a combination of particular subtypes==
e.qg., the Cfc + Mp and/or {particuiarly) Na + Nx subtypes,

Two manuscripts were published in professional journals during 1972-1973.
The first ("Matching Client and Treater in Lorrections', by Ted Paimer)
appeared in Social Work, 1973, 18, No. 2, 95-103. The second ("The Utility
of Community=Based Group Homes for Delinquent Adolescent Girls', by

Estelle Turner and Ted Palmer) appeared in the J, of the Amer, Acad. of
Lhild Psvchiatry, 1973, 12, No. 2, 271-291,

Two other manuscripts were recently accepted for publication. The first
{(""Psychological and Ethnic Correlates of Interpersonal Maturity'', by Eric
Werner) is to appear in an early 1974 issue of the Brit, J}. of Criminology
The second, (''The Community Treatment Project in Perspective’,

is to appear In the Youth Auth. Quarterly, 1973, 28, No. 3.

e i i

by Ted Palmer)

iSee: Palmer, T. A developmental=-adaptation theory of youthful personality.

Part 1. California Youth Authority. Community Treatment Project Report:
1969, No. 2. (mimeo)

-3-:
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Approximately 14 = 18 months ago, Psychiatry and the Amer, J. of
Orthoosychiatry expressed interest in manuscripts which had been submi tted
by Ted Palmer. However, Dr. Palmer chose not to follow up on these
particular manuscripts because of new findings which began to emerge shortly
after the manuscripts had been submitted. These findings--especially those

which related to a 48-months post=discharge followup=-seemed to substantially

modi fy the overall 'effectiveness' picture which had been described in
connection with CTP. In light of this and still other analyses which have

been completed during the past 10~12 months, the findings for Phases I and II

now seem to be relatively 'complete!, ‘mutually consistent' and, generally
speaking, ‘in order'. As a result, it now seems appropriate to resubmit a
modi fied and possibly expanded manuscript to the sbove journais. This will

be done during the first few months of the upcoming project year.

With reference to the non=residential, gommunity=located component
of CTP-Phase 1II, systematic and relatively detailed monitoring of
treatment processes and treatment products continued on a full-scale
basis throughout 1972=1973. Prior to the close of 1872, methods were
developed which allowed for a marked quantitative augmentation of the
previous monitoring sample, while not at the same time adversely affecting
the quality of the data pool as a whole., Progress within this area is

briefly reviewed on pp. 35-36; and, further details can be found in Appendix A.

Observations of the CTP residential setting (Dorm 3) were continued
throughout 1972-1973, Viewed in perspective, the data which have been
collected since 1969 will provide a basis for detailed descriptions of
CTP's residentia) setting at each of three levels of inclusiveness and/or
depth: (a) daily activities and program components, as coded separately
for each youth in residence; (b) Moos Social Climate scale=ratings;

{¢) day=by=day, subjective accounts of dorm activities, atmosphere, themes

and Yong-term trends, as observed by CTP's full-time, dorm~located researcher,

Phases I and II of CTP: Further Study. A wide range of analyses were
carried out between 9/72 and 7/73, with reference to the Phase 1 and Phase 2
experiments (1961-1969, inclusives. The main areas that were covered
included: costs; effectiveness; matching; temporary detention. Involved
in this effort were updated as well as new types of apalyses. Although
large quantities of staff time were required, the effort, in retrospect,

seems to have been worthwhile, Collectively, these analyses related

di rectly to stated objectives of Phase ITI. Individually, they contributed
to the empirical basis of CTP's lengthy and detalled written response to a
critical review of the Phase I and I efforts, by Dr. Paul Lerman. !

Some of the basic findings on 'gosts' were as follows: During the
early years of CTP (1963 prices) the average Youth Autcority career for
each ward was $1,446 less expensive within the traditional program==
$5,734 vs, $7,180. During a more recent period (197172 prices), the
average career cost difference was $253: $14,327 for Controls, $14,580 for
Experimentals. This amounted to $66 per year, or 18¢ per day, (The greatly
increased costs wlthin both programs were a refiection of ‘‘normali', ‘

i.e., pationwide, increases in salaries, cost-of=living, etc. The fact
that costs increased more within the traditional program than withia CTP was
largely related to the greater relative amount of time which the Control
youths were spending within the CYA's increasingly expensive=to-operate
Tnstitutions, beginning in the middle and later 1960's,) Since the above
flgures do not include gapital outlay expenses., the gveral]l ‘'‘per ward
career costs' would be a few hundred dollars higher for the traditional
program than for CTP. The difference between CTP and the traditional
program would be further increased |f pop=CYA correctional gost
dischargees were taken into account, Here, it may be recalled, a greater
percentage of Controls than Experimentals had received an unfavorable
discharge; and, half of all such individuals were sent directly to a State
or Federal prison. Further detalls appear on pg. 36,

The following may be noted with regard to '‘effectiveness'. After
twelve years of rather lengthy followups and continuously expanding sample
sizes, the evidence==and resulting picture==which has emerged seems to be
characterized by a substantial amount of 'convergence' with respect to
the subject of overall effectiveness., In this context, ‘convergence' has
reference to the general consistency which sgems to exist across the various
criterion measures which have been utiltized.* =In brief, the overall
effectiveness plcture is: (1) The 1961=1969, intensive community=based
approach (£TP) did appear to be more effective than the traditional program
in the case of 'Neurotic'! and, to a lesser extent, 'Passive Conformist'

ts. for unfavorable

Dr. Lerman's review was the result of an independent study which he carried

out in 1971, largely by means of a site visit and a review of published
Project reports.

To be sure, some of these measures may be thought of as ‘fold? and/or less
refined while others can be described as ‘new' and/or more refinad.

Collectively, however, they appear to represent a rather comprehensive set
of indices. ;
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In this table, “prescribed! placement refers to the initial placement-recommendation

(community, or residential, setting) made by CTP staffing group.
refers to the setting to which any youth was, in fact, initially assigned on a

@This table excludes 27 cases (''Category 8" youths) who entered CTP with the
random basis.,

qualification that they must begin treatment within the residential fa;

All other youths who entered CTP prior to 6=30=73 are included.

C = community

b

!
j youths. On the other hand, it was comparatively ineffective with regard to
] 'Power Oriented' youths., This set of findings applied, not only to the
; period of CYA jurisdiction, but to a four=year period which followed the @
? termination of that jurisdiction (in the case of favorable dischargees). 2
f Neurotic, Passive Conformist, and Power Oriented youths comprised 53%, =
| 14% and 2]% of the 1961-1969 male study sample, respectively. (They comprise - -
: 74%, 10% and 10% of the 1969=1974 male study sample.) Regarding all subtypes, 2 °
] collectively: . Boys who participated in the CTP program performed substantially i =
] better than those within the traditional program==at least during the two=to- b
i four year, typical duration of their Youth Authority jurisdiction. Reflected, 4
: here, were indices of youth hehavigr==and not simply changes in attitude, S —
] In add:tlon, in relation to the former type of index, the factor of 'differential g b
] {or ‘discretionary’] decision-making' had been heid constant. Further details o 3
; appear on pp. 39=45, ' o
i C
] H. Figures which bear upon the Phase III research design are presented in X X
i Tables 1 = 4. Distributions for each of six youth=subtype groupings are S
: shown, separately by: Status and assignment combination (Tabie 1); matched 0.
g vs, non-matched parole agent assignment (Table 2); ethnic status {Table 3). o
] While it is clear that overall case intake has been much lower than originally n
] projected, Tables 1 and 2 indicate that it has nevertheless been possible 3 P
: to balance the various experimental groupings in essentially the manner - =
| which was called for in_the basfc research plan, for the purpose of specified &
| intergroup comparisons. b
B o
: Table 4 shows that the five Status I youth=groupings {Groups €, D and 3 b
: E, in particular) are turning out to have much the same subtyoe composition & w
which was suggested in the Phase III proposal. v e
& E
© ©
&
E g ‘L"'
; This Includes four vrelatively rare groups==which, collectively, comprised z a
; the remaining 12% of the 1961=1963 sample. £ <
! 2The issue and implications of low case intake were presented in CTP's 'g <
Research Report No. 11, pg. 10, It seems evident that the experiment is e
proving frultful In spite of this particular limitation, ht
; ;2 juswose|d
% , : {enysy
%’ gt usuedeld
4 o pogi1iosaud
-
b
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Table 2. Distributions of Matched and Unmatched

Table 3., ODistributions of White and Non=White
Youths, For Six Diagnostic Groups

Youths, for Six Diagnostic Groupsa

Diagnostic Youths Matched | Youths Not Matched

Group With Agent With Agent Tatal

¥ Aa+Ap 1 (1%9) 1 {29%) 2 {19)
Cfm g8 (7%) 11 (23%) (11%)
Cfcthp 1 (10%) (9%) 15 (9%)
Na 35 (31%) (17%) 3 (27%)
Nx 2 (46%) 22 (41%) 4 (46%)
Se4C i 7 (6%) 1 (2%) 8 (5%)
Total 114 (719) 47 (29%) 161

ZIncludes all youths who entered CTP prior to 6-30-73.

g3

Diagnostic
Group White Hon=White Total
Aathp 1 (18) 1 (2%) 2 (19)
Cfm 7 (7%) 21%) (12%)
Cfetip | 4 (4%9) 1 (19%) 15 (9%)
Na 34 (33%) 9 (16%) 3 (214
Nx 57 (55%) 7 (30%) 74 (46%)
Se+Ci 1 (1%) 7 (12%) 8 (5%)
Total 104 (65%) 57 {35%) 161

#fnciudes all youths who entered CTP prior to 6=30~73.
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IXY. SPECIFIC AMALYSES, REPORTS AND ACTIVITIES: SUMMARIES AND REVIEWS
1. Parole Performance of Phase III Youths. One of the major features
of CTP Phase III is a design which allows for an evaluation of the
a effects of appropriate and {nappropriate piacement of cases upon intake
a O Ry = B2l Wmiw to the project. As of the beginning of 1973, 4B parcent of the total
& = ale s N R sgmple ware diagnosed as individuals for whom the appropriate iInltial
v ® g = — placement was CTP's residential facllity. All other cases were thought
v = Mg - 3 @ 21— IR ; to be able to adjust adequately with ivmediate retease to parole and
b P ! with placement beginning ®ither at home, in a foster setting, or in a
4 =3 | = —! ® NERED f temporary group home facllity. Wheother any case actually begins his CTP
2 - RIB b3 § —1212 experience in residence or within the community is detarmined by factors
@ ped il B ~ N = completely independent of the appropriate placement diagnosis applying
el S o - — ™ ~{ ol w ¥ to the youth: Random drawing piays the central role In any youth's
v Initial placement., Thus, the design of the project includes four
S ~ |~ — — |~ experimental groups, each defined in terms of appropriate placement
* B B = TS g (resldential or community) and actual placement (again, residential or
o % 2= Ty TiI—1 community). These two dimensions~-=which are referred to as status and
-g e @0 } - Q o N e) - assignment, respectively=-are defined as follows:
o o .
o & —~ | o~ — . 1 o~ ] —~ Status R: CTP experlience should, ideally,
a 0 B8 B & TIEIR begin with placement In the
© 43 2 Nudl B3 z ~ Ti—e residential facility.
— o -l o o <+ 0ol ~
.g §, ™ N Status C: CTP experience should, ideally,
c — 1 — o Slol—~ begin with placement in the
5 e ‘{i‘ ‘sé %‘5 N téa: i‘c‘bf ig; & cormuni ty,
N 8] St ~—r
& & o |~ - o oo} Assignment R: CTP experience actually begins with
: placement in the residential facility.
5 £ hall B B & S “89‘ k5 Assignment C: CTP experience actually begins with
E S NI e - - =i placement Ir ths community.
v -1 - o o) o I 7! g :
G The four experimental groups are therecfore deflne«iﬂ in tarms of the
© o~ four logically possibie combinations of these factors.
c a WIR W = R|{®Wl®w & \ - '
. 2 T Al B el 2 lel= A : , :
i ;:;; 2 —~ | o o o oo}~ ‘lln this section, abbreviations (&.g., RC or RR)} which are used for the four
A = " combinations of the status and assignment variables always refer to the status
+ 1 o dasignation first and the assigrment designation second, Thus, RC represents
2 & i s @ one or more youths who ''should’” have begun In residence but who, in fact,
e % ; % §3~ 5 § began within the community. The three remaining experimental groups are
- = s l=1 n] 0w reprasented as RR, CR, or CC. Coilectiveiy, CR and CC youths will be referred
o o SNl -2 vl to as Status G youths; RC and RR will be referred to as Status R youths.
~ b o c v 4 of >3 Collectively, RR and CR youths will be referred to as Assignment R youths;
£ —~ @ — o = cC O .
2 3 eyl zZeat 315t o~ RC and CC will be referred to as Assignment C youths. These conventions are
e 9gl2lecelzci ool olsg followed throughout the present section.
+ ). v O [ £ Q ¢ 4 O
W oo &) [~ I ] =z > 0 ) [
=10= ' B -]}~
L 1k



CTP's four status and assignment groups were monitored with reigec.
to all offensas which had resulted in suspension of parole, revocation of
parocle, court recomnitment, adjudicated court refarral to CTP, and/or
unfavorable transfer from the Project, This analysis covered ths tlme-
perfod from 8/15/63 (i.s., tha start of Phase IIT Intake) to 12/30/72.

All youths who entered CTP prior to 12/30/72 were Included in the follow-
up, and thelr offense behavior was monitored to this date. This represents
an updating of experimental group results which were reported in CTP's

12¢iv (1972) Research Report {pp. 12-23); those results represented
experience with the four status and assigmment groups through 10/15/71.

The present raesults are thus based upor an increase in both the number of
cases studied and in the length of time cases were exposed to the Project.

It should be noted that offense behavior, and related legal as well
as administrative dispositions, may occur both before and after an
Asstgnment R youth is initially released to parole. Separate analyses
were completed for each such phase of these youths'! (TP experience. That
Is, the offense behavior of Assignment R youths was analyzed in relation
to two distinct phases: (a) prior to initial parole-release to the
community (during their residence within the CTP dorm); and (b) subsequent
to release from the CTP dorm. )

The Vaelidity of Status Decisions. Table 5 presents data on the
question of the validity of status decision making. Specifically, given
comparable environments {in this case, the CTP dorwm) and nc prior treatment
or control, do status R youths do less well {as predicted) than g$tatus C
yauths?z Hearly all indicators in the table show the former group to be
doing less well than the CR's. The number of offenses per youth, the
proportionof youths having one or more offense, number of offenses per
pro=parole risk month, and the mean rate-of-offending~~all are more
favorable for the CR's then for the RR's. (The definition of the rate=-
of-offending variabie Is given in footnote ¢ of Table 5.) The difference
botween the groups in terms of the proporticn gf cases with one or more
offense approaches statistical significance (X© = 2,00, df = 1,

.10< p < .20). The point biserial correlation between group membership

1The rationale for the decision te analyze offense data separately for the

prior-to-parols and subsequent-to-parole phase of CTP treatment is described

in footnote 1, p. 13 of the 12th Research Report.

zTha other half of this question of validity involves a comparison of the

RE and CC groups while in the community, and is dealt with in a subsequent
part of this section, o ‘

nlem

8/15/69 « 12/30/72

Analyslis of Offenses Occurrlng Prior to Inltlal Release

to Parole, for CTP: = Phase 111 Malas®

Table 5.

b

Experimental Group
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court recommitment; adjudicated court

-
.

fFor this analysls, “offense' includes one or more of the following

referral to CTP; unfavorable transfer from CIP.

a

r¥.§ and

Rate of offending is the variable generated by dividing the number of offenses of any youth by the number

of pre=-parole risk months during which they occurred.

sents Catego
‘1': pg'

No.

The laftmost value represents Category A

htmost value repre
CTP's Res. Rept.

o

Category A and B cases are defined

Each cell of this table shows three values separated by slashes.
{

cases; the middle value represents Category B cases; and the rl

Category B cases combined.

b
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| and rate of offending Is .27;l this suggasts that individuals within the o
CR group perform more satisfactorily than those within the RR category. 5

The two groups appear more similer with raspect to mesn pre-parcle risk

ronths to first offense, differing In this regard by about one-half a

month {favoring the RR group). Finally, there is a definite tendency

for tha offenses In which RR youths ware involved to exceed those of

the CR groups in terms of degree of seriousness. The offenses in question

are listed bslow, together with their frequency of occurrence.

o RR R
¢
recelving stolen property (1) drunk driving (1)
attempted kidnap (1) auto theft (3)
auto theft (4) driving without a license (1)
possassion of restricted drugs (3) burglary (2)
battery on a police officer ?1) assault on police officer (1)

shoplifting/petty theft (2)
Involuntary manslaughter (1)
Intoxication (2)
unauthorized:carrying of gun (1)
burgtary (2)

attespted murder (1)

The status decision made with regard to esch case ls not merely a
clinical and subjective method of assessing the same factors which are
represented in the usual base expectancy score. This Is shown by the fact
that the correlation of .27, clted above, doas not drop In value when base
expectancy is statistically hald constant by means of partial correlation.

The second aspect of the question of the validity of status decision=
making Involves the comparison of RC with CC cases. These two groups are
comparable In the sense of being Inftlally exposed to the same CYA anvéronment ,
and having axperienced no prior treatment or incarceration at CTP: vet they
differ in torms of status. If status daclslon-making is valld, CC cases should
perform better on parole than RC cases. Table 6 permits a test of this
gquastion and shows that RC youth do much lass well than CC cases. For one

1E-'or purposes of computing this and all other point biserial correlations
discussed in the present sectlion, the variables Involved were coded or
reflacted so that larger coafficlents could be Interpreted as comprising
pesitive support for the hypothesized or expected relationships and
smaller values could be interpreted conversely,

n] 4-.

53
68
.3
.81
6.1
.09
19.7
14.9
,23
o7
499.6
e

1

RR + CR®
682.5/40.3/723.8/791.8
17.6/6.8/16.3

53/1/60
52/3/55
.98/.43/.92
.57/.43/.55
5,9/2.1/5.5
.08/.07,/.08
12.8/5.8/12.1
.13/.18/.13
-08/.00/.06

506.9

revocation of parole, court

8/15/89 - 12/30/72

CC

35
40
1.1
.74
8.1
07
20.8
16.9
.20
.07
515.9

Status C
200.7 |337.6/18.9/356.5]591.1

Experimental Groupb
CR
29/2/31
29/1/30 _
1.0/.50/.97
.55/.50/.55
6.1/2.9/6.0
.09/.05/.08
16.4/9.5/16.C
11.6/9.2/11.5
.16/.03/.18
.05/.05/.05

RC
18
28
1.8
.94
3.0
.14

7.5
11.2
.18

%

1

467.8 1530.1

and the rightmost value represents Category A and Category B

Status R
RR

.
+

.86/.40/.86
.58/.40/.55

.07/.09/.07

 24/5/23
345.9/21,9/367.8
23/2/25
5.6/1.8/5.1
19.0/5.7/16.7
14.4/4.4/12.7
.10/.32/.11
.06/.00/.06
482.0

t offense

Irs

.

the middle value represents Category B cases

I3
’

Analysls of Offenses Occurring Subsequent to Initial Release to Parole,

for CTP = Phase II1 Malasa

post=parole risk months to f

Mean months between release to parole.and 12-30=72 cutoff

Number of offenses per posteparole .risk month
Proportion of total posteparole time not spent In communlity

Proportion of youths having 1 or more offense
Number of post-parole risk months per youth

Humber of youths

Total posteparole risk months
Number of offenses

Number of offenses per youth
Median rate of offending®
Mean base expectancy

Mean

Rate of offending is the variable generated by divlding the number of offenses of any youth by the number of post-parole risk months during

For this analysis, an ‘'offense' was defined as any delinquent act which resuited in at least one of the following
which they occorred.

recomni tment; adjudicated court referral to CTP; unfavorable transfer from CTP; suspension of parole.

RR and CR comprise the Assignment R group.
RC and CC comprise the Assignment C group.

represents Category A cases
cases combined,

Table g,

.

bWIthin this table, cells representing the Assignment R groups (RR, CR, and RR + CR) show three vdlues separated by slashes. The leftmost vaiue

2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.
g
10.
1.
i2.
a
c
d
e
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thing, they exceed the latter group by 20 percentage points In terms of
pegcent of youths having one or more offaense during the followup period

(%% = 3,16, df = 1, .05< p < .10). Latency to first offense and offenses
per month at risk also show the CC group to have adjusted more satisfactorily
than the RC group. With regard to sericusnass of the offenss of the two
groups , however, the CC group appears to excaed the RC's. Together with
thelr frequency of occurrence, the offensas in question are listed below,

ke e

burglary (7)
auto theft (9)
malicious mischief (1)
battery (1)
possesslion of concealed weapon (1)
resisting arrest (1)
possession of restricted drugs (3)
possaession of stolen property (2) forgary (2)
strong armed robbery (1) traffic violations (1)
runaway (1) mans laughter (1)
kidnapping (1) disturbing the peace (1)
i1iegal entry (1)
purse snatch (1)
armad robbery (1)

auvto theft (15)

burglary (8)

poss, of dangerous weapon/
carrying concealed weapon (2)

possassion of restricted drugs (2)

assault to commit robbery (1

assault with a deadly weapon {3)

driving under influence of narcotics:

The point biserial correlation between group membership and rate of
offense on parole is .47. This value drops to .45 when base expectancy is
partiailed out., Thus, as with the already discussed comparisen of RR and
CR youths prior to parole, the present contrast suggests that status decisions
are drawing upon offense-reltated factors, and that these decisions evidently
do 'get at'" factors which are not represented in base expectancy scores.

The Effects of Residantlal Programming. Table 5 shows substantial differences

between the CR and RR groups prior to parcle. If the peried of Incarceration
and institutional programming which is thought to be necessary for the RR
group actually did have the desired effact, then the differences between the
groups prior to parole should be significantly minimized subsequent to parole.
From a mathodological standpoint, this is a difficult issue to handle., Prior-
to~parole treatment and control within the residential facility doas not

pccur within some congtant period of time applicable to each case--aftar which
point automatic rofease takes place. Instead, a selection process occurs

whareby youths are granted parole when staff believes them to be ready for this.

If only the "best' of both groups (CR and RR) are paroled in time to be

ca]e-

included in a followup such as this, minimal post~parole differences in
performance might simply be the effect of a ""flitering" or selection

process. Such results would not demonstrate the effectiveness of treatment
Independent of parole-granting decisions.

What is needed Is a community followup design for all CR and RR cases=~
l.e., a design which, In effect, '‘walts' for the parole~delay process to run
its course, Such an analysis will be possible in the final year of CTP
(1973-1974) when this condition is actually met. At the present time, the
ciosest we can come to this design Is to restrict the community or subsequent~-
to-parole followup to representative samples of CR and RR cases, all of whom
had been granted parole prior to the terminal followup date of 12-30-72. The
differences in offense behavior of these samples prior to parole can then be
compared with such differences subsequent to parole. To implement such an
analysis, use was made of a study sample developed for purposes of CTP's
1972 Research Report to NIMH. The prior-to-parole performance of these RR
and CR cases is represented in Table 7 , reproduced from page 15 of the Fall,
1972 Research Report. MNumbar of offenses per youth, proportlion of cases
with one or more offense, and number of offenses per pre-parole risk month
all indicate that the (R's are performing better than the RR's, as expected
and consistent with Table 5. The difference In the pEoportlon of cases with
one or more offense begins to approach significance (X = 1,37, df = 1,

.20< p < .30). The CR's, however, have a shorter latency to first offense,
averaging three months less than the RR's, This is a resuit of the fact

there were only four offenses in the CR group-=~one of which occurred only

two weeks after the offender had first entered the project. Thus, the mean
latency value, based only upon the number of cases with at least one offense

{in this Instance, four), was excessively influenced downward. Table 5 shows
that with the increase in sample size and followup time, this latency difference
between the RR's and CR's becomes negligible.

With the exception of two RR and three CR youths who left the project,
it was possible to follow these eariy samples within the sommupity to determine
the extent to which thelr pre-parole differences disappeared as a result of,
or in connaction with, thelr residential experience. Results are shown in
Table 8. Little difference can be seen bstween the unbiased RR and CR samples.
Moreover, the small differcnces which are apparent indicate that the previously
(i.e., prior to parole) poorer performing RR's are performing slightly better
than the R's. However, the differenge between proportions of cases with one
or more offense 15 not significant (X< = .08, df = i, .70 < p < .80), and the
correlation between group membership and rate of offending is only ~-.05,
Little, If any, difference Is apparent with respect to the seriousness of the
offenses engaged in by members of the two groups. These offenses are listed
below,

a"?u
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8/15/69 - 10/15/7}

Table 7, Analysls of Offenses Occurring Prior to Initial Release
to Parole, for CTP = Phase III Males®
Experimental Group
RR CR

1. Number of youths 25 23
2. Total pre=parole risk months 176.7 128.9
3. Number of offenses 10 4
4. Number of offenses per youth .40 A7
5. Proportion of youths having 1 or more offenses .32 A7
6. Mean pre-parole risk months to first offense 5.4 2.4
7. Number of offenses per pre-pafoie risk month .06 .03
8. Mean months between CTP entrance and 10-15-71 cutoff 13.2 12.9
3. . Number of pre-parole risk months per youth 7.1 5.6

a . . |
For this analysis, '"offense'' includes one or more of the following: court recommitment;

adjudicated court referral to CTP; unfavorable transfer from CcTP.

TYable 8,
Parole, for CTP Phase III RR and CR Males®:
cases represented in Table 5 of 12th Research Report.).

1.  Humber of youths

2. Total posteparole risk months

3. HNumber of offenses

4. Number of offenses per youth

5.. Proportion of youths having 1 or more offense

6. Mean post-parole risk months to first offense

7.  Number of offenses per posteparole risk month

8. -Mean months between release to parole and 12-30-72 cutoff
9, Number of poste-parole risk months per youth

10. Proportion of total posteparole time not spent in community
11. Median rate of offendingc

12. Mean base expectancy

Analysis of Offenses Occurring Subsequent to Initial! Release to
(Includes only those

Experimental Groupb

8/15/69 - 12/30/72

RR CR
23 20
337.6 282.4
23 26
1.00 1.3
.61 .65
5.6 6.7
.07 .08
19.5 20.6
14.7 14.6
3.4 4.4
.06 .08
482.4 516.6

8For this analysis; an Yoffense" was defined as any delinquent act which resulted In at least one of the followlng:
revocation of paroie; court recommltment; adjudicated court referral to CTP; unfavorable transfer from CTP;

suspension of parole.

bNo category B cases are Included In this Table,

CRate of offending is the varlable generated by dlviding the number of offenses of any youth by the numbar of

posteparole risk months during which they occurred,




RR _CR

possassion of stolen property (1) receiving stolen property (3)
armaed robbery (4) armed robbery (2)
arson (1) battery on a police officer (1)
burglary (2) burglary (5)
potential for violence (1) potential for violence (1)
grand theft (1) assault with a deadly weapon (1)
under the Influence of drugs (2) possession of concealed weapon (2)
intonication (1) resisting arrest (1)
possession of restricted drugs (6) possession of restricted drugs (2)
auto theft (2) auto theft (2)
driving under influence of alcohol (1) driving under influence of alcohol (!
malicious mischief (1) petty theft (2)

' whereabouts unknown (3)

It would thus seem that although selection factors are operative in
determining when any youth is paroled, these factors work together with
roesidential progremming in such a fashion as to improve the relative
parformance of the RR group within the community.

An important comparison which is relevant to this assessment of
treatment effects is that of RR with RL cases within the community. The
anpectation Is that the inappropriately released cases (RC) will perform
less well on parole than will the appropriately placed RR cases who
atperienced the initial residential placement which they were diagnosed
as naeding, Bata in the first two columns of Table 6 support this
axpectation. On the comservative assumption that the RR sample represents
a screened group of the best (i.e., least risky or most improved) status R
youths, a comparison can be made botween the unbiased or unselected RR
casas of Table 8 and the RC cases of Tgble 6. The differences remain
evident and the difference batwaen thg proporfion of cases having one or
more offense Is rather significant (X° = 6,17, df = 1, .01l < p < .02).

Tha point biserial correlation between group membership and rate of offending
Is .45. As shown below, the two groups seem fairly comparable in terms of
offense sevaerity.

RR_ _RC_

possession of stolen property (1) burglary (7)

armed robbery (4) auto theft (9)

arson (1) malicious mischief (1)

burglary (2) battery (1)

potentlal for vielence (1) possession of concealed weapen (1)

u20~:

grand theft (1)
under the influence of drugs {2)
Intoxication (1) possession of stolen property (2)

possession of restricted drugs (6) strong armed robbery (1)
auto theft (2) runaway (1)

driving under influence of alcohol (1) kidnapping (1)
malicious mischief (1)

resisting arrest (1)
possession of restricted drugs {3)

Finally, comparison of the community adjustment of LR and L cases is
germane to the question of whether the piacement into residence of youths
who are thought pot to require such placement does or does not measurably
affect their subsequent parole adjustment. On this score, data found In
Table 6 are inconsistent in the following respects: Whereas the proportion
of youths with one or more offense shows CR's to be doing better than CC's,
the reverse Is true with regard to latency to first offense. The-other
indices show no clear differences between the two groups. However, the CR
group in Table & is a selected sample for the reasons previousiy discussed
in connection with the (R - RR parole comparison. A less biased picture
would be obtained by comparing the unselected CC sample of Table 6 with
the unselected (R sample of Table 8. In this Instance, too, results are
inconsistent; however, the differences are less marked. For example, whereas
74 percent of CC cases had one or more offense, 65 percent of CR cases fell
within this same category. This difference Is not statistically significant
(X2 = .82, df = 1, .30< p < ,50). It should be noted that the mean number
of post=parole risk months for the CC group is 16.9. This value is considerably
targer than that for the CR category represented in either Table 6 or Table 8.
This sizeable difference could cawse the CC group to appear to be performing
less well than the CR's in terms of any performance index which does not
explicitly take risk month differentials into account. Included, here,
would be (1) number of offenses per youth and (2) proportion of youths with
one or more offense.,  Thus, it Is interesting that median rate of offending
and number of offenses per post=parole risk month (both of which do consider
risk month differentials) show less difference In the overall performance of
the groups, an outcome more consistent with expectations. Neither group
clearly appears to exceed the other in terms of offense severity, as shown
below.

CR ¢c

recaiving stolen property {3)
armed robbery (2)

battery on a police officer (1)
burglary (5)

potential for violence (1)

auto theft (15)

burglary (8)

possession of dangerous weapon/
carrying concealed weapon (2)

possession of restricted drugs (2)

-21-.
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Table 9. Analysis of Offenses Occurring Subsequent to Initial Release to Parole,
for Matched and Unmatched CTP = Phase III Males®

Mateching/Status Groupsb’c

8/15/69 = 12/30/12

Unma tched Matched Ha tched
Status € ‘ Status C Status R
1. HNumber of youths 40/1/41 24/1/25 42/5/47
2. Total poste=parcle risk months 1599.7/11.5/811.2 329.0/7.4/336.4 546.6/21.9/568.5
3. Number of offenses 48/1/49 21/0/21 51/2/53
4. Number of offenses per youth ) 1.2/1;0/1.2; .88/.00/.84 1.2/.40/1.1
5. Proportion of youths having 1 or more offense .65/1.0/.66 .67/.00/.64 .74/.40/.70
6. Mean poste-parole risk months to first offense 7.5/2.9/7.4 7.4/==/1.4 4.1/1.8/4.0
7. Number of offenses per post-parole risk month .08/.09/.08 .06/.00/.06 .09/.09/.09
8. Hean months between release to parole and |
12=30=72 cutoff : 19,0/11.6/18.9 18.4/7.4/18.0 18.4/5.7/17.0
Ly 9. Number of posteparole risk months per youth 15.0/11.5/14.9 13.7/7.4/13.5 13.0/4.4/12.1
(? 10. HMedian rate of offend‘ngd | .08/.09/.08 .07/.00/.07 .12/.00/.12
11.  Hean base expectancy 15.0 535.0 476.6

Bfor this analysis, an “offense' was defiped as any delinquent act which resulted in at least one of the following:

revocation of parole; court recommitment; adjudicated court referral to CTP; unfavorable transfer from CTP;
suspension of parole.

Each cell of this table shows three values separated by slashes. The leftmost value represents Category A cases;

the middie value represents Category B cases; and the rightmost value represents Category A and Category B cases
combined,

CIt should be noted thate-within the relatively small sample which was available for these matching/status group
comparisons--there was a partial confounding of status/assignment grouping with the matching dimension., Thus,
e.g., 64% of the matched Status C cases studied were CC youths (I.e., those who received the prescribed )
placement), whereas 49% of the unmatched Status € cases were CC youths.
the CC and R experimental groups in terms of proportion of matched cases.
of conclusive statements regarding the separate effects of status/assignment combinations and matching.

Rate of offending fs the variable gensrated by dividing the number of offenses of any youth by the number of
post~parole risk months during which they occurred.

Conversely, there were differences between
This situation precludes any prosentation
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Unma tched Matched Ma tched
Status € Status C Status R
Té + 13 ' Y& 12+13 I4 12 +773 14
1. HNumber of youths 11/1/12 29 5 19/1/20 1/3/10 35/2/37

2.  Total post-parcle risk months

3. Number of offenses

10/1/11 38 5 16/0/16 4/2/6 . 47/0/47

4. Number of offenses per youth :91/1.0/231 1.3 1.0 .84/.00/.80 .57/.67/.60 1.3/.00/1.3

5. Proportion of youths having 1 or more of fense .64/1.0/.67 .62 .8C .63/.00/.60 .43/.67/.50 .837.00/.78

8. Hean post=parole rigk months to first offense 11.5/2.9/10.4 6.5 9.1 6:3/==/6.3 2.0/1.8/1.9 4.2/7.00/4.2

7. Number of offenses per post=parole risk month . ' .06/.09/.06 .09 ,05  1.07/.00/.07 .04/.14/.086 .10/.00/.10

8. Mean months between release to‘parole and 123072 cutoff [15.8/11.6/15.5 [20.2 l26.9 116.1/7.4/15.7 117.0/6.7/13.2 18.6/4.3/17.8

9. HNumber of post-parole risk menths per youth : 14.7/711.5/14.4 115.1 20.3 }12.0/7.4/11.7 13.0/4.6/10.5 13.0/4.1/12.5
10. HMedian rate of offendingd .03/.09/.06 .09 .07 .06/.00/.07 .00/.14/.14 :13/.00/.12
11. Mean base expectancy 514.2 515.3 1564.0 [526.9 451.1 483.5

. Analysis of Offenses Occurring Subsequent to Initial Release to Parole,
for Matched and Unmatched (TP = Phase IIT Msles Classified by Maturity Level®

!
i

8/15/89 - 12/30/72

Matching/Status Groupsb’c

161.5/11,5/173.0}438.2 1101.6 {227.4/7.4/234.8191.1/13.8/104.9) 455.5/8,1/463.6

P: ; . . '
For this analysis, an Yoffense'' was defined as
court recommi tment; adjudicated court referral

Certain cells of this table shows three values
represents (ategory B.cases; and the richtmost

2ny delinguent act which resulted in at least ope of the following: -revocation of parole;
to CTP- unfavorable transfer from CTP; suspension of parole.

separated by slashes. - The leftmost value represents Cateqory A cases; the middle value
value represents Category A and Category B cases combined,

It should be noted that--within the relativeiy small sample which was available for these matching/status group comparisonse-there was a
partial confounding of status/assignment grouping with the matching dimension, Thus, e.g., 64% of the.matched Status C cases studfed
were CC yourhs (i.e., those who received the prescribed placcment), whereas 49% of the unmatched Status € cases were CC youths.

there were differences between the CC and CR experimental groups in terms of proportion of matched cases, This situation precludes any
presentation of conclusive statements regarding the separate effects of status/assignment combinations and matching.

Rate of offending is the variable generated b
which they occurred,

i
n
€31

1

Conversely,

y dividing ﬁhe number of offenses of any youth by the numbar of post?parole risk months-during
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parole;

z

24/11/35
185.2/64.0/249.2
15/2/11
.63/.18/.49
.46/.18/.37
3.9/2.9/3.7
.08/.03/.07
24.3/7.2/18.9
7.7/5.8/7.1
.09/.06/.08
497.2

[ TR N S S PO

Hatched
Status R

revocation o

B/15/6% = 12/30/72

52.6/26.3/78.8
.17/.20/.18
.17/.20/.18
13.9/2.6/8.3
.02/.04/.03
26.8/10.9/19.6
8.8/5.3/7.2
.01/.06/.03

6/5/11
1/1/2

415.3

Matched
Status C
L13/1.0/.42
.13/7.25/.17
.03/.19/.09

1/4/5

34.4/20.7/55.1

8/4/12
2.0/10.8/6.4
19.7/8.4/15.8
4.3/5.2/4.6
.01/.02/.02

b,c
Hatching/Status Groups

16.7

2

0
.00
.00
.00
.00
26.0
8.4
.00

3

Columns 1 through 4 therefore include CR cases only and

There s no confounding between matching and status/assignment

521.8f 486.0 [565.3

16
92.8
.19
.19
.03
23.3
5.8

.02

).

- le risk months
the variable generated by dividing the number of offenses of any youth by the number of pre-parole

7 OCEurTed .

The leftmost value represents Category A cases; the middle value

UYnma tched
Status C

55.1/6.1/61.2
.50/.00/.43
.33/.00/.29
3.6/.00/3.6
.05/.00/.05
22.4/17.8/21.17
9.2/6.1/8.7
.04/.00/.04

6/1/7
3/0/3
590,3

a
for Matched and Unmatched (TP = Phase III Males Classified by Maturity Level

Proportion of youths having 1 or more offense
\.-h 1 g Ly :h

Total pre-parole risk months
Number of offenses per youth

Number of offenses

Number of youths
Mean months between CTP entrance and 12-30=72 cutoff

Mean pre-paroie risk months to first offense
Number of pre-parole risk months per youth

Number of offenses per pre-parole risk month

Mean base expectancy

i i tlowin
For this analysis, an "offense’ was defined as any delinquent act which resuited in at least one of the following

f r T referr TP f 1 s fer -fr CTP; i f role.
court econ'mltment' adiudicated court referral to C 3 UNTavo al?le transte om 4 s suspension or parole
s
r bined.
/leplesents Categmy 8 cases; and the iightn‘ost value leplesents Categosy A and Catego Y B cases com e

All three groups represented in this table are composed of Assignment R cases.

i : ing dimension alone.
differ from one angther in terms of the matching
var;ables as was g?ﬁsent in the data of Table 5 (see footnote c of that table

Table 12, Analysis of Offenses Occurring Prior to Initial Release to Parole,
Certain cells of this table shows three values separated by slashes,

dRate of offending.is

Arawe 3 v

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
a
b
c

. .d
163 Mean rate of offending

11.

2

R L R TR i

55

~

Such assumptions stron

gly promote symﬁetricai descriptions. That is,
to the extent that the statistics emp loyed (e.g., the Pearson r) indicate
any relationships at all, delinquents or parole fa

’ ilures are said to lack
those very same characteristics which nondelinquen

the statistical model appl

,itself, 1In fact,
it Is qulte possible that Successes and fallures, delinquents and non-
delinquents, differ from One another in an asymmetrical fashion~-that
fatlures aire not merely Individuals lacking the qualities which typify
others, MHoreover, it is entirely possible that some criterion groups are
particularly "indescribable! in terms of certain dimensions which do allow
relatively precise descriptive statements about other groups, For example,
as a group, parole failures may exhibit extreme heterogeneity in terms.

of the extent to which the inembers of this group place value upon delinquent=
or gang=loyalty, whereas parole Successes may quite homogeneousiy rejaect
such peer commitments. It is furthermore important to acknowledge the
possibility that mawy of the small relationships found are as much a

product of statistical assumptions not having been met by the data, as

they are a reflection of the Inherent absence of any sizable relationships,

The methodological basis of t
ldea: Making use of statistical t
the linearity and hemoscedasticity

he present research involves the following
echniques which parmit relaxation of both

assumptions may produce results which
allow more accurate and confident statements regarding the characteristics

of cases for whem direct release to parole, without prior institutionalization,
does and does not appear to be effective,

Eleven personality variables were selected on a priori grounds for
evaluation in terms of their descriptive potential. Each of these was
operationally defined by composite scores on a group of Jesness Psychological
Inventory items, the content of which appeared to tap the dimension of
interest. Some of the varlables were selected because they seemed to 1
closely parallel others used in previous, theoretical research on delinquents.
Other variables (and the resulting scales) were developed so as to represent
dimensions or factors which traatment personnel and research staff at the
Communi ty Treatment Project have, at varlous times, looked upon as possibly
salient characteristics of the 'more successful' as well as the "less
successful'® project youth. The eleven variables were:

1This analysis should not be viewed as s test of, or a comparison among,
particular theories of delinquency,




SR

Pessimism and alienation ‘
Pelinquently-oriented impulsiveness and intractablliity
Dellnquent loyalty and protectiveness

belinguent rationalizations

Physical aggressiveness

Dissatisfaction and conflict with parents

Negative attitudes toward formal authority

Heed for autonomy and early adult status

Inabiiity to bind anger and emotional reactions

Social anxiety and insecurity

Symptems of emotional maladjustment

e. & e [y

] ° L] ¢

1
2
3
4
5
B,
7
8
9
o
1

°

Hathod

Subjects and Criterion: The subjects of this study were 111 randomly

sampled males from the population of 336, Central Valley (Sacramento, Stockton, .

Modesto) Community Treatment Project youths who participated as experimental
cases between the years 1961 and 1971, This sample was composed of 37 cases

from each of three levels of parocle adjustment. These were labelled "successes'.

‘moderates'!, and ""fal lures'. This trichotomy was developed from a continuous
varlable of offense behavior, based upon a 24-month parole followup which took
into conslderation both the number of parole suspensions recelved by each case
and the saverity=level of the charges resulting in these suspensions.

Statistical Procedure: To accomodate possibly nonlinear and heteroscedastic

relationships between any Jesness scale and the criterion, the statistic "eta'
was computed separately for successes, moderates, and fallures, The interpre-
tation of this statistic depends upon neither the linearity nor the
homoscedasticity assumption, Even so, it can be interpreted as a Pearson I
with respect to the issue of the proportion of variance--e.g., of’any Jesness
scale-=accounted for by knowledge of a group's level of parole adjustment. in

this sense, the value of any eta is comparable to the usual Pearson coefficient.;

The Jesness scale~score-means of each criterion group were also computed, and
both etas and means were tested for significance by Monte Carlo sampli?g .
procedures which are free of restrictive and possibly unrealistic statistical
assumptions, ~

An observed eta which was exceeded by no more than 10 percent of those
comprising the Monte Carlo sampling distribution to which it was referred
and which had an arithmetlc value of at least .40 {comparable to a Pearson ¢
of the same value), was considered to be both statistically significant and
of substantial magnitude. Such an eta was regarded as permi tting rglatlvely
confldent descriptive statements about the criterion group in question, Such

S5

-~

statements were based, of course, on the mean of the criterion group on the
variable being analyzed. Criterion group eta's not meeting both these

standards were interpreted as indications of a lack of homogeneity and as

not permitting descriptive statements about the group, except perhaps statements
regarding its possibly significant heterogeneity.

The means, in terms of which descriptive statements were made, were
themselves tested for significance by the same Monte Carlo sampling
distribution method applied to sample eta's, To be considered '"high", a
mean could not be exceeded by more than 10 percent of the sampling
distribution means generated. A mean was regarded as "low'" if it was
among the lower 10 percent of the sampling distribution means., All means
not being elther significantly low or high were regarded as '‘average''. Any
mean which was significantly large or small, but which represented a very
heterogeneous group {as indicated by an insignificant eta) was not regarded
as justifying confident descriptive statements, Such means were invariably
the result of a relatively few extremely high or low scores within the groups
involved and, thus, were not truly representative of these groups.

Results and Conclusions

Items comprising each of the eleven psychological scales are shown in
Appendix B. Results of most interest are presented in Table 13, The scale
reliability values in the first column of this table represent Horst's
modification of the Kuder-Richardson formula 20. The second column contains
the total-sample Pearson correlation between sach scale and the parole
adjustment criterion. For each criterion group the value of eta is followed
by its significance level, the proportion of 240 sampling distribution eta's
which exceed the eta shown. Likewise, the value of the mean for each group
is followed by the proportion of sampling distribution means exeeeding it.
The signiflcance levels were determined from different and independent
sampling distributions for each variable. For each scale, the means shown
can be compared with a total-sample standardized mean of 70,

Examination of the data of Table 13 In terms of the aforementioned
standards of significance and size of both eta's and means, shows that many
of the variables studied relate to the criterion of parole adjustment in
ways which departed from the conditions of linearity and homoscedasticity.
Of the five variables studied which by conventional standards showed
significant relationships with the criterion {(Intelligence, delinquent
loyalty, impulsivity/intractability, delinguent rationallzations, and
need for emanelpation from conventional=adult structure and control), pot
it 0 |_to the usually accepted correlationai model. In the case

“3]-
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"balanced description' of
criterion groups is appropriate.
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Similarly, although successes showed on the average least
evidence of emotional maladjustment, the dispersion of their
overall distribution was large, indicating the existence
(within the group) of persons who, at intake, were quite well
adjusted, as well as persons who were considerably less well
adjusted. Thus, although It was found that this dimension

was quite useful In characterizing the moderately successful
group, it was irrelevant when applied to successes.

Successes were even less describable In terms of sqcial
anxiety and insecurlity, a scale which represented the extent of one's

Parole failures presented a picture which was quite different from that

comfort with others, shyness, social resiliency, and
interpersonal confidence. This scale was valuable, however,

in relation to the moderate group. :

latter.

.

of successful cases, but which was definitely not the simple opposite of the

individuals:

Four dimensions seem particularly important in describing these

Commitment to defending and remaining loyal to delinquent associates
who arae In trouble. Such defense may require, and may also be
percelved as justifying, deception of authorities.

A strong need for emancipation from adult structure and for early
attainment of symbols of young adult status. Fallures indicated
that they wanted to be free of the constraints and subordinate
status which parents and school may impose upon them, However,
rather than being individualistic they perceived association

with their "buddies' as the means of meeting their needs for
emancipation and excitement. They also seemed ready to disregard
parental demands which appeared inconsistent with their own wishes
or plans, They felt that they were old enough to be granted
symbols of young adult status which conventional parents frequently
try to deny to adoiascents. These include driving a car, smoking,
and not having to attend school.

An_attitude toward police and formal authorities which is neither |
particularly positive nor negative. Fallures did not see police
as stupid, prying, and unfalr, However, they certainly did not
appear to regard them as benevolent officials In whom they could
place considerable trust. It is possible that these youths had

had rather varied experience with police=~with negative contacts being

nearly offset by a few ambivalent positive identifications with
such stereotyped police characteristics as masculinity, power,
and courage. :

S i 5 b

-= A depfessed level of performance on a standardized, non verbal
Intelilgence test. Falluees were more homogeneous In terms of

intelligence than they were with res
pect to any of the abo
distinguishing personal and social attitudes. 4 ve three

Failures wera significantly heterogeneous in terms of oniy one scale:

-~ Feelings of conflict and dissatisfaction with parental figures
were descriptively irrelevant In connection with failures -
Their overall mean scale score was average and the variat;on
of the!r Scores extreme. As noted above, this same dimension
was quite applicable to successful cases=~individuals who
txpic§lly denied having such feelings. Although the inapplicability
of t?'s scale to failures may appear to be inconsistent with the
preva?usly discussed autonomy struggles which this group
experiences, it should be noted that the items which comprise
the 'parental=conflict=and~dissatisfaction scdle' actually go‘Far
beyond the issue of i . Such matters as the
ease of commuiication with parents, the emotional tenor of the
home, the time and interest which parents devote to the youth
and the manner {n which parents attempt to exercise contro!--;]l
seem to be reprusented Tn this scale.

Finally, it should be noted that of the seven variables which form the
basis of ?he above descrfptive picture of successes and fallures, three of
the most important (pessumism/alienation, dissatisfaction and conflict with

parents, §nd.aftituda toward police and authority) were nat among those
showing significant overall correlations with parole adjustment.

. Monitoring of Treatment Relationships: During 1972-1973, the number of cases

on which treatment and treatment-relevant diagnostic information has been
col!ected Increased from 25 to 62. Monitoring of CTP cases will continue
unt!i the end of 1973, when the target sample~size of 80 cases will have been
achieved.' This marked increase in the number of cases studied is primarily
the result of the use of objective diagnostic and treatment guestionnaires
which require much less interview and response time than does the semi-
structured interview procedure employed prior to the development of these
questionnaires. Because the {vems which comprise the questionnaires were
developed from a careful! content analysis of the material which had been
produced by the Interview method, these two approaches have reference to
essentially the same areas of ward description and case handling. Never-
theless, the interview method centinues to be used for approximately 40%

of the cases monitored at %P since last year's progress report, This

s

1
The_sample will be representative of CTP's population with respect. to the
variabies of age, race, subtype, and agent~-youth matching.
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continued use of the interview method will provide qualitative case study
data which wilil be essential to the ultimate objective of producing written
accounts of interactions which exist between case characteristics, on the
one hand, and treatment methods, on the other.

Both interviews and questionnaires focus upon major or recurring issues
and themes in the agent's treatment-relationship with youths assigned to
thelir casweload. The interviews have covered several areas, including:
garly case characteristics and youth~-expectations; ongoing treatment issues
and problems; critical sequences or significant episodes in the agent=-youth
relationship; characteristics of the youth's delinquent behavior, etc.
Coples of the diagnostic and treatment questionnaires are included in this
report as Appendix A. (See pp. 46 and 50, respectively.)

4, Further Analyses of the Phase I and Phase Il Experiments {1961-1969):
(1) Losts. What was the average cost of sending a youth through the
traditional program, as compared with that of CTP?

The figures shown below relate to 162 C!s and 192 E's--i.e., all -
Sacramento=Stockton boys who had entered either CTP or the traditional
program during 1961~1969, and who received elther a favorable or an
unfavorable discharge as of 3-1=73, All reception center (NRCC),
institution, camp, and parole costs were included. Three separate
analyses were made, depending upon the year in which each individual -
had first entered the program (i.e., the experiment): For youths

who entered during the experiment's early years, or '‘early period',
1963 prices were used. For those entering during the ''"middle period",
1966=1967 prices were used., For youths who entered d*ring the later
years~~the '‘recent period''=-1971-72 prices were used.' Incidentally,
it will be seen that the costs for both programs rose a great deal
from 1961 through 1969, Thls was mainly due to ''normal” increases

in salaries and wages, price-of-living, etc.

1In connection with the ''recent period' the primary question was: What

would the program costs look like on the basis of early-1970's prices=~

yet in relation to the performance of an actual sample of experimentals and
controls who had entered the CYA during the later part of the 1961-1369
effort? :
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The average CYA career costs per ward were as foHows:1

Early period: C - $5,73¢ ; E - $ 7,180
Middle period: c - 8,679 E -= 9,911
Recent period: € - 14,327 ; & = 14,580

Thus, in earlier years the traditional program was noticeably less expensive
than CTP. However, the earlier advantage which was observed for the
traditional program had largely faded away by the early 1970's. Stated
directly, the actual ¢ vs, E cost difference per youth amounted to $1,446
during the early period, $1,232 during the middle period, and $253 during
the more recent period. When one looks at the 197]-72 data in relation

to the duration of the average youth's CYA career, the figure of $253 is

found to involve a control/experimental difference of $66 per year, or
184 a day. . '

The fact that costs increased more within the traditional program than
within CTP is largely related to the greater relative amount of time which
the control youths were spending within the CYA's increasingly expensive-to~
operate‘institutions, beginning in the middlie and later 1960's. In other
words, it was mainly a reflection of the amount of institutional time which
was being accumulated by controls=--particularly those whose parole had bees
revoked on one or more occasions--as compared with that of experimentals,
(Experimentals had been revoked and institutionalized less often than

1Basic CYA costs were derived directly from the CYA's Annual Statistical
Reports (1965-to-present), together with its Annual Program Description
and Budget Report series, prepared for the California State Legislature
(1967=to-present). The following 'per month per ward' costs were used:

Early period: NRCC - $410; institution + camp - $313;

regular parole ~ $26; CTP parole - $134.

i
&
i
H
3}

Middle period: NRCC - $528; institution + camp ~ $403;

regular parole ~ $38; CTP parole - $181,

Recent period: NRCC = $799; institution + camp - $617;

regular parole - $53; CTP parole - $245,
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controls, on the average. This was over and apart from the Initial period
of Incarceration which was experienced by the controls, but not by the
experimentals, shortly after the formers' original commitment to the Youth
Authority.)

In light of price increases which have been experienced since the early
1970's, it is possible that the average career costs have by now tipped in
"favor'' of the CTP program. Aside from this possibility, one which relates
to the above figures alone, it should be pointed out that the 13971-72 'per
ward costs'' are a few hundred dollars higher for the traditional program
than for CTP when capital outlay costs are added to the picture. These
costs, which were not included In the figures shown above, would relate
to the construction of new institutions. 1In addition, the above figures
do not take into account the fairly substantial, non-CYA correctional costs
which were accounted for by unfavorable dischargees who had been sent
directly to a State or Federal prison. 1In this connection, it will be
recalled that a greater percentage of controls than experimentals had
received a discharge of this type.

In sum, it appears that current costs for the community program would
in no event be substantially greater than those for the traditional program.
To all indications they woujd, In fact, be a little less. This would be
very clear if one focused upon the ''Neurotic' youths alone, regardless of
whether any post=-CYA ''career costs'' were brought into the picture. However,
it would not apply in the case of ""Power Oriented'' youths.

1The following might also be noted. While living within the free

community, In contrast to living within an institution, many youths
earn given quantities of money--a portion of which finds its way back
into the overall soclal 'kitty'. Along this line, a number of social
vwolfare costs—-mgst.often those which are directed toward the wlfe
and/or children of individuals who are Incarcerated--are less Tikely
to accrue when the latter individuals are residing within the free
community. The relevance of this particular point appears to be
increasing as the mean age of CYA wards continues to rise. The point
is probably of considerable relevance to adult offender populations,
as well,

(2) Effectiveness. .To help present the Phase I and II differential effective-
ness findings in a succinct yet meaningful way we will: (1) focus upon the
Sacramento-Stockton area alone; (2) talk about boys only (the main results
for girls will be mentioned later on); and, (3) refer to three separate
groups, or ''types', of youth., (Of the 1,014 Phase I and II eligibles~~

802 boys and 212 girls==72 percent of the boys and 58 percent of the girls
were from the Sacramento~Stockton area. Other findings suggest that the
results reported below are generally comparable for San Francisco youths.)

A few words regarding the three groups of youths--''Passive Conformist'
(Cfm), "Power Oriented" (Cfc + Mp) and 'Neurotic'' (Na + Nx): In one way

or another, these groups have long been recognized by many practitioners

and theorists. They are usually referred to by fairly similar names. They
account for 14 percent, 21 percent, and 53 percent of the 1961-1969 sample
of beys, respectively. Thus, taken together, they account for 88 percent

of all eligible boys. (The remaining 12 percent were made up of: Aa's,
Ap's, Se's and Ci's--1 percent, 4 percent, 2 percent and 5 percent of the
sample, respectively.) These same groups account for 10 percent, 10 percent
and 74 percent of the 1969-to-present, all-male CTP sample. Results are as
follows:

First for the group which was by far the largest--Neurotics. These
individuals appeared to perform much better within the intensive CTP
program than within the traditional program (i.e., institution + standard
parole). For example, Criminal Identification and Investigation (CI&I)
'rap sheets', which covered each ward's entire Youth Authority ‘career', 1
showed that the controls were arrested 2.7 times more often than experimentals.
(0ffenses of minor severity were excluded.) More specifically, the rates

1W8 will utilize CI&I rap sheet data because of the fact that this type of
outcome measure=-=-when compared with CYA-reported suspension data--is better
able to hold constant, across E and C programs, the factors of 'differential-
awareness-of-offense behavior' and ‘'differential-reporting-of-officially~
recorded-offense behavior'. The latter factors evidently play some role
in the overall process of differential-decision-making--e.g., insofar as
they relate to the type and amount of information which is made available,
by the CYA agent, to the CYA Board. As is known, the Board has the final
word when it comes to (a) revocation of parole as vs. restoration of parole,
(b) favorable discharge, and {c) unfavorable discharge.

The figures which are given in connection with the CI&I rap sheets relate
to all Sacramento=-Stockton males who received either a favorabie oy an ]
unfavorable discharge from the CYA by the close of the 1961-1969, Phase I i
and II effort, or shortly thereafter. (The favorable dischargees were the |
same individuals who comprised the sample which (continued to next page)
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of arrest in connection with each month 'at risk'~~i.e., for each month

on parole, In the community--were .080 for controls and .030 for experimentals, |’

(This would be equivalent to 1 arrest per 12.5 months among C's and 1 per
33,3 months among E's.) This amounted to a difference of about 1.4 arrests
per youth, per CYA career., In practical terms, this would mean 1,400 fewer
arvests per career, for every 1,000 'Neurotic' youths in the CTP program

as compared with an equal number of these youths within the traditional
program. ,

When offenses of minor severity were included, the arrest rates

per month-at-risk were ,101 for controls (C's) and .044 for
experimentals (E's)--a difference of 130§ In favor of the

latter., Statistically speaking, nelther of the C vs. & differences
which have been mentionad could be explained on the basis of
chance alone.

Additional findings are as follows: On 24-months parole followup the
recidivism rate was 66 percent for controls and 45 percent for experimentals,
Within 60 months from the time of their first release to the community
(1iteraily, their date of inltial parole), 40% of the C's as vs. 17% of
the E's had baen officlally released by the Youth Authority Board from
the CYA's jurisdiction--on tha baslis of an unfavorable dlscharge.

What happened aftar the CYA's jurisdiction had ended, in the case of
Neurotic youths and young adults who had been given a favorable discharge?
Within 48 months after having left the Youth Authority, controls chalked
up an average of 1.88 convictions; the figure for experimentals was 1.58,
(A somewhat larger C vs. E difference was obtained when one looked at
arrests, and not simply convictions.) In practical terms, this would
amount to a difference of about 300 convictions for every 1,000 experimental
as well as control ‘favorable-dischargees', over a four year span of time.
(The reader may note that this. analysis of post-CYA, CI&I data has been
completed on ‘arrests' and, also, on the 'convictions' which related to
those arrests. However, because the earlier-mentioned parole (CYA=time),
C1&1 data was first analyzed during the present year, only the ‘arrest'

1(continued from previous page) was utilized in the Palmer and Herrera
updating of the 1969 post~discharge analysis: Research staff was
already in possession of CI&I rap sheets on all such individuals and,
therefore, did not have to go through the relatively time=consuming
process of requesting this=~~together with more recent~==information from
the Department of Justice, in March, 1973. This applied to unfavorable
dischargees as well, =In all, there were 104 E's and 90 C's.)

C1&I documents are Compiled by the State of California, Department of
Justice (D.J.). They are based on reports (continued to next page)
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Information has been looked at thus far, with raegard to parole time.
Judging from the 'post=CYA' findings on arrests as vs. convictions, the
'parole' time results for these same two levels of analysis should be
very similar to one another.)

The present set of results, which of course apply to the Neurotic
group alone, are probably of greater relevance today than they were during
much of the 1961-1969 period. This is because the Neurotic group currently
appears to make up an even larger proportion {perhaps 70-75%) of the
Youth Authority's entire population of males, and of females as well. This
increase seems to have largely been an indirect and rather complicated
by-product of the continually increasing average age of CYA first
commi tments and, of course, recommitments.

‘Power Oriented' youths who participated in the intensive CTP program
performed substantially worse than those within the traditional program,
particularly in connection with followup periods of relatively long
duration. This was in spite of their better showing on a 24~months
‘recidivism index': (1) CI&I rap sheets showed an arrest rate of .060
for controls and .071 for experimentals, with regard to each month spent
wi thin the community. This difference favored the traditional program
by 18%. (Again, offenses of minor severity were excluded, aithough the
pieture hardiy changed when they were included.) (2) On 24-months parole
followup, the recidivism rate was 66% for controls and 40% for experimentals.
(3) Despite the better showing by experimentals on the 24~months recidivism
index, it was found that 53% of the controls as vs. 43% of the experimentals
received a favorable discharge from the Youth Authority within 60 months
of their first release to parole. Similariy, 15% of the C's as vs. 23% of
the E's received an unfavncable discharge. (4) Within 48 months after
being released from the £¥a4's jurisdiction, the Power Oriented, control
'favorable~discharqgees' k¢t chalked up an average of 1.47 convictions;

1(continued from previous page) which are routinely, and directly, received
by D.J. from police, probation, and sheriffs' departments throughout
California, As it turns out, they frequently include listings of illegal
activities which had not been mentioned in the formal suspension reports of
Youth Authority parole agents who participated in the 1961-1969 effort. (For
a variety of reasons, omissions of this nature occurred significantly more
often--43% of the time--relative to the traditional program, as compared with
the CTP program=--32% of the time. These figures exclude listings of ''minor
saverity! offenses. Matched subsamples yielded very similar results.)
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the flgure for experimentals was 2.55, (The € vs. E difference was even
larger when one focused upon arrests alone, rather than convictions alone.)
This was a 73% difference in favor of Power Oriented youths who had

successfully completed the Youth Authority's traditional program. (This . Wh?t was - found with respect to the total group of boys, viewed
would amount to a difference of about 1,100 convictions for wvery 1,000 o CO]teCtivelY? Here, we will refer to all Sacramento-Stockton boys, the
contro! as wel! as experimental 'favorable-dischargees', over a four year 5 rare types included: Based on CI&I rap sheets, the arrest rate was found

span of time.) to be .065 among controls and ,G40 among experimentals, for each month on

parole. This 63% difference in favor of the intensive, CTP program cannot

On balance, 'Passive Conformists' who participated in CTP performed some- | be explained in terms of ''chance''. (A similar non-chance difference was
what better than those in the traditional program, at least while under g fognd when offenses of minor severity were included.) 1In practical terms
Youth Authority jurisdiction. However, the subsample of experimentals who : this would amount to at least 750 fewer arrests per CYA career, for every,
received a favorable discharge from the CYA performed somewhat worse than 3| 1,000.experlmentals as vs. 1,000 controls. On 24-months parole followup
their controls in terms of convictions (but somewhat better in terms of d experimentals performed significantly better than controls in terms of -’
arrests), when one looked at the four year period immediately following i recidivism rate: 44% as vs. 63%. Other results are: 50% of the controls
the termination of that jurisdiction: {1) CI&I rap sheets showed an 5 as vs. 63% of the experimentals received a favorable discharge from the
arrest rate of .066 for controls and .037 for experimentals, for each , ; CYA within 60 months of their first release to the community. 23% of the
month within the community. This difference favored the CTP program by A controls as vs. 16% of the experimentals recelved an unfavorable discharge
78%. (2) On 24-months parole followup, the recidivism rate was 59% for . within 60 months. .
controls and 51% for experimentals. (3) 54% of the C's as vs. 78% of the .

E's received a' favorable discharge from the Youth Authority within 60 5 It seems clear from the above that boys who participated in the CTP
months of their first release to the community. Similarly, 14% of the | program performed substantially better than those in the traditional

C's as vs, 6% of the E's received an unfavorable discharge. ({4) Within i program at least during the two-to-four year, typical duration of thejr
48 months after termination of their CYA jurisdiction, the Passive Conformist, | Youth Authority jurisdiction,

control ‘favorable-dischargees', had chalked up an average of 1.44 con- 4
victions; the figure for experimentals was 1.80. This was a 25§ difference e
in favor of the traditional program. However, in terms of post-discharge |
arrests, a 19% difference was observed in favor of CTP.! :

1 (Footnote continued from previous page)
"Girls. On balance, the total sample of girls seemad to perform equally

Vinis might be a convenient place to review--in the briefest possible manner, ‘ well in the traditional program and in CTP. We say 'on balance' because
and in general terms alone=-~the maln results (a) for the four relatively ; control girls appeared to perform better when one focused on certain

rare groups of youth, and also (b) for girls. 8 measures of effectiveness only, whereas results of an opposlte nature were
: : noted when still other measures were used, Even when these Individuals
"(1) Basically, too few cases were present to allow for even tentative : were analyzed separately with regard to each of the three major groupings--
conclusions regarding the 'asocialized aggressives' {Aa's, using I-level 8 Passive Conformist, Power Oriented and Neurotic--no really substantial,
terminology). (2) All things considered, the 'asocialized passive' group B overall E vs. C differences were observed." (It should be noted that the
(Ap's) seemed to perform somewhat better within the intensive CTP program : parole performance of girls has not yet been assessed from the perspective
than in the traditional Youth Authority program. (3) No substantial E vs, 1 of CI&I-reported arrests.)

C differences were observed in relation to the 'situstional enotional
reaction' group (Se's). Youths of this type appeared to perform consisgently
well, regardless of which particular program they were in. (4) The

'‘cultural identifier' group (Ci's) appsared to perform somewhat better in

the traditional program than in CTP." §

Footnote continued on next page
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What happened after some of these youths left the Youth AuthoriFy? If
one looks at the subsample of individuals who received a favorable discharge
from the CYA, control boys were found to have chalked up an average of 1.42
convictions within 48 months after they had left the CYA. The figure for
experimentals was 1.67. (Focusing on arrests alone, the figures were 1.72
and 1.94--a difference of 13%.) This 18% difference in favor of the
traditional program seemed to largely reflect the comparatively good
performance which was chalked up by what amounted to a relatively large
number of Power Oriented individuals among the ‘favora?le-dischargge
control-subsample’. That is, the Power Oriented individuals contributed
enough "points'' to have tipped the post-discharge balancg in favor of the
control group when all youths were counted at the same time and when the
performance of the Power Oriented youths was weighted according to the
number of such individuals who were present in this subsample of favorable
dischargees. (As seen earlilier, Neurotic experimental boys, taken by
themselves, performed better than their cqntrolsD after having left the )
CYA on the basis of a favorable discharge., However, very much the opposite
was found in the case of Power Oriented experimentals,)

Post-CYA followup analyses have not been completed for individu§ls who
received an unfavorable discharge. This is mostly because ?O% of th|§
particular subsample were sent directly to prison upon receipt of their
CYA discharge.

1I.e., the sub-sample of control favorable-dischargees contained a relatively

large number of Power Oriented youths as compared with Neuroti? youths., The
'shortage' of control Neurotics within this sub-sample was a direct result

of the high percentage of these youths who had either received an unfavorable

discharge or else were still somewhere within the CYA system itself
(Institutionalized or else on parole), at the time of data cutoff. ~As
indicated, Power Oriented experimentals performed much worse t@an their
controls, on 48-months post-discharge followup. At the same time, they
performed worse than the Neurotic experimentals.

k|

All in all, the above findings would appear to suggest that the
1961-1969 CTP approach represents a meaningful and effective alternative
to institutiona!ization1--particularly, though not exclusively, with
reference to the period of CYA jurisdiction. This would appear to apply
irrespectlve of whether one focused upon illegal behavior per se or upon
other indices of effectiveness., Moreover, the above would be independent
of whether CTP elther did or did nog contain more by way of "humanitarian
features' than the regular program, It would also be independent of the
question of whether~-other things being roughly equal=--a program which did
have 'more' such features either should or should not be given priority
over one which might seem to possess less by way of the glven features,

Regardless of the advantages which the communi ty-based program might
seem to have relative to the 'sample as a whole', It would stilV be well to
stress the advantages of focusing in on the differential effectiveness
dimension, or analyses. Here, one Is much better able to control for the
vagaries of relative subtype representation with reference to any particular
sample. (Cf, the 'weighting' problem which was observed when all subtypes
were 'lumped together', in connection with the post-discharge analysis of
favorable dischargees.) The differential effectiveness analyses make it
possible to better pin-point the areas of CTP's effectivenass ~nd relative
ineffectiveness. As indicated, the 1961-1969 approach did ap;-»~. “o be
relatively effective with 'Neurotics' (and, to a lesser degree, 'Cassive
Conformists'). On the other hend it was rather Ineffective with 'Power
Oriented’ youths. This set of findings does hold up subsequent to the
termination of the CYA's jurisdiction.

The eariler-mentioned cost figures are also of relevance to the question
of 'meaningfulness',at least from a practical point of view.

The former's actual, and/or alleged, temporary detention practicaes notwith-
standing. ~ :
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Appendix A, Continued
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Appendix A

L Diagnostic And Treatment Questlonnalres Used In Monitoring

ini i -- Jefinitely Uncharacteristic
-- Definitely Uncharacteristic 4 K

- light! haracteristic
-~ Slightly Characteristic i W Slightly Charac
® ly Cth teristic
i + Moderately Characteristic a E + Moderately Characteris
i isti | = finitel teristic
o ++ Definitely Characteristic : ) B ¥+ Definitely Characteri
3 , E :
Ll ® ® @ | o <
w o] £ = P - [} [
£ L o o 15 O (1] n
. H < R £ -~ =
2 a E “ _‘cu- , : =2 = W £ o R R R .
Sl e 51 @ Diagnostic Questionnaire i w | 21 21 e Giagnostic Questionnaire ‘
i ™ — - 1
§ \:) - ‘; = -8 i g 7 g 7} g ;
,g”: (<) w [~} v < . ; |
¥ L N " !
e e b |- : . i
: Has a self-concept which is relatively focused and differentiated ;
l. HManipulates or 'cons' to gain control, power, or Lo “outsmart' others. : 21. (regardless of whether it's positive or negative, healthy or " :
: ‘f unhealthy), ; §
2. Takes it very seriously if the least 1't;]e thing goes wrong. ﬁ 22, Frequently lets other youngsters boss him around. i
3. ~Seeks friendly contact with others. 'E 23. Easlly feels shattered, put down, hurt, rejected. :
4. sticks to old ways of doing things; hates to make changes. 5% -
é 24, Is a poor loser,
5. Has strong dependency needs. i
* 25. . Often acts low or tired; seems to "drag' through the day.
6. Is extrapunitive, other-blaming, externalizing,
7. Ments to be an achiever, to make or accomplish things for himself. 4 26. Has hostillty toward others. (overt)
8. Feels that no one can tell him what to do; that no one can control him, f 27. Anticipates lack of caring, concern, Interest by adults.
9. Is socially perceptive of a wide range of interpersonal cues. 28. Tends to feel gullty,
j 10. Confldent that he can do certain things rather well; that he is 29, Trles to have his own way wlthout much conslderation for the
. generally competent or effective. rights or fee!ings of others,
A 1. Has fears of what he believes to be the power and malevolence of
‘ adults {e.g., fears he will be "annihilated" or in some vague way 30. Bites his nails, chews pencils, makes tapping noises or has :
destroyed by adults), other nervous habits. i
12. Has insight into own feelings, strengths, limitations, behavior, etc. % 31, Responds to frustration or disappointment with sulkling or pouting.
13. Is dependable, responsible. ‘ § 32, Lets other youngsters get away with putting him in a bad 1ight,
b or with blaming things on him,
4. Tends to withdraw and isolate himself from others. i 33. Can deal on relatively abstract level of reasoning: can make ;
' . inf d deducti inimal input.
15. Feels consciously dissatisfled with self; feels he Is not who or what : ﬁeanlngful Inferences .and deductions from minimal - inp
he should be. 3 34, TIs soclalized; has internalized many adult-role values (these may
: B t istently applied),
16. HMakes cruel, spliteful or critical remarks to other youngsters. - or may not be Internally consistent or consistently polied)
i 35.  Argues or won't accept a '"no'', when he fs told not to do something.
17. 1s comfortable with the label of "del inquent' (or equivalent), ;
36. Regards self as socially inadequate, inept, or unacceptable.
: 18.  1s a follower; susceptible to peer prassures.
{ : 37. 1s basically anxlous, worried, or tense.
: 19, Tends to be depressed, pessimistic, 'on a downer', 4
£ 38. Spirlts seem ''low'!, even when other youngsters around him are
20, . Has contempt for adults, happy or having a good time,
1972 i :
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57. Antlcipates rejection by adults, :
39. Relationships with adults characterized by active conflict, other younasters. i
strife, animosity {on youth's part, at least). - 38, Plcks on or threatens T youns
4o. ' Hesltates or is afraid to try new things. 53. Tells exaggerated stories about his skills, sbilities, or
- . ] achievements to impress others.
b1, "sees the world as a ""dog-eat-dog", malevolent place, : 60. 1Is angry, resentful, stirred up.
b2,  seems to expect that others will take advantage of him or : 61. Hides (e.g., suppresses, represses, ignores) his true feelings
treat him unfairly. and personal troubles from others.
3. 1s chitdishly hedonistic; cannot tolerate reasonable frustration 62, 15 thin-skinned; hyrt or wounded by anything that can be conutrued
: and delay of gratification, as criticism or Intarpersonal rebuff.
b4, can piay a variety of roles with people; can adapt himself to 3 f 3] i er
. : of the moment without thinking things over,
individuat differences among peop le, E 63. Acts on the spur o
45, Is dependent upon a few “formulas™ and relatively rigid, stereotypic : 64, Presents a '‘front!" of SUP"'adg‘l"acV or super-autonomy, (e.gs,
"rules'’ to help him understand the behavlor of others (the system 1 denies need, self-doubt, "soft feelings, etc.).
of rules and formulas may be somewhat complex). : 65. Gets angry quickly when others do not agree with hils opinion or
b8, Has a temper; is explosive, ‘ accept what he's saylng.
. ; t limits; sees what he can get away with.
47. Tries to impress others (get their approval) by acting In ways he 66. Tends to tes ’
feels they value (e.q., being intellectual, hip, teugh). 3 67. Denles the Influence of varlous emotlonal factors on hls behavior.
k8. Often bosses other youngsters arcund,
9 , 68. Rejects relationships with adults; wants little to do with them,
Doesn't seem to get very exclted or glad when special events come
49. up (e.g., & chence to go on trips, to see speclal events, to 8 83. 1Is sleepy-looking; rarely looks alert.
participate in seasonal parties or festivities), E hi tends to stay down when he
wenhe : 70. Lacks reslliency or ego-strength; tends to
50. Tolks freely about himself abeat what he has done, how he feels, etc. faels hurt or rejected,
5l. Expresses adult {or nearly adult) Jevel goals and asplirations for 3 71. Remalns .angry for a long time after a little quarrel.
hls future, ‘ ? ‘
52. Can take teasing (e.g., ''chop sessions') in stride. :
k 53. Is passive, unassertive,
i o
) 54, 1Is susplicious of others! motives and intentions; basically distrustful. .
55. Is selfishly assertive.
56. Engages in childish horseplay or silliness to gain the attention
of others.
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i ; % 15. Expose the youth to adult models whom he cannot perceive or regard :
1. Discuss with ine youth your treatment rarsenale, plans, and goals. H as unmanly, weak, impotent, etc. n
Capitalize on internal pressures (e.q., anxiety, quilt) as stimyli 16, Allow the youth to significantly determine the extent of your
for motivating the youth for treatment, involvement in his life.
Show the youth that it fs all right to direct reasonable emotion 17. At the cutsat of treatment, allow the youth considerable time and
and anger at their true source (rather than displacing, suppressing,etc freedom to just 'look around" and determine what he might and
. might not want and expect from CTP.
4. Dliscuss with the youth particular ways in which his unigue needs and %
r:§ponse style can manifest themselves in his interpersonal relation- 18. Invite the youth to your home nuch as you would a friend.
ships.
Let ?helyoug? kn?¥ that he must eﬁt ou "half-ng“ lplg?e sensetof
3 1 : 19, committin mself to treatment (showing reasonable wi ngnesg to
5. [Involve the youth as an equal in case decislions. work on whatever maln goals have been established for his cases.
6. At the outset of treatment, let the youth know that '[t's time' to 20. Help the .youth verbalize and more adequately express his feelings
start getting to work on various problems (whether they're practical and emotional reactions to others, i :
or persapal problems isn't Important here). :
: 21, Encourage the youth to more actively care about what happens to him.
7. Repeat and reiterate any expectations you have of the youth so that
h i Ti !
e will be Tess Iikely to forget them as soon as you're gone. 22, Make sure that you and the youth are In fréquent contact.
8. Minimize social or personal distance between yourself and the youth. X
- ' 23, Emphasize to the youth the importance of eypressing his inner feelings
? gatCISU;elyou understand the main or major emotlional gp neurotic directly to those whom they fnvolve (parents. peers. YOUFSGIF, etC-)
ifficulties which the t i . i
c youth experiences | 24, Try to get the youth to be more evaluative and responsive to
10. Talk with the youth about yourself and your feelings in order to ; his soclal world.
let him know you 6n a falrly personal lavel. 25, Capitalize on distress or anxiety In the youth as a stimulus for change.
1, In conf;ontat!ons with the youth, be willing to yell at him, ''tell ; . A
him of f', and be verbally harsh (though not unnecessarlly abusive). ) 26, Try to preveni the Iough from ;hlgklng t?at'he]ca? PreilCt your
' responses to his behavior on the basis of simple formulas.
12, Help the youth become aware of the ways in which the personal
problems of parental flgures can [nteract or have interacted with : 27.  Help the youth feel that you do not see him as someone who Is
his own development. : : g ik, *welrd!, or undeslirable,
13. Discuss thoroughly with_the youth any chpllenges and objections he } 28, T}y to get the youth to start “‘thinking twice' hefore acting.
has to your decistons withk regard to the handling of his case, ‘
14, Glve the youth a relatively specific set of terms or condltions : 23. Avoid ?xposing f?e youth to sophisticated, aggressive, or
which he must meet or llve up to while on your caseload. : , manipulative delinquents.
(There need not be a great many of these conditions,) !
: ;
cTP !
1972 }
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) b5, Try to instill in the youth certain basic social val X .
30. Show the youth that many adults are worthy of his respect. 0 standards. J tal values and .
Hake the youth responsible for failure to follow through on his @ 4§ .
31. agreements with you by taking privileges or freedom from him, [ Give the youth warm, friendly physical contact,
{Others may be involved In the agreements, too.) i 4
i 7. Encourage the youth to ici . .
H H i { i ertici iti
32. 'Provide support to those living with and responsible for helping ; ’ fishing, baseball. of fcu f.P?ge in activities such as
to control the youth's behavior. : ! aroup field trips,
: 48, Mske sure the
) : . Youth sees you as the majin source of
' s : u ower wi
\ 33. Help the youth understand some of the original sources of his ; whom he must deal when makihg decis ione and plans. p th

present self-image.

49, Try to get the yowth to begin asking que

4 stions (at | H
: regarding Inner sources of his behayior. ( east of himself)

34. Maintain a reguiar schedule of frequent contact with the youth.

35. ODemonstrate ta the youth that you are capable of understanding "i ‘ 50, tixP°5e the youth to probable success experiences {even though
very personal feelings and needs which he has. } 1 ©Y may represent menial challenges),
36. Expose the youth to supportive, nonthreatening social situations. '% i 2:T::?gn::?; S?Z;aaz:?igrt:.pro;ess,ona' counseling or therapy
; 37, Act(vely‘help the yéuth find and secure job opportunities. % ‘ 52, ﬁglﬁwpgti,Z?zgﬁ,:z_m@k° nearly all his own decisfons largely withait
| I e Fo e L e 7 CRTSTRS el i ar i o

39. Galn the youth's confidence In you as a therapeutic treater. . " 54, Maintain an element of unpredictabiljty regarding how you will
‘ you wi

react to the youth under perticular circumstonces.

4o. Be willing to ‘tell off' the youth when you feel he needs it, H ) . 55 -
1 : ’ - Expose the youth to situations in which he can 'win',

b1. Increase the youth's awareness of how factors such as gquilt or g : %

feellings of inadequacy can be a destructive force in his life, Serve the youth as a source for catharsis,

i . 3 listening to expre
; . of pent up needs, ‘emotions, or fears, g: pressfons

k2. Emphasize to the vouth that you expect him to relate to you on a

quite personal basis, 3 57. Baln the youth's confiden

. Ce as someo ki un i
interpersanal prob)ems ne skilled in understand ing

58. Get the youth to see hisg parents

in a realistic |i - H
strength, wesknesses, and individ 1o lght--their

b3. wWork primarily with performance (e.g., school, employment, living
ual personalities,

arrangements) rather than with emotions and psychological factors.

. i . Tal i
kb, Kkeep on top' of the youth; don't accept any shlning on; let him : 59 alk with the youth about how ha

know that you're ususlly arcund and Interested in what he's doing.

“52= A | iy
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Appendix A, Continued

-~ Definitely Uncharacteristic
- Slightly Characteristic
+ Moderately Characteristic

++ Definitely Characteristic

Treatment (uestionnaire

Explain to the youth specific ways in which other youngsters may
set him up to meet their own needs at the expense of his.

Incresse the youth's understanding of the role he has played in his
family and the particular ways in which this might have influenced
his life.

Hake sure the youth gets ego-bolstering recognition from others
(even if only for menial successes ar accomp!ishments).

Let the youth know that your support of him Is largely contingent

upon hi? making a responsible commltment to treatment objectives
and goals. .

Make sure the youth understands that discipline of him by you Is
not to be Interpreted as a sign of personal rejection.

Allow the youth to be childish and Immature (including childish
dependency) .

Try to get the youth to be more reactive to the events in his life,
to take a more active stance in determining what happens to him.

Behave in.a definitely masculine manner in the presence of the youth,

Serve as a counterforce to the negative effects of peer Influence
on the youth.

Emphasize to the youth that his being controlled by you Is not the
same as belng emasculated by you,

Try to extinguish value to the youth of a dellnquent self-image,

Discuss the issue of the price of loyalty to,or ''going along with",
peers in varicus clrcumstances.

Teach the youth specific alternative ways of "avoiding trouble' (e.g.,
fights, narcotlcs, ete.) under varlous c¢ircumstances.

Be verbally farceful, even harsh, when having to confront the youth.

Teach the youth more mature ways of influencing others.
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-~ Definitely Uncharacteristic
- Slightly Characteristic
+ 'Hoderately Characteristic

++ Deflinitely Characteristic

Treatment Questionnaire

Allow the youth to pretty much run his life by himself,

Relate to the youth in an interpersonally warm or affectionate
manner.

Speak to the youth in very concrete terms, avaiding abstractions.

Try to convince the youth that controls, by you, reflect
real concern for his wall being.

Instruct the youth on basic ""do's't and “dont's" as though he were
a child.

Make only minimal demands and expectations of the youth,

Use review of past 11fe and social history events to help the youth
better understand his own conduct and feelings.

Show the youth that there are many adults whom he can trust and
look up to.

Help the youth feel that you accept and care for him as an indlvidual--
for his own'uniqueness, and independently of particulsr problems
and behavior.

Help the youth change some of his beliefs regarding what and who
he '"should" be or ‘'ought" to be,

Try to convince the vouth that you represent more than ''the man', or
more than an extension of the estab!ishment.

Involve the youth in group recreational activities.

Help the youth feel that his personal happliness Is quite important
to you. ,

Avoid exposing the youth to harsh, direct personal encounter
group situations’

Encourage the youth to begin actively thinking about the nature of,

. and changes in, the relationship between you and him.
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-~ "efinitely Uncharacteristic
- Sligktly Characteristic
+ Moderately Characterictic

11 Sefinitely Characteristic

Treatment Cuéstionnaire

Tesch the youth how to handle specific difflculties which he may
experience when he's on his own and you're not available to him,

Teach the youth how to cope with delay of gratification of
his needs and wants, ' :

Involve the youth in activities and Interests which show promise of
reinforcing a nondellInquent concept of self,

Use your relationship with the youth to fllustrate (to the youth)
themes and problems in the wey he relates to others.

Review with the youth how he Is going to handle difficult
situations (e.g., temptatlions, pressures, etc.) which may
arise when you're not around,

Increase the cxtent to which the youth is able to accept himself
Just as he is.

Give feadback and clarification te the youth about the personal
reactions of others to him,

Express to the youth positive affection you feel for him,
Discuss and reviaw the progress of treatment with the youth,

Encourage the youth to perceive, appreclate, and. respond
appropriately to more indlvidual differences amohg other
personalities.

Make sure that the youth does not succeed with '‘power plays',
Intimidation tactics, or manipulation efforts in your relationship
with him,

Help the youth feel that you really do care about him In more than
a formal, "it's-my-job' fashfon,

Suggest to the youth alternatives to conforming behavior on hls part
when he Is confronted with peer-pressure situations, )

Teach the youth how to take care of himse!f and how to meet
his needs on a practical basls.
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-~ ®nfinttely Unchorarteristic
~ S&lightly Characteristic
v Madarately Charactreristic

4+ Dafinitely Characteristic

Treatment Questionnaire

"

Help the youth resolve doubts about his basic adequacy and
worthiness.,

Encourage the youth to at least consider new ways of perceiving
and interpreting the behavior of others (including their motives
and needs for behaving as they do).

Avoid using adult-level! concepts, abstractions, or explanations
when talking to the youth.
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Appendix B

Scales and Component Items, Derived from the Jesness Inventory

1. Pessimism and alienation

I hardly ever get a falr break. A
When things go wrong, there isn't much you can do about it.
When you're in trouble, nobody much cares to help you.
The people who run things are usually against me.
When luck is against y6u, theére isn't much you can do about it.
People hardly ever give me a fair chance. =

2. Delinguently-oriented impulsiVeness and intractabillty

) . S

R R
O LT AT

Sometimes I feel like I want to béét Qp oﬁ §oﬁébody.

When somebody orders me to do something I usually feel like
doing just the opposite.

Sometimes it's fun to steal something.
I get a kick out of getting some people angry and all shook up.
It's fun to get the police to chase you,

At night when I have nothing to do I like to go out and find a
little exclitement.

Sometimes it seems like I'd rather get into trouble, instead of
trying to stay away from it.

(0]
.

palinquent lovalty and protectiveness

If somaone In your family gets into trouble it's batter for you
to stick together than to tell the police.,

If a bunch of you are in trouble, you should stick together on
a story.

I don't mind lylng I(f I'm in trouble,

58~
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4, Ppelinquent rationalizations

Mowadays they make It a big crime to get into a little mischief.
1f somebody does something mean to me, I try to get back at them.
It doesn't seem wrong to steal from crooked store owners.

Stealing isn't so bad if it's from a rich parson.

5. Physical epgressiveness

t

A person like me fights first and asks questions later.
Only a baby cries when he is hurt.

Winning a fight is about the best fun there is.

Being called a sissy is about the worst thing I know.

I would never back down from a fight.

A boy who won't fight is just no good.

To get along all right nowadays, a person has to be pretty tough.
The only way to really settle anything is to fight 1t out.

6. Dissatisfaction and conflict with parents

o~

My father is too busy to worry'much about me, or spend much time
with me.

Most parents seem to be too strict,

You can hardly ever believe what parents tell you.

A lot of times I do things that my folks tell me I shouldn't do.

It is hard for me to talk to my parents about my troubles.

Parents are always nagging and picking on young people.

At home I am puntshed too much for things I don't do.

My life at home is always happyf '

Talking with my parents is just as easy as talking with others my own age.
My parents seem to think I might end up being a bum.

Fami lies argue too much.
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Appendix B, Continued

Negatlve attltudes toward formal authority

(=)

Need

Most police will try to help you.

If the police don't like you, they will try to get you for anything.
Most police are pretty dumb.

Police stick their noses into a lot of things that are none of their
business,

Police usually treat you dirty.

Policemen and judges will tell you one thing and do another.

for autonomy and early adult status

I always like to hang around with the same bunch of friends.

Sometimes I wish I could quit school,

It's hard to have fun unless you're with your buddies.

If I could, I'd just as soon quit schoolkright now.

I think that someone who is fourteen years old is old enough to smoke,
Most parents seem to be too strict,

A lot of times I do things that my folks tell me I shouldn't do.

If I could only have a car at home, things would be all right.

At night when I have nothing to do I like to go out and find a
little excitement.

Sometimes I don't like scheool.

Sometimes when my folks tell me not to do something, I go ahead
and do it anyway.

(=) I like to read and study.

Inability to bind anger and emotional reaction

When I really get mad, I'l] do.just about anything.

I seem to "blow up" a lot over little things that really don't

matter very much.

Appendix B, Contfnued

9. Inabllity to bind anger and emotional reaction (continued)

1 have a real mean streak in me.

1 don't mind it when I'm teased and made fun of.

I can't seem to take much kidding or teasing.

I never get mad at anybody.

It seems easier for me to act bad than to show my good feelings.
At times I fee! like blowing up over little things. .

1 get angry very quickly.

10. Social anxiety and insecurity

My feelings get hurt easi}y when 1 am scolded or criticized.
I worry about what other people think of me.

I get nervous when I ask someone to do me a favor.,

I notice my heart beats very fast when pecple keep asking me questions.
It is easy for me to talk to strangers.

It makes me feel bad to be bawled out or criticized.
I wish I wasn't so shy and bashful.

Having to talk in front of the class makes me afraid.

11. Svymptoms of emotional maladjustment

1 have very strange and funny thoughts in my mind.
1 am secretly afraid of a lot of things.

A lot of strange things happen to me.

Sometimes I feel dizzy for no reason.

I can't seem to keep my mind on anything.

'I often feel lonesome and sad.
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Appendix B, Concluded

11. Symptoms of emotional maladjustment {continued)

Other peoplie are happier than I am.
When I'm alone I hear strange things.

I have a lot of headaches.

I have a lot of bad things on my mind that people dor't know about. §
I sit and daydream more than I should.

Nobody seems to understand me or how I feel. é

I worry most of the time. : -
My mind Is full of bad thoughts.

I have too much trouble making up my mind. é

I get tired easily.

I feel.alone even when there are other people around me.
I often have trouble getting my breath.
I am nervous.

s
7

Things don't seem real to me.

I think there is something wrong with my mind.
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