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RATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM

In July 1974, the National Evaluatioh Proéram was established within

the law Enforcement Agsistance Administration under the Office of Evaluation

of the National Instituté of Law Ernforcement and Criminal Justice. This

followed a recommendatlon by LEAA's Evaluation Policy Task Force (a joint

¥

body of representatives from LEAA and state-planning agencies) that certain

types of information can best be produced through nationally coordinated

assessments ‘and evaluations. Phase 1 of the NEP represents an assessment

of the state of knowledge regarding a specific topic area together with

some description and analysls based upon site visits and other data.

The National Evaluation Program has worked closely with the recently

established Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevcntlon 5n

1nitiating Phase 1 Assessments in the general area of juvenile justice.

Eiche:‘completed or in progress are studies of Youth Service Bureaus,
Delinquency Prevention and Alternatives to Detention. In March 1975
the University of Minnesota received a grant to undertake studies in the

areag of Diversion and Community-based Alternatives to Incarceration.
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ABSTRACT

Institutions fdi juyenile offenders, often large and isolated, have
come under increasing criticism in recent years; It is often suggested
‘that such places be closed and replaced by a range of community-based
alternative programs. A number of such programs have been established and
this study provides an ;ssessment of some of their problems and possibilities.
Some definitional problems were encountered, not least the meaning of
¢0mmunity-based, which might most appropriatély refer to the extent and
quality of the linkages between the youths, staff, program and the community.
Programs were also assessed along other dimensions, including the nature of
the control exercised over youths.

The study suggests that 1t is insufficient to assess individual
programs in isolation of the overall process of which they are a part.
A fundamental issue which must be addressed is whether these new programs
are in fact replacing incarceration, or merely providing a supplementary
appendage to the traditional system. The connections between the new
programs and the incarcerative settings which they are said to be replacing
requires close serutiny.. It is hoped that this study, based upon a review
of the literature andia number of site visits, Qill introduce a note of
caution in an area where belief in panaceas and the use of catchwords
have often obscured the need for careful scrutiny of what is actﬁally

-

taking place.

-

PREFACE

- This is'part of a three volume report which assesses Community-based
Alternativés to Juvenile Incarceration. The étudy was conducted by the
Juvenile Justice Project, Department of Criminal Justice Studies at the
University of Minnesota during 1975. It was commissioned by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice as part of its Nationai

Evaluation Programs.

Volume 1 Community-based Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration: Final

Report has these main topic areas:

. historical review

¢ review of 1iteratuie and identification of key issues

. description of community-based programs

- assessment of field research

. research design issues

*  evaluation designs that address both program and process issues .

Volume 2 Community-based Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration: Site

| g
:

Visit Reports contains the complete reports of the twelve site visits

undertaken in this topic area during the summer of 1975.

Volume 3 Community-based Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration: Report

Summafz is ‘a summary of the final report. It is scheduled for distribution

to juvenile justice planners and others with responsibilities in this field.

-4~
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INTRODUCTION:

CHAPTER I:

PURPOSES, APPROACH AND LIMITATIONS

Training and reform schools for delinquent and other youths were once
viewed with both pride and optimism; today this view is én exception.
The term incarceration is applied to these institutions as regularly as
it is to prisons and jails. All too often the incarcerative setting is
associated with regimentation, brutality, extreme boredom and the absence
of links with the community. Public concern over such settings in many
parts of the nation has been complemented by a mounting body of research
questioﬁing their effectiveness.

The contemporary rhetoric and the fecommendations of recent national
commissions have stressed the need to develop community-based alternatives
to these incarcerative settings. The urgency of this task was reflected

in the recently enacted Juvenile Justice aind Delinquency Prevention Act

of 1974. This legislation has provided for a level of federal leadership

and direction which has been badly needed. 5 the language of the 1974

legislation pointed out:
States and local communities which experience directly the
devastating failures of the juvenile justice system do not
presently have sufficient technical expertise or adequate
resources to deal comprehensively with the problem of juven-
ile delinquency, and existing Federal programs have not pro-
vided the direction, coordination, resources and leadership
to meet the crisis of delinquency.1

With the establishment of an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the

Justice Department, there is now the opportunity for a moie coordinated

role for the federal government in the complex and changing scene of juven-

ile justice.,

This study is one of a number of Phase I Assessments of the National

Evaluation Program within LEAA to specifically focus oﬁ a topic within

juvenile justice. These Assessments should provide the new Office of

P B sl o SN - e R [P el
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, as well as state planning
agenciles and other bodies concerned with juvenile justice, with an oppor-
tunity to review the contemporary state of knowledge and practice within
gpecified topic areas.

Those dintent upon the reform»of the juvenile justice process have
drawn attention to the need for change both at the periphery of the sys-—
tem and at the 'deep end,'" the traditional use of large and isolated
institutions.‘ The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stan-
dardS'aﬂéqcoals stated:

Arguments for diversion and alternatives to incarceration

largely are negative, stemming from overwhelming disenchant-

ment with the dnstitution as a setting for reducing criminal

behavior... it is no surprise that institutions have not

been successful in reducing crime. The mystery is that

they have not contributed even more to incereasing crime.
This study's focus has been on alternatives to the deep end of the juvenile
justice system - glternatives in lieu of\incarceration after an adjudica-
tion of delinquency.

The study has been completed in eight months which is the period of
time established by the HEP Phase I design. A jrief time span such as
this has both advantages and limitations. On the positive side it provides
an - up-to~date description of the contemporary scene for policymakers and
others concerned with the issue. Long-term research efforts cannot easily
be geared towards the immediate needs of potential users.’.A limitation
of this time frame 1s the intense pressure to complete the variousfphases:
of the project: initial'conceﬁtual'work, reviews of the appropriate liter-
ature, planﬁing and executing field research, organizing and analyzing the
field reports and incorpdgating this material into the products deterﬁined‘
by the NEP design. Clearly such a project cannot attempt the sbrt of in-
depth, quantitative foéus that is the aim of long-term undeftakings such

as the University of Michigan's National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections.

The NEP Phase I design refers to the goal of providing a description
of the current level of practice. This project has attempted to‘provide
a qualitative perspective using two techniques: a review of the litera-

. . B
ture relating to the historical development, issues, and research in the
area of community-based alternatives to incarceration (Chapters II-1IV),
and field research covering a range of community-based programs (Chapters
V-VII). ' The field fesearch attempts to reflect the perspectives of key
actors, inciuding whenever possible, youths being proceséed through the
Eystem. Data énd impressions gained from the literature review and the
field research provide a basis for re-examining and drawing attention to
issues which merit greater consideration than they might have previously
received.

It is assumed from the outset that any examination of community-based
programs cannot be isolated from an examination of the wider juvenile jus-
tice process within which the programs operate. This consideration has
been especially important for this study as its major theme is the over-
all function that these programs serve in terms of providing alternatives
to incarceration. An important question in this régard is, are these pro-
grams in fact being used as an alternative in lieu of incarceration, or
do they merely supplement the use of incarcerative settingé? A companion
report prepared by the same research team, has addressed a very similar
issue in the area of juvenile diversion. In that report the dominating
theme is the issue of whether diversion from the juvenile justice process is
actually taking plaée; It is imperative to ndte that giving a program a
name, i.e.,;community—bagéd alternatiﬁe to’incarceration, does not neces-

sarily result in the intended purpose being served. Such a warning is all

the more timely when certain terms becoi2 catch phrases for funding and

a3



@
other purposes. By drawing attention to this and other central issues it
15 the intention of this report to also highlight both conéeptual‘and empir-
ical gaps in our knowledge aﬁou‘t community-based programs. .

Clven the rangé and diversity of the topic area it was necessary to
1imit its scope. The complete scene of probation supervision was not covered;
traditional ‘probation supervision and "probation plus" programs are briefly ¢
reviewed in Chapter IV, but these programs, perhaps together with thé total
area of probation supervision, should be the subject of a separate study. °
The diversity of the programmatic arrangements and the fluidity of the
contemporary scene do not facilitate the development of neat classifications
that might bring immediate clarity to the cubject for policy makers and °
researchers. At this stage it is possible that description complicates
rather than simplifies, and it certainly introduces a heavy note of caution :
for those with a predisposition towards catchwords and panaceas. f.

i
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NOTES
1 .
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, Public
Law 93-415, 93rd Congress, September 7, 1974.

2 ‘
: National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, Corrections (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Government Printing Office,
1973), p. 350.



CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

A. Juvenile Institutions
When considering the development of alternatives to incarceration it
is useful to heed David Rothman's reminder:
...we think of them [institutions} as always having been
with us, and therefore as always to be with us. We tend
to forget that they were the invention of one generation
to serve very special needs, not the only possible reaction
to social problems.l
Rothman described the mood of optimiém that characterized the early
beginnings of the penitentiary, house of refuge and the asylum. Over time,
the fervor of these high expectations diminished, yet the institution was
retained as a central means of disposing of deviants. The goal of reform-
ation was quickly replaced by one of incapacitation. Rothman comments:
"The rhetoric in the Jacksonian period had justified confinement and the
next‘generation could resort to it without especial difficulty."2 The
houses of refuge and reformatories were not exceptions. Rothman writes:
"Like other careétaker institutions the refuge began as an attempt to elimi-
nate delinquency and ended up as a practical method of getting rid of delin-
quents."3 The Houses of Refuge in fact combined a number of aims, summed
up by the Managers of the House in New York:
These little vagrants whose depredations provoke and call
down upon them our indignation are yet but children who have
gone astray for want of that very care and vigilance we
exercise towards our own. - They deserve our censure, and a
regard for our property, and the good of society, reguires
that they should be stopped, reproved, and punished.
Fox reports that but for these new Houses of Refuge many youth would not
have been incarcerated as the courts were generally unwilling to imprison
them.d He goes on to comment:
The ﬁnqualified adoption by the courts and the philanthropic

protestations of the reformers and their disregard of any
punitive purpose were the major factors contributing to the

;Gf
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¢reation ef the myth that the New York House of Refuge marked
a voble triumph in child welfare rather than the complex and
ambivalent development that it was,®

From the mid-nineteenth century on, state training schools gradually

replaced the Houses of Refuge. The dncarceration of youth in training schools

psontinued to be held in higher regard than prisons and mental asylums by
contempordary obgervers due to their less custodial appearance. There was
st lease some recognition that inmateg of the juvenile institutions would
be raleased within a relatively short period of time and returned to their
eomaundtdes,  In the meantime, the purpose of these institutions was to
remave children from the supposed evils of urban life. A superintendent
of ong such institution suggested in 1901, that delinquents be:
taken away from evil associations and temptations, away from
the moral and physical filth and contagion, out of the gas-
light and sewer gas; away out into the woods and fields free
from temptation and contagion; out into the sunlight and the

pure, sweet air of the meadows...’

A high proportion of these institutionalized children were immigrants

ot the ehildren of recent immigrants. Virtually all were poor. Many were

minor offondera, or indeed were not gullty of any criminal offense. The
ghild-gaving movement, as Platt has termed it, was essentially concerned
with youngsters regarded as pre-delinquent. Fox comments:
Major offenders were, from the beginning, left to the adult
eriminal system... This central concern for morally untar-
nished minor offenders has been a characteristic of Ameri-
can juvenile justice from the outset.8
Managers of juvenile institutions complained about the presence of more

asrious juvenile offenders who they feared would adversely affect other

youngsteva through contact with them,
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B. The Significance of the Illinois Legislation; 1899

Commentators on‘the history of American juvenile justice have disagreed
on the significance of the Iliinois legislation which formally established
the first juvenile court in 1899.° Itvmay well be that the procedure was
not innovative; it merely confirmed an informal approach to the adjudication
and disposition of juveniles. The legislation was, however; significant in
allowing for probation as an official disposition of the court. Probation,
especially for juveniles, was to gain rapidly(as an alternative form of
disposition to the courts. By 1907 there were 795 probation officers in
the United States, and this figure had increased to 3800 by 1937 and 25,000
by 1970. By 1927, every state except Maine and Wyoming had juvenile court
laws, and Wyoming was the only state without a juvenile probation system.

During the nineteenth century removal from the home was seen by many
as of paramount importance. This removal involved either placement within
an institution (which in many cases came to be modelled upon a."family sys-
tem" or the '"village'), or with another family.. There was in fact widespread
movement of youngsters to new families, in many‘cases to rural homes in o
Western states. The use of probation implied ahéommitment by the state to
retain children within their own homes rather than removing them from their
environment. One writer observed:

By drawing on other community resources, proBation would,
at least in theory, provide the leverage to make possible
a wide variety of different dispositions to match the variety
of juveniles and their problems.10 S
Probation services and the juvenile court developed togethef diring this
century,’and in many instances probation has remained administratively wiﬁhin

the juvenile court structure.
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. Although probation supervision became Increasingly professional in %?D ‘
| prientarion 1t has generally been characterized by high caseloads and l Provo (Utah).* On occasion the term "half-way house" has been used to
fadrly minfmal Intervention fn the Lives of probationers. Probation had mean an alternative disposition to incarceration rather than a transitional
L trn ﬁﬂtl? beginnings as a process for keeping certain individuals ffom @ placement following incarceration. The Florida Division for Youth Services
penal fngtitutions vather than as a treatment program in the community. made a large investment in the late 1960s in half-way houses which involved
kﬁy the middle of this century it was being argued that if probation was : | daily guided group meetings for residents and staff.
® really to serve m} a vigble alternative to incarceratiom it must offer 1. There was also the development of group homes, which have tended to
intensive racher than minimal supervision. LaMar Empey, for example, in % be less intensive in tefms of programming than the special units discussed
a poper prepaved 4o 1967, argued that regular probation appeared to be ? above. These residential settings are usually privately run on a contract
® sffoctive with many offenders and that intensive supervision might well ® | | basis with state or local agencies and tend to have less than ten youths.
be offective for many of those who would otherwise be incarcerated.ll A Foster homes, for long or short-term placement, continued to be used but
numbarléf probation departments have established special units with smal- with less overall significance than during the last century. The develop—~
® ler cascloads witzh this purpose in mind.*® o ment of new alternative programs was the result of initiatives at wvarious
. ‘levels. On occasion it was state agencies (an innovative example in the
‘ G- Commundty Intervention as an Alternative to Incarceration 1960s was the New York State Division of Youth), or probation departments
" '@ (sometimes encouraged by state agencies, as with the Probation Subsidy Pr;)-

Thory were & number of variations on the theme of intensive community

intepventlon as sn alternative to incarceration. These included residential gram in California which was initiated in 1966), or private agencies (as

N "' : - 4 .
and non~rasideatial programs, many of which were based upon group-work with the Boys Republic's Silverlake program in Los Angeles).

racher than an individual casework approach. One of the first group-work It should be noted, or course, that not all.the residential programs

4 ?’fﬁgmnﬂ m‘ .h& established quickly emerged as something of a model. The developed by probation departments and private agenciles can be termed

A Y A e "wewﬁsw,‘w s

Hightlelds Program in New Jersey, set up in 1950, provided short-term resi- altematiyes to incarceration., Some probation departments, for example

i
o

: L ) ; : ' , .
destinl care for twonty boys. Daily group meetings, based upon Guided Group / Los Angeles County, operate a nmetwork of "camps' and "ranches” which are
Interaction, were M‘m 48 an iﬁt‘:agrnl part of the progrém. By the late in every sense penal institutions. ' Private agencies have, since the last
™ 19505 » numbor of variants of Wighficlds had been developed. Some of these o | century, operated training schools and other incarcerative programs. It
it ‘mn“riﬁiiﬁi&ﬁthl pt‘agtnnﬁ‘ as in Essexfields (New Jersey) and ~would certainly be an error to assume that state agencies have a monopoly

on juvenile incarceration.

*Martinson and his colleagues in their veview of the correctional evalua-
tlon literature d4d [ind that “Intensive probation supervision (15-ward : :
gaie load) 18 associatoed with lower recldivism rates for males and females : ¥ ) . '
under 18." They did not find this fo be the case with adults. Douglas

Lipton, ¥obert Martinson and Judith Wilks, The Effectiveness of Correctional
Traatpent: A Sorvey of Troatwent Evaluation Studies (N. Y.: Praeger, 1975, p. 55).

*Both Essexfields and Provo were subjyec:.téd to careful evaluation. Both :
programs lasted less than four years due to lack of funding (see Chapter IV).

| -10-
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D, Natdonal Commission, and Legislation 1967-1974

By the end of the 19608 the incarceration of juveniles received less
political support and increased attention was given to alternative disposi-
tions. The efforts of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice (1967) served to erystallize these views. One

paper prapared for the Commission found that authorities in correctional

services for juveniles were in agreement that traditional forms of incarcera-

tion in correctional institutions should be avoided as far as possible, and
that the alternatives must be broad and diversified enough to encompass a
wide ranpe of offenders.l? The Commission recommended the development of

it e v
more extensive community programs providing special, intensive treatment as

an aleernative to dnstitutionalization for both juvenile and adult programs.'13

1t did not, however, rule out the possibility of reforming correctional
institutions and put forward a model of the small institution that would
provide "flexible community-oriented treatment."lé

81x years later, in January 1973, the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals published its report. Established by
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, this Commlssion developed
# sarics of adviaury standards which state and local systems have been
ﬁneauraged to examine in light of their current practice and planning. 1In
regard to juvenile offesders the Commission took a more "deep-end" focus

than. nny offleial body before 1:. In particular its Standards state:

) Fhys
Eaeh orrestional agency administering State institutions for juvenile...

oftendora should adopt immediately a policy of not building new major
Institutdons for juveniles under any circumstances..,'l5 and, "All major

instdtutdony for juveniles should be phased out over the five year period."16

=11
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In the commentary the Commission stated that it was persuaded by the facts
that "...existing institutions for juveniles should be closed. The pri-
mary purpose to be served in dealing with juveniles is their rehabilitation
and reintegration, a purpose which cannot be served satisfactorily by State
inétitutions."l7 The Commission went on to say that '"the responsibility

for these offenders (should be) transferred to local communities."18

There are few indications that the Commission's five year deadline
for closing juvenile institutions is being taken very seriously anywhere
in the United States. The cne exception occurred while the Commission was
still deliberating. In the early part of 1972 the Massachusetts Department
of Youth Services closed its major institutions. One year later the three
county training schools in that state also closed. The Massachusetts exper-
ience has reverberated throughout the nation. It has been singularly for-
tunate that a major research effort was undertaken by the Harvard Law Schqol
Center for Criminal Justice in 1970 with funding for a seven year period.
The Hérvard research reports are playing an incfeasingly important part in
disseminating information about the Massachusetts experience, which was
undoubtedly a threatening event for‘many correctional administrators else-
where. No other state system has so dramatically undertaken to decarcerate

youths in the deep-end. Bureau of Census compilations of numbers of juven-

iles in public detention and correctional institutions throughout the United

States show a fairly marked decline between 1971 and 1973.% The National

Assessment of Juvenile Corrections at the University of Michigan finds

)

During ‘this two year period there was a drop from 54,729 to 45 ,694, repre-
senting a decline of 16 percent. Note this data does not take into account

any youth in private correctional facilities.19

-12-
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that "ehe tradicioral training school or public institution continues to be
the dominant choiee for disposition of juvenile offenders."20

In addition to Massachusctts other state agencies have attempted to
reduce juvenile inecarceration by various strategies. Reference was made
agarlier to California where a probation subsidy scheme is intended to reduce
court cammifala to the California Youth Authority and encourage counties to

provide alternative programs. There is disagreement whether or not the

subgidy acheme has dn reality reduced overall incarceration.
E.  The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act; 1974

There has been little federal leadership until very recently; a number
of fedeoral agencies funded juvenile delinquency programs but without much
coordination., After lengthy hearings by the Senate Judiciary's Subcommittee
an Juv&nila Delinquency under the chairmanship of Senator Bayh, legislatiog
wag enacted In September, 1974 setting up an Office of Juvenile Justice and
Dolinquency Prevention within the Justice Department's Law Enforcement
Asaistance Administration. This legislation is significant in a number of
raspects with reyaxdg to community-bagsed alternatives to incarceration:

(L) 4t establishes the potential for federal leadership
and coordination of juvenile justice.

(2) 4t specifies the urgency for "critically needed alterna-
tives to instdtutionalization.”

(3) it speeifically lays down removal of "status offenses'
from iastitutions within two years of the submission of
& state plan,

The Act provides that block grants to state and local governments will

be made on condition that not less than 75 percent "shall be used for advanced

tochniquas in developing, mq&aﬁaining and ekpandiug programs and services

to yr&vant Juvenile delinquency, to divcrt youngsters from the Fjuvenile

detention and correctional facilities."2l The Act mentions a number of
examples of community-based programs, and also advocates state—widﬁ pfo—
grams "through the use of probation subsidies, other subsidies, other fiﬁan—
cial incentives or disincentives to units of local government, or other
effective means, that may include but are not limited to programs designed
to:

(1) reduce the number of commitments of juveniles to ;ny form
of juvenile facility as a percentage of the State juven-
ile population;

(2) increase the use of nonsecure community-based facili-
ties as a percentage of total commitments to juvenile
facilities; and

(3) discourage the use of secure incarceration and detention.

In addition, the newly established Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention will be making discretionary grants to forward similar ends.
There have ¢1ear1y been few initiatives taken by state systems. How-.

ever, it remains to be seen whether the new Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention will be able to develop a coherent plan for fulfilling

the goals of the 1974 Act.
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y CHAPTER III

KEY ISSUES SUMMARY

A. Definitional Issues

® 1. Incarceration

There is general agreement that an alternative to incarceration must
at least differ in type from the incarcerative setting. One recent study
) defines incarceration as "collective residential restraint."™ Generally,
the centralhfeature of incarceration is taken to be its confining nature,
resulting largely from limitations placed on movement in and out of a facil-
@ ity. Incarcerative settings clearly include prisons, jails, reformatories,

training schools and secure hospitals.

2. Community-Based

The term "community-based" has produced considerable confusion. Claims,
for example, have been made thdat some training schools are community-based
by virtue of their location in a "community." The most thorough conceptual
work on this problem is being undertaken by Robert Coates who is interested
in linkages with the community rather than location.l Coates follows
Smelser's definition of community: '"Community means the smallest local terri-
tory which incorporates a network of relationships providing most of the
goods and services required by persons living within the boundaries of a
territory."2 Coates then suggests how to most usefully conceptualize the
term:

The words "community-based" focus our attention on the nature
of ' the linkages between programs and the community. A key

set of variables which sharply focusses on this linkage notion
® which provides a basis for differentiation among prograns is
the extent and quality of relationships between program staff,
clients and the community in which the program is located...
The nature of these client and staff relationships with the

community provides the underpinning for a continuum of ser-
vices ranging from the least to the most ccmmunity-based.

®

* « o
Unpublished draft of the report of the Committee for the Study of Incarcera-
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Generally, as the fiequency, duration, and quality of commun-

ity relationships increase the program becomes more community-
based.3
The conceptualization of community-based programs along a continuum provides e

the basis for regarding programs relative to each other as well as relative
to incarcerative facilities.

Some evidence exists which shows that programs located in the community -
may well‘bé'relatively unsuccessful in developing linkages with that community.

Empey and Lubeck, in their study The Silverlake Experiment, drew attention

to the shortcomings of the Silverlake program in this regard despite the
fact that the group home was located in a residential neighborhood.4 Simi-
larly researchers involved'in the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections
caution that: "community treatment can become semantic trivia for traditional
programs, whose physicai'iqcation iq an urban community is the sole basis
for identifying the program as communit§-based."5

One issue which is not addressed by Coates is whether an’offender is

placed in a program located within his own community or elsewhere. There

are some indications that residential community-based programs result in

removal of the youth from his own community, and in some instances involve

being placed considerakies distances from home.

B.  Program Issues - ; ®

1. The Range of Programé
The most comprehensive information on the current range of ?rograms
is being assembled by the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections.

This study reports that community-based programs for juveniles can be found

in every state, but that the number and proportions of these prograins are ‘

limited and highly skewed among the states. NAJC finds a great variety of
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such programs, ranging from group homes, halfway houses, day care, group
foster care to open residential centers.® The study outlines a number of
other provisional findings in relation to the range of current programs.
These include:

(1) Information about community-based programs is lacking
within and between states.

~ (2) Programs vary widely in size, with day treatment centers,
for example, ranging from 10 to 85 youth, and residential
programs from 3 to 54. The mean sizes of non-residential
and residential programs was reported to be 25 and 6
respectively.

(3) The location of many smaller group homes, sometimes termed
foster group homes, is often not within the urban area
from which the youth comes and eventually returns. The
researchers comment: "For urban minority youth, who com-

. pose a disproportionate number in most juvenile justice
systems, the group home lifestyle is often incongruous,
and only makes re-integration into the urban world more
difficult."”

(4) Larger group homes and halfway houses, are often located
in urban and suburban metropolitan areas, and are primar-
ily located in states that have made a determined effort
to move away from reliance upon the training school.

(5) In no state are there sufficient programs to handle all

" of the juveniles who are available for referral to such
programs. The study found that in none of the 16 sample
states were there a sufficient number of community-based
programs to serve even 50 percent of those youth committed
to the state or who required a program other than general
probation. . The researchers comment: "There is much dis-
cussion about community-based programs, but at present,
they are not a viable alternative in most of the country.
Moreover, community-based programs are often initiated
with federal 'LEAA funds awarded on a short=term basis;
and many fade away after a year or less,"8

(6) Day treatment centers and other types of non-residential
programs are very much in a minority, and it seems do not
exist in some states at all. The limited attention that
has been given to the development of non-residential pro- -
grams is one of the central features of the contemporary
scene. . LaMar Empey has commented that there is no reason
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ko suppoge "forced residence in a community group home
18 superior to non~residential programming.' He went
on to observe: "If special problems are created solely
because delinquent youngsters are forced to leave their
home, then care should be taken not to escalate the
grounds whereby they might be defined as delinquent."”9

2,  Propram Hetworks

Community~based programs can exist as part of a network of alternative
pervieens,  Some state agencies are becoming more sensitive to arranging both
pimultancous and sequential delivery of services to youth. A youth, éor
cxample, may receive services from more than one program as his/her alter-
nutive to docarceration. Such planning 1s, however, very rare, and the
gonceptunlizing of issves involved is only at an early stage. Research
goncerning program networks has been undertezken by the Harvard Law School
Criminol Justice Center in dits study of dhanges in Massachusetts youth
ecorrections.  Robert Coates and Alden Miller have made a distinction between
ﬁragram:aans and program strategies. The total of all programs designed
ﬁﬁ fulfill a given Ffunetdion are defined as a program set. Strategies are
the gpecific plans which define goals on an operational level and devise
penaral meang for attaining those goals. Specific programs are the means
for im@iamﬁncingktha ptrategies, They observe that'cbis distinction has
{mporvant Implications for evaluation, commenting:

Because of the rapld turnover of specific programs‘in a
changing correctional system, the different strategies become
the principal focus for evaluation with the individual pro-
gramg (astrategy components) being secondary.lo .

Important as this conceptual work is, it is probably not applicable to
wmany situations ag they currantly exist., The scene as described by NSJC and

elsevhere 1o fragmentary in nsture, with programs often operating in total
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ignorance of what else is happening. With the exception of perhaps one or
two states, there 1s little evidence of strategies as outlined by the Har-
vard researchers.

3. Discretionary Justice

One of the assumptions which has guided the development and use of
community~based programs is that they can offer more humane care than
correctional institutions. It has, however, been argued that many of the
assumptions and procedures of prisons and training schools are being mani-
fested in alternative programs.ll Of particular concern in this regard
is the use of discretion and the lack of distinction between the provision
of rehabilitative services and control in community programs. The broad
use of discretion in the provision of treatment services is an‘important
issue to. consider, for treatment in a correctional context is transformed
into a form of social control. . This is the case because treatment can be,
and usually is, forced upon inmates/clients.12

) Péul Lerman, in his study of the California Community Treatment Program

k(CTP) found discfetionar& power. is often defended as being necessary for

. treatment. Its use, however, can result in some unanticipated consequences.

He notes that heavy emphasis upon treatment has almost entirely obscured

the controlling activities of programs:
The imbalance between control and treatment‘activiﬁies in
CTP indicates that the policy of right to treat can in prac-
tice, yield more control than treatment experiences for
youth. Without an alternative policy to confine and check

. : the dominant aspects of correctional programs, there is no
assurance that community treatment programs will diminish

the social costs to individuals; nor will they automatically
be associated with social benefits for society.l3
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€. TPoliey Issues

1,  The Parens Pacriae Tradition

Juventle fustice hns»beeq dominated by the notion of parens patriae,
whieh was formalized by the ereation of the juvenile court in 1899. The
primiry fusction of the juvenile court and corrections has been the pro-
vision of rebhabilicative gervices in “the best interests of the child."

»

Beglnning with Kent and Gault, there has been a gradual redefinition of

the parens patriae concept. Though these important decisions brought some

element of due progess to the adjudicatory stage of the juvenile court,

the pragtiaa of providing treatment remains the hallmark of the juvenile
Justiee pystem and its correctional programs. Litigation based upon the
Tach amendment, holde that a juvenile must be,giveﬁ the right to treatment.

The juvenile court asnd correctional agencies in exercising parens patriae

ahould, it is contended, provide appropriate treatment as a quid pro quo
for the confinement of youth who have not received full due process pro-
teation In court, 7 | |

Titdigntion based on this right to treatment has provided some impetus

for the use of conmunity-based programs instead of incarceration. However,

many akaayvmxs have become increasingly concerned about the danger of legiti-

wizning the notlon of involuntary treatment or parens patriae that is inherent

o vight to treatment licdgation. In this regard, David Rothman has referred

to right to treatmont sults as involving a “noble lie" in order to bring
ﬁh@ut;ﬁﬁmmuﬁicywbaaed.alcgrnntives to incarceration‘14 Rothman sees this
m@%g&v&% #a balug o double edged sword that in the long run might justify

aﬁyﬁnﬁtr&ati@nal policy that yurporcs‘te deliver treatment.

"‘?22‘%
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A central policy issue concerning how community-based programs are used
arigses from the contemporary challenge to the treatment philosophy of the
juvenile justice system. There is general agreement that the juvenile court
has failed in two ways. Justice Fortas stated:

There is evidence... that there may be grounds for concern
that the child receives the worst of both worlds: that he
~  gets neither the protectious accorded to adults nor the

solicitous care and regenerative treatment postulated for
children.l?

The challenge is coming from‘at least two directions. First, tlere are those
who advocate a more legalistic system based upon a "justice model" of inter-
vention; juvenile justice would be primarily concerned with providing spe-
cific sanctions for criminal offenseé while making treatment voluntary.16
This approach is in response to the abuses of individual rights that have
been perceived as a consequence of the treatment function of the juvenile
justice system. The second challenge comes from those, such as James Q.
Wilson, who see the justice system as failing to protect the public from
sérious offenders. Observers such as Wilson stress the punitive and deter&
rent purposes of a justice system and argue for fairly long periods of
incarceration for youthful offenders who commit violent crimes or who are

recidivists.l7

2. Conflict over Dispositional Jurisdiction

Public concern over certain types of offenders has direct implicatibns
‘for comﬁunityﬂbased‘alternative programs, especially with regard to the
dispositionél process which determines the target populétion for community-~
based programs. Of pgrticular significance is the conflict beﬁwéen the courts

and corrections agencies'as to program placement decisions. The wide and



QVQrié?ping diseretion enjoyed by both is being'subjecté& to reexamination

by a nurber of bodies including che ongoing Juvenile Justice Standards Pro-

jeet of the Iostitute of Judicfal Administration and American Bar Association.
The Harvard Lav School study of changes in Massachusetts is paying

#loge attentfon to the changing relationship between the State Department of

Youth Services and the juvenile courts. 8 The main question in Massachusetts

iﬁ'ggg,ﬁhauid make placement decisions for committed youth - the court or

119 rhe conflict extends to include questions as to how certain types

of offenders should be handled. |

3. Replacing or Supplementing Incarceration?

However the dispositional decisions are made, it often appears to be

?&ﬁ eaae that mony of the youngsters\who are found at the deepest end of

the gystem are not in faet Lhﬁloffenders who cause serious public alarm.
One~third of all incarcerated youth (and in the case of girls alone, more
than half) are in faet status offenders.20 This situation underlines the
bagle policy decision concerning the role of community-based programs as
alternatives to dncarceration. Are community-based programs intended to
replace iﬂ&axaataticn or merely to supplement its use?™ If the latter option
is chonen, the gonsoquence may be a widening of the net by placing juveniles
in commundlcy~based programs who would not in éll 1ikelihood have been incaré
covated, and who wight otherwise ha§e'beenlsﬁbject to no or té to miniméi

ingﬁtv&ngian$
| Ona polley cholpe then, 1s whether community-b&séd programs will be
used a5 alternatives to incarceration for youtp who are located at théhdeep—

ast ond of ﬁhﬁ system, Sughuagyoliéy'was undertaken in Massachusetts, its

,Sﬁgxivﬁnd Selo ralse the same issue in "Some Selected Findings from the
Natdonal Asponsment of Juvenile Cotrections,” Paper presented at the American

Corrveetional Associstion, Nashville, Tennessee, August, 1975. , '
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premise being that unless incarcerative facilities are eliminated or reduced
in capacity they wili continue to be u&ed despite the availability of alter-
natives.

The second policy choice concerns the use of community-based programs
fo£ minor offenders who are in the shallow end of the system. This approach
is premised on the belief that the development of alternatives will induce
courté to chaqge their dispositional patterns, and thereby make less use
of incarcerative settings for such offenders.. Limited experience provided
by the California Probation Subsidy program, and programs in other states,
suggests that the shallow end approach may have unanticipated consequences,
and in the loug run, may not affect the total numbers of youth being incar-
cerated.

The policy choice between the deep end and shallow end needs to be made
explicit. Given the increased emphasis on alternatives to incarceration,
and funding under the Juvenile Justice Legislation, it is important that
the goals of each approach be clearly stated, and that monitoring procedures
are developed to ipsure they are met.

4, The Delivery of Services and Quality Control

Of considerable importance is the prbblem‘of accountability for commun~

ity programs. This issue is of particular concern when state agencies pur-

- chase services from the private sector. The experience to date has clearly

been mixed. There has, for example, been considerable criticism and inade-
quate monitoring of the services provided by ppivate agencies to delinqﬁent
youth in New York2l andkother places.‘ Elsewhere, aé in Massachqsetts, the
private sector has been able t§ ptovide a wide range of services with the

state agency being able to make’considefable,progress in its moniEbriﬁg and

quality control mechanisms.
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Yot, the avarali level of accountability in monitoring of juven-
$le justice activities throughout the UnitedeCaces is poor. As a commen-
rator on the natfonal juvenile justice scene recently observed:
The most important negative aspect of the diverse and complex
organization of our services for children is an almost complete

loss of accountability on the part of juvenile organizations.22

5. Governmental Responsibility

L]

The contemporary national scene is extremely diverse with regard to the

vespective roles of state and local government in the administration of juvenile

correctiong., The Natdonal Assessment of Juvenile Corrections reports that

the trend 45 cowards centralized state responsibility for an increasing range

of programs. Even where this is the case there is considerable variation in

the patterns of dnter-velationship between the state corrections agency and

other wrate ageneles fnvolved. The NAJC researchers report: e
Eva:ywharevwe have found major problems in achieving closely
mesbed eollaboration among services for young offenders and
other youth with related problems or characteristics. Further-
wore, these problems persist at all levels of government and
of administration or operation.?

With reapect to the role of the federal government, as noted in the

pravious chapter, the 1974 1agislation and the creation of an Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention provides the peotential for leader—- -

ahip in tha devolopment of a national juvenile justice policy. However, the
role that the Office will take relative to state juvenile justice systems
iu'aﬁlyén unclear., With the de-emphasis of the federal governmest's role in
nrare activities, the impact of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention on state juvenile justice policiss will remain problematic.

' paper, 1974.
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SURVEY OF THE RESEARCH LITERATURE



A, Clasgifications and Research Areas

1n surveying the research literature on community-based alternatives
ko incareeration for Suveniles, one cannot avo%d‘the conclusion that both
the numbers of studies and the quality are, with a few exceptions, generally
low. Leslie Wilkins' comment on the state of correctional research applies
with pa;niaqiar accuracy to this area: '"The nature of our ignorance is only
begianing to be revealed." This survey briefly looks at the findings to
date and polnts out some of the gaps In the focuses of the research.

Although the boundaries are indefinite it is helpful to use Eleanor
Horlos's three clnpsifications for community alternatives to incarceration:?
1) ppeclalized units of probation and parole agencies (probation 'plus" or
more intensive involvement and supervision than normal prdbation);* 2) non-
ronidential intensive treatment (attendance centers, gulded group interac-
tion programs); or 3) residential programs and out-of-home placement alter-
natives. The fourth area reviewed will be research with a far-reaching
focus that includes political and agency context within which programs are
19¢a¢ﬁdi

1+ Specialized Unics in Probation and Parole

n. The California Community Treatment Project
The best know and most widely cdted study of intensive community super-
vislon versus dnstitutionalization i1s the California Community Treatment

Project (CTP) which begon in 1961.% From a pool of delinquent first cffen-

dars sent to the California Youth Authority by the juvenile court, delinquents

wzﬁ,ardar to provide n comprehensive overview of the research probation/
parele superviaion iy discussed here although it was not included in the
£ieldwork for this NEP study (See Chapter I).
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were randomly institutionalized or released immediately to community treat-—

ment centers with small caseloads. The juveniles were classified according
to I-level® and each of the 8 different I-levels received community treat-
ment deemed appropriate for that level. The results of the official CTP
reports have been consistently positive; a significantly higher overall
success rate for project participants is claimed. The findings of CIP

have been reanalyzed by many researchers, most notably Robison and Sn;ith,4
Lerman,” and Martinson.© They all come to a similar conclusion:

The experimentals were no less delinquent in their behavior
than the controls; in fact, they committed more "known"
delinquent offenses than the controls. This is probably

an effect of increased supervision... In the light of
these facts CTP gives little support to the thesis that
probation is superior to institutionalization for reduc-
ing the recidivism rate. There appears to be no difference
between the two approaches. One might, however, still
argue in favor of "community treatment' on humanitarian

or economic grounds.7

b. The Community Delinquency Control Proiject

In 1964 the California Youth Authority began another community-based
treatment program for young offenders who otherwise would have been institu-
tionalized. The Community Delinquency Control Project (cpcp) 8 provided
intensive community supervision and made use of a wide variety of treat-
ment types such as intensive individual counseling, group and family counsel-
ing, psychilatric services, remedial tutoring, and activity groups. CDCP
differed from CTP in that it did not use I-level classification. The
results of the 'project showed that the experimental group and the control

group showed no major differences in recidivism.

*The Interpersonal Maturity Level Classification System focuses on the
ways in which the individual is able to see him/herself and the world.
See Marguerite Warren ''Interpersonal Network Level Classification System.
A Review of Accumulated Research in the California Youth Authority,"
Sacramento: Department of Youth Authority, May 1974.
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Depending on the perspective of the interpreter, these findings can ) , :
: considerable responsibility in program decision-making, and different stages

: be dnterpreted in different ways. Jeffrey Koshel? says that this demon— :
« . in group development were described by the researchers. The youths in the

strates that community treatment 1s a failure and we should explore it Y ,
, Provo program were compared with two control groups, ycuths on regular

no ferther, EBleanor Harlow draws a far different conclusion from the ~
probation and youths incarcerated within a training school. Using a 6-month

game studies:
follow-up Empey and his coclleagues found that the success rate of youths

° The Community Delinquency Control Project, like the Commun~ \ L ] . . .
: ity Treatment Project, has not yet provided unqualified placed in the Provo program and on probation was similar (77 percent) and
4 )
support for the thesis that management of offenders in . . : : :
the community is significantly more successful in prevent- in comparing those youths who completed both programs the Provo youths did
ing further erime than institutionalization. However, :
both programs have demonstrated a more important fact: slightly better. = The training school graduates were nearly twice as likely
e offenders normally not released to community supervision e )
; con be as safely, and at least as effectively handled in to recidivate than the other two groups. Empey went on to follow up both
intensive intervention programs without institutionaliza-
tion. 0 groups for four years, at the end of which he demonstrated that the experi-
7, 'Nonraaidential Inten.sive Treatment _ v , mental group was doing better. The frequency of arrests (comparing pre-
® . | , * . : : :

Dayeare programs provide an alternative' to institutionalization for and post-intervention periods) decreased for the experimental group at more
adfudicated delinquents, The youth lives at home and participates in : than twice the rate of the control group. He also showed that the costs
education and counseling programs during the day. Aside from the milieu ‘ involved were considerably less for the Provo program as compared with the

o , ' L 4 . . . V
therapy studies there has been little evaluation of this type of program ; incarcerative setting.
and evidence. b. Essexfields

a, Provo Propram ' ; : Another nonresidential milieu therapy program subject to evaluation
® I ' . .

Nonregidential milieu therapy, for juveniles who were possible candi- was Essexfields.l? These boys, 16 to 17 years old, had daily work, group

dates for incarceration, has been subjected to some evaluation. The most g sessions and probation. The Essexfields boys were compared to three control

lmporrant of thase studies was undertaken in Px:ovd (Utah) by LaMar Empey. 11 o - ‘ grkoups;‘re‘gular probation, Highfields type residential center plus probation,
This progrom dnvolved 20 boys, aged 15-17, in an intensive daily schedule and state reformatory plus parole:
of work or school which wag combined with Guided Group Interaction sessions. ' ' The boys placed on regular probation had a recidivism rate

significantly lower than the rate of either Essexfields,

. At night the youths returned to their own homes. ~ The intervention strategy ® ‘ §2§f§§°;‘§g§§2§§;‘sti; Egiﬁiiﬁﬁ?g;ri;omEziiﬁﬁietgz gigugm
‘ wa# based upon the assumption that much delinquent behavior was motivated ' residential centers or the reformgto’ry 13

and sanationsd by the offender's peer group, and that the group itself In 1ookipg; at these studies‘as a whole, Martinson concluded that milieu

' shauld \b&cmm the target and vehicle of change. The group was given ’ .e therapy in nonresidential centers for juveniles or youthful boys is ne{.ther
‘ ; . ) more nor less successful than other currently available treatment programs
- for similar offenders.
“‘31"’ . W



3.  Regidential Programs

-

A nurvey concluded in 1966 found that administrators of juvenile
custodial inﬁciﬁutianslbeliﬁVﬁd that over 25 percent of the juveniles
were admitted or retained in institutions because of a lack of specialized
foster howes, group homes or more suitable programs,l4 Foster homes are
vsed in every state to varying degrees; in spite of their widespread use,
thaere appears to be no systematic eyaluacioﬁ of their effectiveness.

s The Group Home Profect

A pubpart of CIP was The Group Home Project (1966-1969) which explored
the feasibllity of establishing specific types bf group homes for seriously
delinquent male adolescents.l® Claims were made that for all but one
type of offender (using I-level types), successfﬁl result5'were demonstrated.
Slnee thatéAwaa ne control or comparison group the accuracy of this claiﬁ

18 unknown,

b Achieveméent Place Homes
Avother well~known group home model is the Achievement Place Homes.l6
Thess are group homes of 6~8 adjudicated Juveniles, aged 12-15, who live
iu a home with two speclally trained "teaching parents.” The Achievement
Place moda)l hus been undergoing evaluation since its inception in 1967.
Sowe of the tentative conclusions are:
Thg A¢higvamenc Place group home model was acting as an
aitgrnn;iva to instlitutionalization for the majority of
youth it served. The youths who took part in the Achieve-
, ment Plage program were much less likely to be institution-
dlized within twe years after treatment than were similar.
youths who were oripinally treated in the institutional
program. 17 :
ih&‘ﬁﬁ%@&fi&ﬁﬁ Brovp wag not randomly assigned and}thexe are some striking
difforences botween the groups, The evaluators were careful not to over—

state their findings. They caution that currently:
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v2.1t is not yet possible to form definite conclusions
about the effects of the Achlevement Place treatment pro-
gram or about its possible sdcial policy implications for
the role of group homes in the continuum of services for
youth who become involved in the juvenile justice system.l

c. Highfields Program

A widely cited residential milieu therapy program was conducted in
Highfields, New Jersey, in the 1950s.19 This project provided 20 boys,
17 and 18 years old, with a short-term low-sécurity program. The boys

worked during the day and participated in G.G.I. in the evenings. The

- program claimed a somewhat lower recidivism rate than an ex post facto

comparison group that had long commitments at the reformatory. The lack
of comparability between the two groups and possible policy effects bring
into question the widely advertized claim that Highfields demonstrated
the effectiveness of milieu therapy. Again using Martinson to summarize:
When recidivism is used as a criterion, the superiority of
residential milieu therapy programs over other forms of
treatment is questionable, although there is no evidence
that participants in such programs do worse than those -

“in available a;ternative programs.

d. Silverlake Program

By'faf ﬁhe most comprehensive study of a single group home was conducted
in Silverlake, Los Angeles, dﬁring the late 19605 by LaMar Empey andféteVEn
Lubeck.?l It had a number of important elements: 1) it comﬁared randomly
assigned program youths with a similar group in an institutional setting
in terms‘of outcome; 2) it detailed interactions‘within the programg 3) it
documented the relationship Eetween the program and the community within

which it was located; and 4) if set out to test systematically a,théofy of

~delinquency from which the treatment intervention was désigned. The Silverlake
program was somewhat similar to Empey's earlier work at Provo‘and to the

- Highfields and Essexfields programs in that an attempt'wasAmade to create”
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and malntafln on antidelinquent culture. “7Twenty youths lived at the resié ‘
denee and atreaded the local school. The éﬁily group meeting served a
gentral purpose in the overall treatment design, but collaborative staff-
youth deeipion making was not confined to group meetings.

The research produced a number of interesting results. Through a
careful scudy of crltical inefdents, and through other measures, Empey
found that as the program developed both stéff and youths became increasingly
control oriented. It was found that both staff and youths were more inclined
to sanctlon program deviants as opposed to>rewarding positive behavior.
It was found that there was a high in-program failure rate in both settings;
in fact less than half of the $ilverlake youths completed the program.
Empay and Lubeek coneluded that the program was generally unsuccessful in
developing useful linkages with the community and thefe seemed to be little
advantage in its residential basis. Empey and Lubeck‘é éutcome measures
warg wiach more detailed than most other studies. They were interested in
of fenases committed during a one-year follow-~up, in the comparison of the
volume of offenses prior to and following the intervention period, and,
Finally, the level of seriousness of the offenses. They‘found that both
progroms had similar reeidivism rates but that youths who failed to complete
the prbgrnmgjwaru much more likely to recidivate than those Qho did. They

alyo demonstrated similar réduc;ions,(qver 70 percent) in the volume of

delinquency by both programs whaﬁKcomparing the years prior to the inter-

vantlon with a one-year follow-up period. ~ Both prbgrams also brought about

significant voductions in the volume of serious offenses. The only differ-

o ense demonstrated between the two programs was in terms of cost. Although

the Pér‘6i&miaﬁﬁt$ww¢:a‘mueh‘the same, the Silverlake youths remained in
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the program for slightly less than half the time than the control group
were incarcerated, making Silverlake considerably cheaper.

e. Outward Bound Schools

There has been some research attention given to Outward Bound Schools.
These involve a 26~day residential program in an isolated wilderness set-
ting’where groups of 12 boys (delinquent and nondelinquent) confront a
series of severe wilderness challenges. The.program ends with a 3-day
wilderness solo experience for each boy. A group of delinquents from
Massachusetts who otherwise would have been institutionalized went through

the Outward Bound School program.22 Of this group 20 percent recidivated

as compared to the 42 percent failure rate in the matched comparison group

_ who were institutionalized. This study has the normal external validity

problems, of any study using a non-random grouﬁ. For certain types of
juvenile offénders, such as those responding to an adolescent c¢risis, this
kind of program certainly warrants further exploration. ' Although it is |
not a panacea, this type of altérnative to institutionalization is one

of the few optimistic areas in the research literature.
B. . Massachusetts; the Harvard Study

Most of the research efforts have focused ﬁpon;individual programs,

and only rarely have théy attempted to take into account a network of
programs or a total system of youth corrections. The Community Treatment
Program which has been the subjgct of’considérable research by the research
division of the California Yoﬁth Authérity represents 4 partiél attempt at
examining some broad changes in juvenile justice processing.23 These
research reports should be considered in the light of the careful reanalysis
by Paul Lerman.24% The most comprehensive Study with a focusvuppn a,total
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systen under change is currently being undertaken at Harvard Law Schocl's Fregram details are gathered and updated and this

, material serves as a bakls for comparing different
Crenter for Criminal Justice, The research, which is funded for a seven-year periods of time, and as a baseline with which out-

, ® comes can be compared.
period, han a uwalque opportunity to document and evaluate the consequences
, , , (5) The Cohort Analysis. This involves a series of obser-
gf the decindon by administrators in the Massachusetts Department of Youth vations and panel interviews with a group of youths.
. The youths are interviewed at different stages for
Sprwicen to abandopn tralning schoolg in favor of a wide range of alter- , comparison purposes. The cohort sample consists of
' @ 400 youths committed or referred to the agency,

antive programs, Tha ahanges are the most far reaching of their kind to : together with a further 75 or so youths seen in the

detention setting.
have occurred Iin the United States and the Hatvard research results, as .

) - V The Harvard study has yet to be completed, although it has already
they appear, are being studied with great interest. The research design
: e published or otherwise made available many of its findings. A detailed
 has five centrsl components:?d
analysis of the broad political and organizational changes has been com-~
(1) Organizational efforts at the Agency's Central Office,

and political observation and interview efforts at the pleted,27 along with a number of useful conceptual papers.28,29 The
state level. Data 1is being collected which deals with ~

decigion making at headquarters level, with particu- ‘ ® subcultures comparison showed that youths in community-based programs
lar attention to the management of crisis situations.

There 1is some exploration of the organization and expect to be punished less frequently and rewarded more often by other

procagses of reform, :
youths than delinquents did in the older institutional cottages. It was
(2) Organizational and Political Analysis of Regional

Of fices. Regular surveys are supplemented by routine o also found that there is less evidence of delinquent subcultures in the
contact with regional personnel to describe how the

agency operates at a regional level. Changes in the new programs. The recidivism results are less definitive at this time,
types and ranges of programs are tracked, as are the ;

relationships of these programs and the local commun-— but it does not appear that the changes which have occurred have increased
“dtdes. ®

public risk from youthful crime, 30

et

(3). Program Subculture Study. . This evaluation is attempting ‘ :
to ddeatdfy the critical factors which create a favorable : - The Harvard study of the changes in Massachusetts represents the
goelal climate for constructive work with youths.

A study of youths in institutions undertaken in 1971
formed a benchmark apgainst which a subsequent study,

overall comprehensiveness that had been absent. Also on*goihg is the

|
in 1973, of youths in residential and nonresidential ?' broad-sweeping survey of the national scene being undertaken by the Univer-
programs was compared. Data collection methods include |
parvticipant observation together with informal and i sity of Michigan's National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections.3l Some
structured interviewing. OF particular interest is i _ ’ ' ; ;
the attention given to the extent, quality and fre- ? . tentative results have been made available and its main report should
q,ucmc%v of linkages between the program and the commun- ® .
’ ityga - soon be published. The Michigan team has develgped instruments to. measure
{4) Evaluation of Program organization and operation. This humaneness, fairness and justice factors and it will be of particular interest
avaluation relies upon observation, surveys and inter- : :
viewing, Program strategies are identified, as are to review the results of the exercise.32 It has been noted that these broad-

the rdactions to these programs by staff and youth.

reaching studies are very much in the minority. ~Most research has followed

-~38-
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a4 narvow focus on recidivism outcome, often involving only one or two
progroms. Comparative cost analysis, ﬁlthoggh it has occasionally been
ﬂndﬁr#ak&n, has remained in an embryonic form. An equation recently devel-
oped by John Holahan33 may prove useful in’che development of more sophisti-
eated work 1in this area. Research work on the deterrent effects of sanc-
tiong upon juveniles, also, has hardly begun. Some of these gaps in know-

ledge will be revieved in a later chapter.

-

NOTES

1
Roger H. Hood and Richard Sparks, Key Issues in Criminology.
New York: McGraw — Hill, World University Library, 1970.

2
Eleanor Harlow, "Intensive Intervention: An Alternative to

Institutionalization," Crime and Delinquency Literature, 2, No. 1
(February 1970).

-

3

Ted Palmer, "The Community Treatment Project: A Review of
Accumulated Research in the California Youth Authority" (Sa¢ramento:
Department of Youth Authority, May, 1974).

4
James Robison and Gerald Smith, "The Effectiveness of Correc~
tional Programs," Crime and Delinquency, 17, No. 1 (January 1971).

5
Paul Lerman, "Evaluative Studies of Institutions for Delinqueuts:
Implications for Research and Social Policy," Social Work, 13 (July 1968);
Community Treatment and Social Control (Chicago: University of Chkicago
Press, 1975).

6
Douglas Lipton, Robert Martinson and Judith Wilks, The Effective-

ness of Correctional Treatment: A Survey uf Treatment Evaluation Studies
(New York: Praeger Publications, 1975).

7
Robison and Smith, op. cit., p. 69.

8
Esther Pond, "The Los Angeles Community Delinquency Control.
Project Study: A Review of Accumulated Research in the California Youth
Authority'" (Sacramento: Department of Youth Authority, May 1974).

9

Jeffrey Koshel, Deinstitutionalization: Delinquent Children
(Washington, D. C.: An Urban Institute Paper, December 1973).

10 :
Harlow, op. cit., p. 13.

11
LaMar Empey and Maynard L. Erickson, The Provo Experiment: Eval-
uating Community Control of Delinquenqy (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath

and Co., 1972).
12

Richard Stephenson and Frank Scarpitti, "The Rehabilitation of
Delinquent Boys: Final Report' (New Jersey: Rutgers University, 1967).

~40-



13
Tdpton, Martinson, and Wilks, op. cit., p. 247.

14 ,
Dannell Pappenfort and Dee Kilpatrick, A Census of Children's
Benddentdnl Inntitutions 4n the United States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
I@lﬂﬂd&’ L966 (chicagn' Univeraity of Chicago Press, 1970)

5
Pond, op. clt., p. 62.
16
‘ Montrage Wolf, Elery Phillips and "Dean Fixen, Achievement Place:
Phape 1T, A Pinal Report, Center for Studies in Crime and Delinquency,
HiMH {May L, 197. ~ April 30, 1974).

17

Ib’idv 4 p; iiv
18

Ibid.
19

Lloyd McCorkIe, Albert Elias and Lovell Bixby, The Highfields
Story: An Bwperimental Treatment Project for Youthful Offenders (New York:

Holt Publighers, 1958).

20
Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks, op. cit., p. 259.
21

La¥iy Empey and Steven Lubeck, The Silverlake Experiment: Test-—
ing Delinguency Theory and Community Intervention (Chicago: Aldine, 1971).

22
Yrancis Kelly and Daniel Beer, Outward Bound as an Alternative
to Instituclonalizarion for Adolescent Delinquent Boys (Boston: Fandel
Prons, 1968)3 "Physical Challenge as a Treatment for Delinquency,” Crime
and Palinguency, 17, No. 4 (October 1971).

23

Ted Palmer, The Community Treatment Project in Petspectiﬁe:

29613973

973}«

'i(

24 :
Paﬁl Lerman, Comnunity Treatment and Social Control (Chicago:

‘naivmrairy of Chicogo Progs, 1975).

25

Lleyd E. Ohlin, Kabﬂrt B. Coates and Alden D. Miller, "Evéluating

thi Reform of Youth Gorrections dn Massachusetts," Journal of Research in
Lrims and Dolinduency, 12, No. 1 (Jaouary 1975).

wadi e

=397 (ﬁﬁvram&ﬂ26¢ Department of Youth Authority, Division of Research,

Pt

26
Quarterly Report of the DYS PrOJect (Harvard Law School: Center
for Criminal Justice, July 1975), pp. 17-20.

27
Lloyd E. Ohlin, Robert B. Coates and Alden D. Miller, ''Radical
Correctional Reform: A Case Study of the Massachusetts Youth Correctional
System," Harvard Educational Review, 44, No. 1 (February 1974).

28
Robert B. Coates, "A Working Paper on Community-Based Corrections:
Concept, Historical Development, Impact, and Potential Dangers (Harvard Law
School: Center for Criminal Justice). Unpublished paper.

29
Robert B. Coates and Alden D. Miller, "Evaluating Large Scale
Social Service Systems in Changing Environments: The Case of Correctional

Agencies' (Harvard Law School: Center for Criminal Justice, undated).
Unpublished paper.

30
Quarterly Report of the DYS Project (Harvard Law School: Center
for Criminal Justice, July, 1975).

31
Research Design Statement (Ann Arbor, Mich.: National Assessment
of Juvenile Corrections, June, 1972).

32
Rosemary C. Sarri and Elaine Selo, "Evaluation Process and Outcome
in Juvenile Corrections: Musings on a Grim Tale," eds. Park O. Davidson,
F. C. Clark and L. W. Hamerlynck, Evaluation of Behavioral Programs (Champaign,
Ill.: Research Press, 1974), pp. 253-303.

33
John Holahon, '"Benefit-Cost Analysis of Programs in the Criminal
Justice System,' unpublished Ph.D. dissertation (Washington, D. C.: Georgetown
University, 1971).

=42



FIELD RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A. Typological Framework

The review of the literature pointed t; three stated purposes. This
suggested the basis for a typological framework, which was dintended to
contribute to the site visit selection process and to the description
and analysis of the topic area. The three stated purposes were:

. (1) Rehabilitation:
(2) Reintegration;
(3) Nonintervention.

1. Rehabilitation

The rehabilitation purpose places emphasis on the distinctive charac-
teristics of the individual offender. Causes and the solutions to delin-
quent behavior are viewed as being located in the psyche of the individual
CHAPTER V offender. Rehabilitation is rooted in the medical model. Methods such
as Positive Peer Culture and behavior modification are exémples of rehabili-
tation programs.

One of the first community-~based examples of the rehabilitation approach
was the Highfields program in Néw Jersey, which has subsequently been emulated
and adapted in many other settings. Other examples include programs based

upon the notion of the therapeutic community, behavior modification with

the use of aversive therapy, and a varlety of individual psychological

programs.

2. Reintegration

® The reintegrative purpose derives from a different view of delinquency

and its causes. Robert Coates comments on its primary assumption:

e

i




Offenders find themselves in trouble with the law because

of situational factors experienced at home, at school, or

in the larger community. It is believed by proponents of
reintegration ...that adults and youth must be supported

in coping with the realities of their situation. Not being
able to cope, however, is not equated with sickness, nor

is 4t equated with sickness in the community. Not being

able to cope is perceived as a problem shared by the offender
and others in his environment.l

Delinyjuency, then, 1s viewed as resulting from a lack of adequate integra-
tion into the community. Rather than provid{;g treatment to the individuai
offender, the purpose of a reintegrative program is to insure that the
offender 18 linked to a wide rénge of programs and services which enable

the yapﬁh to develop a useful role within the community. Such services

might include education, recreation, and job training programs;

3. Nonintervention

Edwin Schur arrives at the purpose of nonintervention from the follow-

ing assumptions concerning delinquency:

delinquents are seen not as having speclal personal charac-
teristics, not even as being subject to socio-econcmic
,constrnints,‘but rather as suffering from contingencies.
Youthful "misconduct," it is argued, is extremely common;
delinquents are those youths who, for a variety of reaso;s
drift into disapproved forms of behavior and are caught ’
and “processed.'?

Schur gous on to say that the non-intervention purpose of delinquency
control efforts should consist of limiting the scope of delinquency laws

and a»grentar‘tcleranca of youthful behavior. Where the purpose of non-

intorvention might be applied to alternatives to incarceration, Schur

would ndvocates

uniformly applied punishment not disguised as treatment;
Increased formalization of whatever juvenile court proc;dures
remuain, in order to limit sanctioning to cases where actual
antisocial acts have been committed and to provide consti~
tutional safeguards for those pxoceeded\againsta3 | )

*

*

-
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The nonintervention purpose would specifically advocate the reduc-
tion of coercion in any provision of services to delinquent youths. The

basic intention with nonintervention is to "Jeave the kid alone when-

ever possible."”

B. Site Visit Selection Methodology

* 0f the several Phafe T National Evaluation Programs conducted, the
presgnt one ﬁas unique.;n that it.assessed-two somewhat convergent topic
areas, diversion and alternatives to incgrceration.

A telephone and mail survey addressed both topic areas. In addition
to economizing efforts, there was an additional advantage to combining
the topic areas. Much of the emphasis in the sité-visit methodology was
towér§ process‘and client flow through the juvenile justice process.
Although most site visit reports were written around a single prbgram in
one or the other topic area, the project gained some insights about the
diversion process even while assessing an alternative to incarceration
program and vice versa.

A major task of the project was to select 12 site visit locatiouns
in each of the two areas, for the field research. To ﬁhis end, data was
collected through: 1) telephone interviews and correspondgnce with state
planning agencies, juvenile justice personnel and programs; 2) program

descriptions provided by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's

Grant Management Information System (GMIS) and by the National Couricil on

Crime and Delinquency; and 3) a search of the available literature.

1. Telephone Interviews

The telephone survey addressed four main tasks: a) to discern how

~ the term "community-based alternatives to incarceration" was being utilized
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within the juvenile justice process; b) to determine the nature and exfent
of the universe of programs in this area; c) to explore the factors which

influenced thé'development of these programs; and d) to locate some repre-
sentative programs. At least three telephone interviews were conducted

in each state with the following juvenile justice persoamnel:

(1) The juvenile planner in the state planniﬁg'agency
or to whoever had knowledge of this area.

(2) An administrator-in the state agency responsible for
juvenile corrections. (Department of Youth Services,
in most instances.)

(3) Other persons knowledgeable about diversion or alter-
natives to incarceration programs as recommended in
interviews 1 or 2 including Office of Youth Develop-
ment personnel, court and probation officials, mem-—
bers of citizen advisory boards, private agency per-
sonnel and researchers.

It was anticipated that many respondents would be unclear as to what
was meant by the term community-based (alternatives to incarceration) and

interviewers were instructed to utilize the following definition: any

'communityébased program to which an adjudicated youth can be placed in

lieu of incarceration. Community-based means a relatively open setting

'~ dn which the youth has some outside involvement with the community.

2, Correspohdghce
At the completion of each interview with state planning agency per-

sonnel, the following written information was requested:

. A comprehensive state plan for juvenile justice.
. Recent or pending legislation pertaining to juvenile
justice.

. A listing of the broad types of (Alternatives to Incar-

ceration) programs in the state.

. Descriptive literature pertaining to programs.
+ - Research undertaken in the area,

This requeét was formalized in a letter to each state planning agency.
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3. GMIS and NCCD

Computer printouts describing programs funded by the Justice Department

were obtained from the Grant Management Information System (GMIS). of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The printouts were reviewed
to determine which programs fitted into the topic area. This was supple-
mented by information on programs and research in the area of community-
based alternatives to incarceration obtained from the National Council on

Crime and Delinquency's Center for Youth Development in Tucson, Arizona.

4. Quality of Information

The extent and quality of information obtained in interviews and
correspondence with state planning agencies and other respondents was

uneven and often inadequate. In most states, state planning agencies

were able to give only a limited description of the range of activities

in the area of community-based alternatives to incarceration.

5. Site Visit Selection Process

The initial universe of 400 programs was reduced so that the site
visits would represent: |
(a) Regional and population considerationé;‘
(b) Rural and urban settings;
(c) Age, race and sex differences of the youth involvéd;
i:(d) Residential and noﬁresidential~différences;

(e) The form of intervention used (following the typology
outlined in Part A).

The list was reduced in stages. From a list of 30 programs, 12 locations
were selected for site visits. In all, 15 programs were visited during

12 site visits (see Appendix A).
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6. Site Visit Methodology

The fleld research approach had three-central features: 'a) emphasis
on client flow in a "system' rather than viewing the program in isolation;
b) participant observation model; and c¢) the delineation of the separate
perspectives'of each interview respondent.

) Visits were conducted over a’period of one working ﬁeek,'with the
task of obtaining a description of the following characteristics of each
program:

(1) Clientele

(2) Program staff

(3) Program administration and funding
(4) Day-to-day program operation

(5) Interaction between the program and the juvenile
justice process

The participant observation approach has been described as "the cir-
cumstance of being in or around an ongoing social setting for the purpose
of’making a qualitative analysis of the Setting."l Since the information
to be gathered on the site visits was qualitative in nature, this approach
seemed most appropriate in that it would provide the flexibility necessary
to allow a valid description to be made of the programs and processes
observed.

In order to furﬁher facilitate this construction it was decided that
each member of the site visit’team wOuld adopt the perspective of one

class of participants and remain with that perspective for as long as it

~ remained useful. The three:perspectives developed were those of: 1) program

clientele; 2) program staff; and 3) "significant others," e.g., parents of
clients, community members and juvenile justice. personnel. including gudges,

probation officers and administrators.

B}
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An outline was developed that would provide the basis for open-ended
interview schedules, which specified the characteristics of the programs
and juvenile justice process that should be described.

Initially teams were composed of two project members and one parson
who lived in the area of the site, who was hired on ‘a contract basis.

The iocal member was located by contacting various colleges and univer-
sities near the site, making use of both faculty and students. It was,;ﬁ
soon discovered that the advantages of using this local person were far
outweighed by the disadvantages. While the local team member did have
greater ease in scheduling iﬁterviews, making further contact with the
program and gathering background information, this person was continually
hampered by lack of training in the approach used and orientation to the
issues of the topic area. It proved to be less expensive and more efficient
to either send an extra project team member, do more advance work by tele-
phone, or to send one of the regular team members a few days in advance of
the scheduled site=-visit week.

Preparations were begun three weeks in advance of visiting each site.

The program directors were contacted by phone and by letter, and descrip-

tive materials on the program were requested, including information on

funding, goals and objectives, daily routine, and clients and staff composi--
tion. Program staff were informed about the purposes of the National Evalu-

ation Projects and the structure of the site visit, ‘including who was to be

interviewed. "Significant others" in the juvenile justice system were con-

tacted and interviews arranged. Only the first two days were totally planned
in advance of the visit in order to allow teams members the flexibility to

respond to each individualeﬁxyh,



The week of the site visit began on Sunday evening and ended on Fri-

day. Each team met informally with the staff of the program on Sunday | - 1 ,
j‘_hr;‘?gi;mil;‘ﬁﬁ.ﬂg or HMondsy worning when passible to explain who they were, what O : Wadsworth gz:‘lliggillzﬂgé.f’migi)irjg:oiig% Settings (Belmont, Calif.:
their obiectives were, and what they planned zo do. This early meeting
* | wag Found to be very helpful dn elicicting the cooperation and trust of
ﬁrag;nm ataff. h ® .
| At the end of cach day the team met and discussed their findings ' .
™ baged on the p(ax:fipﬁct:ive eoch had taken, This information was then used | '
to plan the following day's activities and to insure that all aspects e
af the program and its funetdion within the juvenile justice process
] ware being covered.
An attempt was made to iInterview program staff and clients, parents 1®
| of clionts zzﬁd other community participants such as volunteers, and those
o ~involved at every major declsion point of a juvenile's experiences with
the jgwmxi,l:x justice system. The major :Ln;é;}}:ﬁl‘ew problems encountered .
gentarad around juveniles: sgome program staff refused to allow their
. gliente to be dnterviewed, graduates of 'p‘rOgrnms could not always be located,
and & numbee of those juveniles who wepe interviewed were noncfigﬁ\?unica'tive ¢
hﬁsﬁmx&% ﬁi’: the getting. In the last dnstance team members would try to
. o srrange to Inverviow juveniles away from the program, but this was not ,
always ;mﬁ#iblm | 1®
e g
|
_‘srj.;
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CHAPTER VI

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS:

FIVE FOINTS OF INTERVENTION

Introduction

Site visits were conducted at twel&e locations in‘order to assess a
representative range of programs said to be alternatives to incarceration.
The selection process was described in Chapter V. There was often consid-
erable disparity between program descriptions studied prior to the visits
and what was actually found to exist during the course of the field research,
Changes in legislétion, funding sou;ces or key personnel §0metimes result
in radical alterations of the program's demeanor. A recurring finding at
most locations visited was a state of flux and the anticipation of yet fur-
tper change.

This repbrt has stressed the importance of viewing programs within the
context of the juvenile justice process. The connections of each program
visited to the relevant decision-making points within the juvenile justice
process were a major focus of the field research. This chapter presents a
descriptive overview of the site visit findings; five programs have been
chosen that illustrate the diversity which is a central feature of the con?'
temporary scene.

The programs have been selected to illustrate some existing, but not
necessarily typical, points of intervention where alternative programs might
be used to prevent commitment to an incarcerativé setting. These various
points of intervention are illustrated in the first diagrém. The first two
programs (Public Defender's Counseling Program, SVR 12 and Multiple Services

Agency, SVR 3) might both be termed dispositional advocacy programs and as

‘such represent strategies rather than individual programs. Both programs

!

plan and broker sentencing alternatives for their clients; they are somewhat

unique and are by no means common forms of iIntervention. The other three

v
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| programs provide direct services in the form of a nonresidential alternative
. nehool (METRO, SVR 6), an Achievement Home ('Achievement, Model I, SVR 10) and |
a famlly group home (the Joe Blow Family Home, SVR 9). / P
Thic chapter reviews the essential descriptive aspects of each of the

five programs, EBach description is preceded by a diagramatic flow chart

whiel places the program within the local juvenile justice process. Y
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PUBLIC DEFENDER'S COUNSELING PROGRAM

(Site Visit Report 12)
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Diagram 2: PDCP WITHIN THE NEEDLEVILLE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
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L. Qrigio and History

The Public Defender's Counseling ?roggam,(PDCP),‘modeled on a simiqu”"
yoluntesr counseling program for adult offenders, was developed by the pub-
1ic defendeyr and a group of ex~offenders to provide pre-sentence counseling
for indigent juvenile offenders. Indtially, tﬁe pﬁﬁgram met with resistance
frof regulay probation staff who limited counselors' access to the juveniles

amd thelr files. The program has, however, gained the respect of the juw~

entle judge and chere is now the general feeling in the court that the exis-

tence of PDCP has incrcased the quality of pre-sentence planning for juveniles

among all court staff.

2, Polot of Intervention

“The nicial ccuﬁsél/cliant‘relationship in the PDCP is established upon
a refercval from the public defender immediatély upon his appointment at the
# ,
praliminary hearing.

3., HReferral Criteria

Nearly all juvenilesg who reach the preliminary hearing stage are found
Inddgent ond are appodnted an attorney from the public defender's office.
Because of the nature of juvenile court, social advocacy is ofﬁen more impor-
tant than légal hdvaﬁaty. In ninety percent of the cases, the ybuth will
plead guilty at the proliminary hearing and will be in need of social,
nentensing advocney ak this early stage. There is little doubt that PDCP
eltents are to be Formally dealt with, They have passed through several
sereening procedures that might'have routed ﬁhem.to informal adjustment: ‘
thely canes arc congidered serious encugh to be handled formally by the

eIt o oY

* Although fntervencion oceurs prior to actual adjudication, the repoxrt
wyritten by the counselor {s omly submitted at the dispositional hearing,
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4.  Program Services .

Specificéll&, the PDCP counselor provides three services: 1) the
counseior deals with all the nonlegal needs of the client; 2) the counselor
provides -a link between the client and possible community~based sentencing
alternatives; and 3) the counselor supports the client by relating to him
or her on a personal level and supports the atEorney by freeing him/her to
deal strictly with the legal issues of the case. The counselor as the
client's advocate urges the client to retainhfull participation in the
development of the sentencing plan. No plan is presented to the court
without full appréval from the youth.

The major outcome of the PDCP counselor's efforts is the pre-sentence

‘report. A fairly well-documented estimate is that the counselor spends an

average of three days withkeach client in p;gparation of the plan and its
presentation to the defense_attorney.‘ As tﬁe‘ciient's advoﬁaﬁe, the PDCP
counselor reviews all reports written on the youth including any submitted
by a court-appointed psychologist. If the éounselor diéagrees with a psy;
chological report, he will recommend, to the defense attorney, that another‘

be done by a private psychologist. The attorney then formally requests such

an examination. This situation often occurs when a diagnostic workup is

done at the state-operated diagnostic unit. It is noteworthy that the
university diagnostic unit PDCP‘usés for referral takes three days, as com~
pared to the four to six week periodyat the state unit.

The plan drawn up between the counselor and the youth almost always
includes, of primary importance, an educational/vocational training com-
poheﬁt. This component was cited by the counselors as the ”mdsc'used” and

includes: a vocational institute, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
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and the local comsunity college. o:ber'nonrgsidential services include
Youth Advoeaten {a proup of youth counselors), outpatient treagmeht at the
University Hospital, Youth Service Bureaus, and juvenile parole counselors.
The counselors also stated that because of court expectations and parent
requesty, the youthy usually do not return home. In such instances, the
firﬁz‘@xaferEnaa is placement in a foster homg¢ The attorneys cite that
counnplers are ﬁcry adept at obtaining foster home placement. Other alter-
natives might be shelter fﬂﬁiiitiee, group homes, and in some cases,
trentment fneflicdes. |

One problem with the prdgram as it now stands, cited by the publié
defander’y office and the coungelors, is that time and resources do not
gnnble them to do formal pogt-program folldw*up. Feedback on the quality

of services uoually comes from previous clients who maintain a high degree

 pf informal contact with counselors. The counselors felt that more formal

follov=up with previous elients would improve their knowledge of community
gervieps and am@aaquﬁntly the qﬁnlicy‘of service tO\indifidugl glienté} At
proagent they have no formal way of knowing if the client is in needj;;m‘&n
furthor advoeacy onea the youth sets off on his or her initiated plan. An
&@ﬁ@mg& to develop volunteer resources has not been entirely successful.
whe~3ta££ of PDOCP represents a variety of experiential and educational

wines, The divector is an exﬂoffander‘ns are two of the four counselors.

- The emphasds on hiving ex~offenders reflects the opinion of the chief

publie defender that ex~offenders are more able to understand and assess the

nonlepal needs of the client,

The staff, with one exception, have been with the program for over a
year, and all are working toward some form of academic degree.  The project
director is pursuing a master's degfee in criminal justice and all of the
counselors are attending the state university working on bachelor degrees.

Without exception, the staff shares the belief that the less the system,
particularly institutions, interferes in the life of tﬁe youth, the better.
All of them feel that the prosecutqﬁ and the probation officer should focus
on the interests, welfare and”ﬁeeds of the: community while the public defen-

der and PDCP counselors should assume primary responsibility for the inter-

ests, welfare ahd needs of the client.

6. Funding

Funding for'thg operation of PDCP has béen sporadic¢. The counselors
began on a volunteer basis and have had to revert back torthat status once
or twice since then. At the time of the site-visit only two of the four
werereing paid ($200.00 pér month). Funding is provided from the public
defender budget, the Program. for.loc~l .fezsices, and ACTION/VISTAS agency.

Periodically they have been,funded‘thrOugh the state planning agency,

Concentrated Employment Training Act (CETA), and the County Youth Actiom

Council. The two now unpaid counselors will be paid by CETA. September 1.
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Diagram 3: MSA WITHIN THE BETA COUNTY JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
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1. Origin and History

The Multiple Services Agency (MSA) came into being as a result of an

ﬁﬁitiaiiwﬁ by the state department of child welfare in cooperation with the

ntate plasning ageney, the Department of Youth Services (DYS) and the juvenile

gourt, The propram was developed as a response to the need for alternatives
LG iﬂgargaraﬁi@ﬁ £d% youthy being sent to DYS training schools from a large
matropolitan area of the state. The grant perosal of the program indicates
that over 75 percent of youth being incarcerated in state training schools
originace from the metropolitan area. The program's specific goal is to
reduce the tevel of incarceration in state training schools by 35 percent.

&+ Point of Intervention

Like the PDCP, MSA also prcvides dispositional advocacy, but MSA's
{ntervention ocecurs at a later stage in the proceedings against the youth.
In the ten months since 1ts oxigin in October, 1974, 160 youths have been
aceoptod dnto MSA. Almost three-fourths of them are black. They are from
a crowded urban arﬁ# where the erime rate is high and incomes are low. In
the neighborhoods where they live the statistics are intensified visually;
eopdensed and boarded-up tenements proliferate.

3. Referral Cricerda

When thoy ave first informed of thelr acceptance into MSA, most of the
youths are sitting In the county detention center awaiting a dispositional
heoring following adjudication on serious charges. MSA's acceptance criteria

athempt to refleet the typss of yourh who are eventually incarcerated: 1) a

ivant four yeeovded police contocts including at lesst two delinquency peti- -

tions filud In juvendle court, or has committed an extremely serious offense

for swhich a/he would be committed; 2) the judge has adjudicated the youth to

be delinguent ar to be in violation of probation; 3) youths who the judge

e ‘N.z.m...i;m.,,...w_ww.

et AR 2k tn s

would otherwise commit to the DYS (i.e., a state training échool). The
initial referral is made by the assigned probation officer after cousulta-
tion with the judge. There is little doubt that the youth will accept the
offer with the alternative being incarceration.

Following the initial referral to the program, the youth is interviewed
at le;st twice by an assessor; an independent.individual contracted by a
case manager from MSA. His assessment and recommendation for a specific
treatment plan are then passed on to the case manager who makes additions
and who finally presents the plan to the judge. Given his position in the

process, the case manager of MSA has the most control over the assessment

and recommendations. Fortunately for the youth, the director and staff of

- MSA generally hold a noninterventionist viewpoint and the recommendations

generally appear to be the least restrictive while still being acceptable
to the sentencing«judge. Only rarely will the judge completely reject the
proposal or order specific changes in the plan. Though still formally
under the jurisdiction of the probation officer, the youth is then released
from detention and turned over to MSA.

Ten percent of the program's clients come from the Department of Youth

- Services. Once accepted by MSA, a recommendation is made to the State Pardon

and Parole Board for parole of the youth, whéfeupon the youth is placed on
parole status and referred to MSA.

4,  Program Services

MSA has contracts with some twenty community agencies to provide ser—

- vices for the youth. These may be grouped into three major types: 1) highly

structured residential; 2) residential; and 3) nonresidential; Under the

first heading the following may be included: psychiétric treatment, a °
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wilderness program, work camp and some group homes. Under the second
fiwgd ing praprans iaelude: some group homes, enrollment in private schools
and fasrer hoewn,  The following are included upder the last heading:
cormunity adworate propram, tutoring, job covps, Youth Center, and enroll-
went in day sehool,  Over half the youths in the program are on a "multi-
gervite coutract” where th@& receive two or more of the above services.

A youth's duparture from the program is ;enerally dependent on whether
oy not the youth ds arrested for new criminal involvement, although s/he

mny gtill re-~enter MSA under a more restrictive contract. The program has

enjoyed a oignificont degree of success. At the time of the site visit,

only § out of 160 youths had been dropped from the program as fallures and
eommitted to DYS.

Thare &5 no doubk, glven MSA's acceptance criteria, that it serves as

gn alternative to dncarceration. Also, given the noninterventionist philo-

gophy of the director, the alternative programs are generally not overly

rastrictive.
5.  Sraff

At the time of the site visit there were 25 staff members under the
progean ddeeetor.  They are divided into three groups: case-management team,
resouren development toam and support-clerical team. There are nine workers
in the sanc-management tepm oud they have varying caseloads. Each case
HANALeT &ﬁ asnigned a particular avea of the county and, therefore, adheres
to 4 ypocdfic enlendar of the juvenile court. His/fher main duty is to act
a8 8 lisfson balween &ha‘assignad client and the agencies with which the
ﬁw@gxﬁm‘haﬁ LORLIBGLY .

Besouren ﬁ@v&l@p@ra'ura in eharge of working out new contracts with
gorvice vondor agencies and monitoring the qua&ity-af their services. ‘They
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visit the service facilities at least once a month and get feedback from

*

case-managers. The resourcé development team is divided into residential,
vocational and educational categories.

Several staff members possess degrees in social work and the majority
have at least one college degree. Only a few, however, have experience
workiﬁg in a more traditional seocial work agency. This lack of experience
causes some people in the juvenile justice system to view the staff as less
competent than probation officers or other professionals. Such @erceived
deficiencies appear to be ameliorated through practical training received
on the job under close supervision by the head of the team.

The program's staff members are, in general, quite enthusiastic about

their work and about the project. Without exception the staff believe that

incarceration does more harm than good and that the program benefits their

clients because it serves as an alternative to that damaging experience.

6. ~ Funding

MSA operates on an LEAA award approved for three fiscal years beginning
in July, 1974. It is now channeled through the state child welfare agency,
but is being moved to go through the state DYS.

The budget for the fiscal year ending June, 1975, was based on the

follbwing:
*
w0 ,
Shelter Care 17 slots for $4250 a week
Intensive Care - 20 slots for $7000 a week
Structured Group Care = 25 slots for $6250 a week
Group Care 20 slots for $3600 a week
Fogter Care 40 slots for $3000 a week
Nonresidential Care 178 slots for $8900 a week
Total - ' 300 slots for $33,000 a week

«

(2) Projected Avérage Cost per Client: $4665 per career

* ‘ o ’
Based on figures provided by MSA,
‘ : ; ~6b-



C. METRO PROGRAM

{Site Visit Report 6)

Diagram 4: THE METRO PROGRAM WITHIN THE

COTTONWOOD COUNTY JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
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1,  Origin and History

The METRO prograom initially began as a residential program and day care

fac{lity for youth with educational and emotional problems. Wwith the support

of the juvenile courr, the program expanded its services to irclude juvenile
offenders.

The treatment atrategf pof the program has undergone consiierable change
since ito inception, moving from formalized therapeutic techniques to reality
therapy in gider to 2lieit more student involvement in the day-to-day educa-
tional aetivities of the program.

2, Point of Intervention

Yourhs are referred to METRO following an adjudication of delinquency
and placement on probation for an indefinite period of time. A probation '
officor makes the referrval to METRO.

3. Referral Criteria

Tha major criteria for réferral is that the youth has educational and
bohaviornl problems. Having fallen behind in school, the youth is expected
o be motivated to raise his/her ecademic skills. The goal is for the youth
to achieve a grade level appropriate to his or her age. Youths admitted
o tho progrom must have average or 'potentially average" inteliigence.*

Tho youths participating in METRO have committed offenses ranging from
truaney to assoult with a,deadly weaponk+ Most are from lower to lower-
mwiddle classy fowllies, With’twc~thirds being:male’anﬂ whites slightly in

sxcess of black youth.F

The IQ range in the program is between 62-136.
%&NKTRQ hag no oligibilicy restrictions for type of offense. The probation

~offdcery, however, Indicated that they screened out 'violent or aggressive

TYpes. " » ‘ ’
The othale makeup varies according to referrals and is not a result of
serecndng erdterda. h
, -66~

Referrals are processed by the program's social worker. Information
concerning the youth is obtained from the court and then the yuuph and his
family are interviewed. Both parents and youth must consent to involvement
in the pfngram. Next, a summary of the youth's education, legal, social,
family, psychological and medical data is presented at a weekly program
staffing. When the youth is accepted inta the program, a date is set for
prescriptive testing. This entails two days of observation, during which
the Environmental Deprivation Scale and MMPI are administered. An academic
prescription is then prescribed to bring the youth up to grade level.

4, Program Services

While the youth is being initiated into program routine, a three-wesk

evaluation takes place. When completed, the psychologist, head teacher and

social worker meet with the youth and another student of his/her choice to

determine the overall treatment plan. The head teacher suggests academic
goals from the results of the Tesn of Average Base Education (TABE), and
behavioral goals are determined by mutual consent. The student and staff
select ‘two target behaviors to be strengthened or changed. This is accom=
plished with the aid of staff feedback, reinforcement and utilization of the
point system during each class period of the day.

The primary purpose of METRO is to develop a community-based interven-
tion program for enhancing coping skills: = self-control, soci&l interaction
and education work skille. Program objectives'are: 1) to identify individual
strengths and weaknesses; 2) to provide an individualized environment in
which the necessary skills for successful living can develop; and 3) to
alter the natural environment so that the newly acquired skills are fostered

while the previously learned inappropriate behaviors are discouraged.
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“atteving the environment” is defined as "working with school persomnel and
gaventn and helping the juvenile to affect his/her environment."

The academic program is highly strusfﬁred and individualized and uses
n programmed learning systes. While for younger youth, the goal is grade
level funerioning, for those over 16 :hé goal is a reading level adequate

*

for participation 4in a vocational training program.

The program is committed to the assumption that all
young people can develop adaptive skills and get
"rurned on" to the process 1if they are appropriately
motivared... (by providing) massive doses of positive
feedback for making small steps in the right direction.
(Researeh team, SV 6)

Through testing, METRO has found the clients' academic functioning to
be 3 to & years behind natmal grade placement. The program claims an
average monthly gado of 1.1 to 1.9 grade levels over 2 and 3-month periods.
Studentn frequently state that school problems or flunking a grade was the
motivating force for accepting referral. "I learned a lot there," and "It's
a let easier to do good in school there," were comments frequently heard
during inteyviews. However, the unvarying vork routine and small peer
Eroups waré &winigixad: "It mesges you up socially. It's scary to go;back.
to o big school whore you don't know anyqne.“v

The METRO Program operates on a 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., 5-day week,
yaar sround schedule in two temporary classrooms on the state university
Q#ﬁpﬂﬁ» The day is broken up into four academic“perieds‘consiéting of
fndividualized inmtruction in physical educa;ion. art, health and reading;

A tensninute break between periods is used for smoking and talking. Sixty
seconds bafore o closs begins, a teacher calls out, “"Ready up!" to indicate
& perdod of silent prepavation for the coming task. Trips are Sﬁhedﬁ@éﬁ for
Friday, ﬁﬁ%@fwiﬁé deviations from the routine are determined by Qﬁaff,';
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Consistency, the staff believes, is beneficial te the youth. On the other

hand, students commented: '

'...I get tired of the same old thing every day,"
and "I get bored with the classes being the same."

During a student's stay in the program, a termination date is suggested
accor%ing to academic achievement. When the date approaches, another TABE is
administered. The staff then meets with the child to discuss these results

and the fulfillment of behavior goals. As public schools admit students only

in September and January, academic goals aim for these dates. The transition

from the program to school or work was considered difficult by several youths.

METRO views success as completion of the program together with avoidance
of conviction for any offense.* The court, however, considers a dropout
without further offense a success. 1In the 2 1/2 year life of the program,
there have been 10 dropouts; 4 were committed to the state training school
for another offense and 6 have not engaged in further delinquent activity.
Program‘statistics show that oniy 3.3 percent of graduates have been charged
with new offenses. The program claims the recidivism rate is 9 percent for
all participants.+

When the youth completes the program, it is for the probation officer
to decide whether to terminate or continue the probation period.

5. Staff

An ex-offender was co-~developer and is ndw the director of the program.
The remainder of the staff consists of a master teache wpmmee T WIITREY,  psy-
chologist, a teacher, teacher ailde, counselor, behavior manage¥ and support

staff. All staff have Master's degfees except the teacher and teacher aides.

* . .
90 percent are considered successful graduates.

‘+ﬁ$his could not be substantiated by the fieid research team.
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6. Funding ;

HETHO ptarted with a grant from the state planning agency in a facility
donated by the university, A third of the budget was supported by the Depart-
pent of Labor through a loeal employment traiuning organization (CETA). Pre~
génniy the program hag applied for an extension of the grant from the state
glaﬂniﬁg ageney. ‘The program hag submitted a grant proposal to CETA to
double it size In 1976. If’appxﬁved, students will receive salaries while
attending a halff%day in pre~cmployment training. They have also applied to
the State Department of Youtli Services for a grant to continue thé prograzﬁ

in ite present stote in 1976 under DYS administration.
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Diagram 5: ACHIEVEMENT MODEL I WITHIN THE

JACKSON COUNTY JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

.

1. Origin and History

The Achievement Model I program is one of 56 replications of the

e
Parents Schools Police
' Achievement Place Model developed in Lawrence, Kansas in 1967. The program
has been in operation since 1973 and maintains a board of directors composed
~§§ '. of local community members which is responsible for the budget and overall
; ~ > Informal probation ‘
Communid.ty Ag‘enciesk P program policy.
2. Point of Intervention
\ ® According to its charter, Achievement Model I can only accept adjudica-
Detentlon g ' Parents-guardian ted boys. If adjudicated delinquent, a youth may be placed on formal proba-
Center ad litem assigned ' ‘
' tion and assigned a probation officer, who then selects the program,
o 3. Referral Criteria
ADJUDICATORY HEARING ,
Achievement Model I provides services for 12-16 year old whlte, male,
middle-class juvenile offenders who have been adjudicated as either delin-
@ quent and/or dependent-neglected children. The following are the program's.
selection criteria: .
et - ’ *
Acquittal G e DISPOSITIONAL HEARING (1) Age: the youths must be between the ages
| ‘ of 10 and 16. (Specified by licensing
, @ requirements)
group home '
5?5¢¢r home & Probation | ut-of-Home Placement (2) I.Q.: the youths should have an IQ
other agency A / of at least 70.
1
~ ; (3) Locale: the youths must reside within
Soedal Rehabilitative N e the county area.
Services T e, ,
: Department of Youth Services (4) Presenting Problem: the youth's behavior
, J problems and his status with the court,
‘(/”S\\\ State Youth Center - - - - ~bterminate - school, and his family are such thaF the
‘ g:%” ] ' youth would likely be institutionalized
20 \ e if not sent to the home (in the opinion .
ﬁﬁg‘ éﬁté care EransFei of the Admissions‘Board);
. g .‘, (5) Court Adjudication: the youths' problems
” are so serious that the court has or is about
release to adjudicate the youth. '

B
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(6) Failure of less restrictive or structured ‘
forms of intervention; the youth typically
will have failed to respond favorably to ' )
probation, therapy, or counseling services '
provided in the community.

(7) Family: the youth must have a family in the A
community (parents, relatives, or foster
. parents) to return to with the assistance @
* of the program staff.

The youth will be excluded in the follox:zing instances:

(1) Certailn violent offenses: a youth who has
committed murder, forecible rape, or armed e
robbery, etc., would be excluded from
consideration.

(2) Drug Addiction: youths who show a serious
physiological dependence upon dangerous

narcotics (e.g., heroin or barbiturates) or ®
alcohol, as judged by a physician.
(3) Serious physical disability: a youth with a
major physical handicap (e.g., blindness or
confinement to a wheelchair) which would pe

prevent normal mobility within a group home,
school, or community.

(4) Chronic history of running away: youths
whose primary reason for referral is running
away or who display a prolonged history of PY
running -away combined with other offenses.

4, Program Services

The goal of the home's behavior modification treatment program is to

astablish - through reinforcement and instruction - important behavioral
competancies in sceial, academic, prevocational and self-care skills that
the boys have not acquired. The treatment plan assumes that after learning
@

these skills the youths will be more successful in their homes and schools,

and that the natural reinforcement from this success will maintain the

appropriate behaviors.
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The primary treatment technique used +is behavior modification through
the means of a token economy. Points can be earned or lost based upon the
youth's behavior. Points can be used by the youth to purchase certain privi-
leges or to progress through levels of lessening control, and eventually to
the freedom of returning home. In the first stage of the program - which
usuélly lasts for about two or three days - points are awarded and monitored
on an hourly“basis. After successfully completing the hourly stage, the boy
then progresses to the daily stage. 1In this stage he can earn 10,000 points
a day for privileges. Points earned can be used for weekend visits home.

In the next stage, points are awarded and monitored on a weekly basis. The
boy enters this stage only after acgﬁmulating 150,000 points during the daily
stage. In the weekly stage the Xﬁ&th needs 3,000 points per day for privi-
leges and also negds 24,000 pq}ﬁés by ‘the end of the week to go home. At
this point in the process "bd;ds" can be bought at 1,500 points each. Bonds
serve as an exchange for privileges, allowances, or other material items

that the youth may want. 1In order to proceed to the merit stage, akyouth
needs a total of 100 bonds.

Once a youth.has progressed to the merit stage, no points are given orx
taken away and all privileges are free. A maximum of ten errors is allotted
per week in the merig stage for four weeks. After successful completion of
the merit séage, the boy then proceeds to the Homeward-Bound stage where he
will spend most of his time with his parents. If a youth begins to have
trouble while at home or at school during the Homeward-Bound stage he then

re-enters the program for a period of several days or weeks to work through

the prdblem. v . o
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A yﬂuth who fails at any stage (gets into trouble or runs away) may
be fined @ certain number of points and be placed in a substage. While in
the substage, he is tequired to earn 20,000 points a day for privileges,

plus make uyp the fined points in order to continue in his stage of the

program. The only time a boy returns to the hourly stage is upon commission

of an offense which has brought him before the court. On the averagé it
takes approximately four weeks to get from the hourly system to the merit
systen,

5. Staf

3

The home is staffed by a married couple, referred to as teaching-
parents, who have been trained by the program's workshop. The teaching-
parents are a white couple in their late twenties. James has an M.A. in
educational psychology and Jane is working on her M.A. in social work.

The sp¢Cial training for teaching-parents consists of a five-part
geguence: |

(1) a one-week workshop (about 50 hours of instruction)
at the university that provides the teaching-
parents with the basic knowledge and skills required
to establish and operate a treatment program.

(2) a three-month practicum and consultation period
where the teaching-parents begin working in
residential treatment settings where they are
employed and where they receive frequent (several
times a week) telephone consultation from the
tradining stalf.

{3) an evaluation (subjective) of the treatment program
at the end of the third month by the training staff
and by each of the consumers of the program (including
the juvenile court, the department of welfare, the
schools, the youths and their parents).

{4} g second one~week workshop at the university that
provides the teaching-parents with more detailed
information on maintaining a successful treatment
program and on evaluating their own program.

m ® : ) g e . » 5 "
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(5) after the second workshop the training staff .
provides further evaluations of the treatment
program after six months of operation and again
after 12 months of operation and continues to
provide intermittent telephone consultation to
the teaching-parent trainees. Additional
training is given if needed.

The teaching-parents are mainly responsible for administering the
treatment program and developing a positive personal teaching relationship
with the youth. ©Not only do the teaching-parents assume responsibility
for the youths, but they also act as their advocates in the commuwity. They
are responsible for the usual administrative duties of the program and for
preparing and cooking meals. The teaching—parents keep in frequent contact
with parents, schools, juvenile court, the probation department, the welfare
department, and various community agencies and employers.

6. Funding : :

The home is owned and operated by a private organization of approximately
400 professional people from the local community who sponsor social service
events. The organization provides a monthly budget of $1,200 per month for
the home and pays the teaching-parents a combined salary of $9,600 per year.
The organization also pays for services and maintenance of the home. In

addition to this funding source, the home receives $15,00 per day living

expenses per client from the department of welfare.
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1. Origin and History

The Joe Blow Family Group Home was developed on the initiative of Mr.
and Mrs. Blow. The Blows, who have eight'children of their own, applied to
the state Department of Youth Services and were accepted as a licensed family
group home. They have been in operation since 1973 accepting youth from the

state DYS.

2, Point of Intervention

Youths placed at the Blows home are screened and referred by the DYS.

3. Referral Criteria

Youths at the Joe Blow home are boys, ranging from 9 to 13 years old.
Mr. and Mrs. Blow are black and handle only black children. Two of the six
placements are allotted to boys committed to DYS as delinquents and four
are for status offenders adjudicated dependent. Offenses range from truancy
to breaking and entering. The six boys in the group home at the time of the
site visit weie from outside ﬁhe local area.

There is a five-member sé}eening committee to select youths for the
home consgisting of Mr. and Mrs. Blow, the DYS counselor, the counselor's
supervisoy and the director of group homes for the area. The committee
examines a boy's background, problems, and the offense(sz for which he has
been udsgdicated¢ The Blows retain control over who finally comes into the
home: "We try to see if what we have to offer is really what the child
needs. We ﬂave fourid that reading about a child is much different than
seeing a child." They do not feel themselves capable of handling children
with severe emotional problems so they attempt to eliminate these children
during the seledtion process; cleatly this is not always possible. The
Blows alse try to weed out youths'with‘whom they'prefet ﬁheir children didn't

come into contact, e.g., children exhibiting homosexual tendencies.
-78-&
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. ’ 4, Program Services

On paper, the six-month stay at a foster group home is geared toward
preparing the youth to return home. This is interpreted by DYS to mean that
the children must be taught to accept the authority of the adults around
them. Group gessions held by the DYS counselofg five days a week attempt to
ineculcate the youths accordingly. The sessions use a form of reality ther-—
apy and guided group interaction. The boys éﬁemselves are to formulate what
thelr problams“are and come up with possible solutions. ’Mrs. Blow said that
she and the céunselor used to tell the boys how to handle their problems,
but found that this tended to handicap them. ‘"Once they returned home, they
had to be on their own again." Now they try to let the children come up-
with thelr own solutions.

The sessions consist mainly of thecgroup raking the boy over the coals
for behavicor which the DYS counselor considers unacceptable. Usually inglu-
ded 1s the admoniéhment, "You'll never get home like that!"

Mrs. Blow tries to add a positive dimension to the sessions with praise
Y for the boy who accomplishes something during the day. She also likes to

handle problems as they arise, rather than waiting until the group meeting.
The sessions would probabiy disband without the DYS§ counselo;'s presence,
‘.b : The Blows' basic concern is with teaching the boys how to function in
a family setting:
We try to teach these children how to function positively
‘ in a family setting. Regardless of what kind of background
® ‘ they are from, when they return home we want them to be able
.to deal with it....But the main thing is to give them a
chance to see how a real family functions with love and
affection and sometimes with problems and a lot of screaming,

- but still with love and affection. And that is accomplished
b : better by seeing rather than a lot of talking. (Mrs. Blow, SVR 9)
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“All children at the home attend school at the insistence of the-Blows.

During the school year, the day begins at 5:30 a.m. After getting up the

' boys straighten their rooms and have breakfast. They catch a bus to school

at'6:45 a.m. After school they return home and have a snack before doing
their:homework. If they finish early they are allowed to watch televiéion
or play until dinner. After dinrer they attend the group meeting for an
hour. Bedtime for the younger boys &s 8:00 p.ﬁ.h for the older boys, 9:00
p.m. |

A Saturday around the home is a day of cleaning. Everyone pitches in

to do chores around the house. Once chores are completed, the boys are on

their own.

During the three years that the FGH has been in operation, 39 youths
have passed through its doors. Thirty-four of them returned home or to a
foster;home. The other 5 were sent to state training schoéls.

5. staff

Mr. Blow is a minister and Mrs. Blow was a missionary.+ They have 8
children of their own, 3 girls and 5 boys, ranging in age from 8 to 18.
When they moved to the area in 1972, the church turned a large, rambling
house over to them that had served as a semiconvalescent home at one time.
It is this house that provides the setting for the Joe Blow Family Home.

Mr. Blow is the head of the family and breadwinner;‘ Mrs. Blow sﬁends

the day at homé~with the children and also acts as secretary to her husband's

There have been occasions when some of the children could not make it in
the public school. For these the B's arranged for a tutor. A few children
have also been allowed to attend the vocational school.

+ Religion is mnot forced upon the children; church attendance on Sunday is
not insisted upon. : ' '
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janitorial service. The only‘prior experience the Blows have had was briefly
acting as cottage parents in a girls' training school. They currently par-
tieipate in a 2-day training for group home parents offered by DYS a few
times during the year. |

The Blows' philosophy is basically one of treating the children as
c’he:{r own. "We try to operate as o’n‘e big fa}mily - with léts of love and
affection.'™

6. Funding

The Blows do not receive salaries for their services. DYS pays a
rate of $6.38 per diem per youth. DYS considers family group homes to be

the least expensive of their community-based programs.
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Introduction .
Re~examining the Typological Framework

As a guide to program selection for field work, a typological framework

was gstablished which attempted to delineate community-based programs
according to their stated purposes. This framework made distinctions between
rehabilitation, reintegration and nénintervention.

As noted in Chapter VI, the site visits revealed a gap between the
ddeal purposes of pfograms as they existed on paper, and the actual opera-
tion of these programs; when these ideéls are translated into action the
typology breaks down. For example, in each of the programs visited, a com-
bination of strategies was used; the most common was a treatment plus rein-
tegration strategy. Although nonintervention was not a stated purpose of
any of the programs, it did influence the strategy of at least one program
which used a combination of advocacy, rehabilitation and reintegration to
provide the minimum degree of intervention required to keep the youth out
of trouble,

In general, 1t can be sald that community~based programs represent a
heterogenous coliection of assumptions, ideal purposes, and‘operating
strategles. As such; the initial assumption that community-based programs
can be categorized according to their.étaﬁed purposes proved inadequate for

delineating the range of activities which surround community-based alterna-

tives to incarceration.
Focus of the Assessment

The £ield research identified a number of important issues having
significant bearing upon the use and operation of community-based programs;
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it is felt that they are of critical importance for policy, funding, and
research efforts.

There are three broad areas in which specific issues arise in the use
and operation of community-based alternatives to incarceration: Target
Population; Program Elements; and Factors Extrinsic to the Operation of

-

Programs. The intent of the assessment is to guide the reader through

issues involving selection processes of clients for community-based programs;
and finally, to examine issues which place community-based alternatives tb
incarceration within the broader context of funding and political consider-
ations. Throughout the discussion, reference is made to the operétion of
incarcerative facilities in order to highlight both their similarities and

differences with community-based alternative programs.
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SECTION ONE: TARGET POPULATION

In this section three aspects affécting the target population of
community—~based alternatives to incarceration are discussed: referral

process, placement criteria, and client choice.
A. The Referral Process

Decislons as to placement in cpmmunity—based programs are made by

A . .
juvenile courts or corrections agencies. At this stage, the court might

t

consider diagnostig evaluations, usually consisting of psychological testing
and social history wfite-ups, to aid in deter@ining whether a youth is
capable of functioning in a community-based program. One such process is
described by the field research team:

Following the adjudicatory hearing, the case is assigned
to an assessment officer im the probation department.
This begins the process of collecting background infor-
mation and diagnosing the psychological composure of the
"delinquent" for a major decision on placement and treat-—
ment. The probation officer assigned to the case writes
a social history and makes arrangements with a psychelo-
gist and physician. The Court Assessment Team (CAT)
eventually receives a packet which at minimum consists

* This study defines alternatives to incarceration as occurring after
adjudication. However, one of the problems encountered during the field
research centered upon the issue of determining whether youths who are
being referred to community-based programs from the juvenile court are in
fact being referred in lieu of incarceration. The problem is especially
the case when referrals to community-based programs take place prior to a
formal adjudication of delinquency. An example encountered in the field

vaesearch illustrates the issue.

In site visit 1, it was found that probation officers have enormous discre-
tion in deciding whether to refer youth on an informal basis to a program,
or to bring a youth before the court in an adjudicatory hearing. It is the
practice of probation officers in this particular juvenile court to provide
a community-based program for youths as an alternative to formal processing.

-84~

of a social history, a psychological evaluation and a
medical examination report. On the basis of this
information, CAT determines for which programs the
girl is eligible. (SVR 2) ‘

Placements" from the Department of Youth Services to community-based
programs commonly follow a similar pattern with the referral based upon a
diagnosis which determines that the youth can function in a community-based
program. In one state agency, placement decisions are made at "staffings"
where various Youth Service personnel discuss, as they put it, "what the

kid has been doing, how he has been doing, whether he has been in the

community, and whether he should be in the community.'" (SVR 7)
B. Placement Criteria

Though program placement criteria reflected the view that youths should
be placed in programs according to their specific needs, the field investi-
gations found that referral agencies (probétion, DYS, etc.) depended on
other factors when making their placement decisions. These included organi-
zétional'considerations such as the availability of placements of the types
of intervention efforts at various phaseé of the juvenile justice process
(see diagram of intervention points in Chapter VI). |

Placement criteria are also defined relative to the typés of youth being
sent to incarcerative facilities and notions concerning uééutypes of youth
considered appropriate for community-based programs. In the twelve sites:
visited, most juvenile justice officials expreésed the view that inca;cera—
tive facilities are appropriate and necessary for serious offenders. How-

ever, there are widely varying opinions as to what constitutes a serious

offense. This is Clearly illustrated by the fact that one third of all

incarcerated youth in the United States (and in the case of girls alomne,

more than half)‘are status offenders.
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The field research did reveal two broad strategies which determine
the type of youth‘fcr whom community-based programs are being used: a)
shallow end; 'and b) deep end.

1. Shallow Fnd

The most common criteria that was found (in 8 of 12 site wvisits) insured
the piacement of relatively nonserious offenders into community-based pro-
grams. One program, for example, only takes girls who are classified as
suffering from "adolescent adjustment reacgion;" therefore persons prone to
violence or acting out behavior are precluded from the program (SVR 2). For
another program, a correctional administrator's placement criteria are:
"Mature and responsible behavior, ability to function in a relatively
unstructured environment and the initiative to do things on his own.'" (SVR 1)
A third program, though not exluding youths by the nature of their offenses,
concentrates on first offenders; according to the director of the program,
this means juveniles who have not been involve& in "real serious offenses."
(SVR 9a)

Baged upon field research information, it appears that many community-
based programs are being used for shallow-end offenders, that is, youths
who have committed minor offenses or are first offenders. Many of these
community-based programs exist in a correctional milieu in which mere youths
are placed in incarcerative facilities than in community-based programs. It
appears that in these cases youths are being placed in community-based
programs for whom the chances of incarceration would have been slight. As
the project's site team commented in one particular situation, '"the main
quesfion is whether girls who are experiencing 'adolescent adjustment

reactions' require placement in...a restrictive atmosphere." As one of the
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girls in the program put it, "I never hurt anybody, except maybe myself."
(SVR 2) 1In response to the administrator who referred boys exhibiting
"mature and responsible behavior,'" the site team made the following incisive
c;mment: "It would seem that a boy exhibiting such exemplary behavior would

be an incongruity in a correctional institution." (SVR 1) Finally, it may

well be that such placement criteria are widening the net to include youth
who do not require any type of program.

2. Deep End

Two community-based programs visited exist in & state where the minimal
use of incarceration necessitates community-based programs for the vast
majority of juvenile offenders. Of approximately 2000 youth being handled
by the state correctional agency, less than 150 are being held in incarcera-
tive facilities. Within this context, referral criteria to communityfbased
programs are less restrictive. For example, in contrast to the shallow end
program which takes girls with "adolescent adjustment reactions," a community-
based program for girls in this particular state records the following client

"

offenses: ...use of motor vehicle without authority, shoplifting, breaking

and entering, assault and battery,..." (SVR 4) The typical client in this
program is ome 'that has become so imbedded in the system that the judge
sees commitment to DYS as the only alternative left." (SVR 4)

In the second program, theysite research team found that:

[Bly the. time they (the youth) get assigned to the
program they have generally been in and out of court
ten or more times for a variety of offenses. Car
theft, breaking and entering and other property
offenses are the most common violations...some of
the youths have been convicted of violent crimes
against people such as assault and rape. Many of
them are in the position where committing one or

two more offenses could result in their being

. bound over to Superior Court as adults... (SVR 7)

87~



In another state an experimental program has seen the need to establish
strict criteria in order to insure that only those youths in imminent danger
of being incarcerated are referred (SVR 3).* Committal to the state correc-
tions agency in this state, as is QSually the case elsewhere, results in

4ncarceration. The program director commented that the youths in the program

4

were '"mard core,' and implied that the program was actively pursuing a deep~-
end strategy. As the site team commented:

Strict criteria are used to insure that MSA is used as
an alternative to incarceration...Because of the...
criteria 55.6 percent of all the clients of MSA were
arrested for major felonies, 23.6 percent for minor
felonies, 5.3 percent for major misdemeanors, 2.8
perdent for minor misdemeanors, and 2.8 percent for
migcellaneous delinquency. (SVR 3)

C. Client Choice

Many program staff and juvenile justice personnel feel that an expressed
desire to enter a program is a necessary prerequisite for successful com-

pletion of the program. In other words, youths will not make it in the

program unless they want to. The nature of this choice, however, is affected
by the congequences of not choosing the program; in many cases the alterna-
tive 1is incarceration in a state training school. As the research team

found in one situation:

Fear and the persistent threat of incarceration is...
extensively capitalized upon from screening interview
through probation process and into: the programs...
This coerciveness excludes choice...In the first
place, a choice between a relatively free program

~ placement and the state training school is not a
choice. "It might be more properly called a stacked
deck. (SVR 1)

* ' ‘ ‘ . '
See description of Multiple Services Agency in Chapter VI.
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Despite the stated objective to give youth some say in the placement
process, the placement decision is commonly made for the youth by juvenile
justice persomnel: "Some kids in METRO indicated that they were told by
the judge or probation officer to enroll and that for them there was no
other choice.'" (SVR 6) Even where the explicit threat of incarceration is

not used the authority of the court or correctional agency generally appears

sufficient to ensure that its recommendations are followed.

Summary

In 8 of the 12 sites, it was found that community-based programs are
being used for shallow end offenders: those youth who are first time offen-~
ders, and/or have committed minor offenses. Such shallow end programs exist
in states where more youths are incarcerated than are placed in community-
based programs as alternatives to incarceration. It does not appear that
such community-based programs are serving youths most likely to be incar-
cerated. A central issue that is raised is whether the shallow end approach

to community-based programs is reducing the number of incarcerated youﬁh, or

whether, in fact, it is widening the juvenile justice net.
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SECTION TWO: PROGRAM ISSUES

This section explores the areas of community-basedness, control,

and program staff, in light of the information gathered during the field

research.

4

A Community-~Basedness

The extent, frequency and quality of linkages between program staff,
¢lients, and the local community provides a basis for determining the degree
to which programs are community-based relative to incarceration.

1. Extent and Frequency of Linkages with the Community

One aspect of dincarceration is its social separation from the community

In this respect, the extent of linkages to the community is extremely lim-
ited; in many cases it is nonexistent. The social separation common to
many of the incarcerative facilities that were visited was acutely expressed
by one youth who had been held in an incarcerative facility: '...You can
never see your friends or go anywhere, there's nothing to do...up there you
never go anywhere." (SVR 2) Similar to an incarcerative setting, one
community-based program restricts the extent of community contacts: ‘During
the initial thirty days, the resident is allowed no outside cﬁntacts by
visitors personally or by mail or telephone unless it is a necessary
'buéiness matter'' (SVR 8).

The majority of community-based programs visited placed varying limits
on the extent and frequency of linkages with the community. This was
particularly the case with residential programs, many of which use an
achievement system to regulate the extent of community contact. One program

example illustrates how this works: '"Girls on the third level and above
~90-

can take 45-minute walks in the neighborhood after dinner." Attainment of

a higher level enables an increase of contact;'"going home on two weekends

a month, a 3-hour shopping trip on Saturday,...and going out one weekend

night," and finally, the highest level permits ''going home every weekend,

go(ing) on approved shopping trips, and go(ing) out on both weekend nights"

4

(SVR 2). -

In such programs the youth can attend local schools or have a job in
the community where they have extensive community contacts. Group activities
may include going to the beach or to a museum. However, outside of struc-
tured community events, activities are generally confined to within the
program until the appropriate level is achieved.*

There is a great difference between programs which do and programs
which do not limit the extent to which youths and staff interact with the
community. Unlimited community interaction is illustrated by a nonresiden~
tial program located in a storefront in a large urban area.

The storefront is the hub of NIP activity...People come
and go. Some are NIP youths, some are staff, some used to

be in the program and others are "regulars'" from the commu-
nity who've never been in the program. A 17 year old "NIP

kid" explained: ''people who aren't even in the program
come in here all the time...maybe it's the atmosphere.
(SVR 4) :

However, the extent and frequency of linkages with a community is not
necessarily determined by whether a program is residential or nonresidential
as the above example might indicate. One nonresidential program, for exam-
ple, serves as an alternatiye‘school, and has limited linkages with the
community during the enrollment period. The program's focus is on increas~

ing the reading levels of its students. As such, most of the focus is on

* ‘ ’
See Chapter VI and this chapter's section on control for a more detailed
description of an achievement level system,
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sianaroey related activities. In contrast, two residential programs

-

inuinted on vouth being present

gpecified time at night.

only for meals, house meetings, and at a

24' Quality of Community Linkages

The qualicy of program linkages with a community was recognized as a

»

eritical measure of community-~basedness. Though the extent and frequency

of community linkages wnight be high within a particular program, Huality of

linkages may be lacking. An example of this is provided by a community-

baged program (a group home), in which the youths attend the local school

on & doily basig., Apparently the youths feel stigmatized by their identifi-

eation with the group home and this has a‘pfofound effect on the quality

of their relationships at school.

" They asttend public school, although they feel
stigmatized 4n varying degrees, and consequently are
limited 4in forming friendships outside the Home.
Girls ot one school were called '"the San Quentin
‘girls" By other students. Consequently they insist
on being dropped off a couple of blocks away from

- gchool because the Home vehicle has a state license
plate. (Research team, SVR 2)

Within this particular program, quality also depended upon whether the

youth was from the community in

which the program was located or from

another part of the state, Again, the research team comments:

" Fhe Home 1s more or less community-based depending on

<wh

wthat the girl is from Castleville or an outlying

area. This affects whether the girl can continue at
. the same school she had been attending @nd how often

her parents can come

to visit... (Parents on welfare

have an added burden because of the inadequacy of

publie transportation

In a different program, over 60 percent of the youth are from outside

in Castleville.) (SVR 2)

of the communtty 4n which the program is located. The pfog:am places a

heavy esphagis on ﬁevelnping‘aﬁd.mnintainingvcontacts with its local
e . g2 o ' '

community through local schools, vocational training programs, and jobs.
Recognizing that these linkages enable the youth to have positive community
experiences, the research team navertheless raises an interesting issue;
these experiences are taking place outside of the community to which the
youth will eventually return.

.

All of the...community contacts...(do not appear to be)
helping the youth from outside Redville to deal more
effectively with the kinds of pressures he will exper-
ience once he returns home. His community is not involved
in, nor aware of the progress the youth is making and
consequently, his reintegration into his community (may)
not be any easier because of his community contacts

while in the program. (SVR 9)

Some programs recognize the need to remove the youth from his or her
own community for a period of time in order to break bad hahits, or to
alleviate some of the pressures that may have developed as a consequence
of the offense that the youth committed.

This viaw was reinforced by a. youth who had been through a number of
community-based programs, and is presently incarcerated in a state prisom.
This youth felt that the nature of his offense made placement within his
community detrimental to his chances for rehabilitation. He stated that he
was never able to overcome the stigma that he felt the community had attached
to him by virtue of the offense he had committed. In effect, he never had
a chance to become reintegrated into his community.

One referral program places some youths in wilderness training programs
for a period of six weeks before returning the youth to his/her community
(SYR 3). It is felt inm this program that sometimes it is necessary to

remove the youth from his/her own community to provide a unique experience

elsewhere.
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The generdl impression gained during the field research, however, is
that programs indigenous to the youth's community enhance the quality of
the yﬁU§ﬁ;ﬂ gommunity expericences. In fact, 8 of 12 programs visited worked
maiﬁl}‘with youth from the immediate surrounding community.

§0m¢ rroprame which deal with older delinquent youths placé a great
pmphasio vpon the youth maintaining a job within the community. The find-
ings of the research team in one proéram indicates a common problem in
trying to obtaln quality employment for teenage youth:

The trouble (4s) that there are few jobs available
for the boys regardless of vocational aptitude. At
the time of the site visit, none of the boys had jobs
above n menial level. As far as could be determined
through interviews with staff and juveniles, the only
jobs that are available for the boys — as far as
anyone could remember - low-paying, unexciting and
rare, The reality of the employment situation is
presented dn the following breakdown. Of the 18 boys
in the program, 3 are employed, 8 are in training, 2
arae newly arrived and 5 are unplaced. (SVR 1)

Furthermore, for those youth in job-training progréms, there is nc guarantee

‘that thedr tralning will lead them to meaningful employment.

Sexist attitudes affect the quality of linkages; a discrepancy was

noticed within one group home for girls, compared with the group homes for

. boys. A rvemark wmade by an official, assoclated with the girls' program,

illugrrates the possibility that some Qrogréms for girls may be limiting
the nature of linkages with the community because of certain assumptions

mada about the partizular needs of girls: '"Boys are very materialistic.

You can just find Ch@m‘a_joh to keep them busy...Girls' needs are more

emorional.”  (SVR 2) The research team commented:

The effect of this pervasive attitude is that the girls'
needs for meaningful activity...are not ccnsidered a
priority. While the boys in a similar program in
Region 4 are encouraged to find jobs, the girls do
volunteer work. A number of the older girls felt that
they would like to have jobs where they could earn '
some money...When asked what improvements they would
make in the program, many girls responded that they
were bored and would like to have more concrete

things to do...(SVR 2)

Despite the likely possibility of holding menial jobs, as noted in an

»

‘earlier example, the girls feel that having a job in the community is

qualitatively better than doing volunteer work.

The nonresidential programs encountered in the field research are
particularly striking in the degree to which quality linkages with the
community are emphasized. Though it was found in the alternative school program
(referred to in chapter VI) that the focus of classroom activities limited
the extent and frequency of community linkages, it was recognized that the
quality of the linkages was high. A major emphasis in the program is
placed upon Qorking with school personnel and the youth's parents in an

effort to "alter the natural environment of the delinquent so that the

newly acquired skills" are usefully applied. The program appeared to be
y A

quite successful in reintegrating youth back into school at higher grade

ievels.,

Another residential program focused its activities aroﬁnd ﬁhé quality
of the youths{ community experiences By providing guidance to situations
encpuntered by the youths on a day-to-day basis. The daily routine of this

program;gives an illustration of how this is accomplished:
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At 9 o'clock a counselor may pick-up a couple of
pirls and take them off ro breakfast. Over
breakfast the givls mpy relate the events which
have trangpired sinee the lzet time they saw their
eounselor, They talk about the hassles at home or
school or with their latest boyfriend. A couple of
hours later, the counselor drops the first two
girlg off at thelr home or a friend's, The counselor
may then take a4 girl to a doctor's appointment, or

. plck up a group of girls and take them to the zoo,
After lunch, several counselors may get together and
take the girls 4n their groups horseback-riding. At
5:30 another group of girls will meet at the Girlstown
Apartment to make jewelry and talk. (Research team, SVR 4)

This study eannot draw firm conclusions concerning the quality of linkages
maintnined by nonreaidencial programs as opposed to residential programs.
Howaver, the nonresidential programs encountered during the field resear;h
appearsd to plage a greater emphasis on community linkages than the resi-

dential community~based programs,
Summary

Community«based programs exhibit varying degrees of community-basedness

along the dimensions of extent, Erequency and quality of linkages that the

program hag with the community. In this respect, programs might be placed

pn 4 continuum according to thelr community-basedness.
An dasus that remgins,unresolved is the impact of community linkages
dn o program upon youth who are not from the community where the program is

located. In some guses it was observed that this separation might have a

detyimental effect upon the youth's ability to become integrated into his
own community. It was also found that there may be circumstances where it

may be baatr for some yeuth to be placed in programs away from their own

ﬁﬁ%&uﬁiﬁima@',‘

*

IO T

Finally a difference was found in the community-basedness of some
programs for girls as opposed to those operated for boys. It may be the
case that community linkages, especially in regard to job opportunities, are

more restrictive for girls than boys in certain programs.
B. Control

Control in programs can be examined from four perspectives: type;

degree; duration; and the use of discretion together with the distinction

that is made between control and services in programs.

1. Types of Control

Types of control in incarcerative and community-based programs vary
from program to program and within individual programs. One type of
control found in an incarcerative setting is described by the site research

team:

He is given a sheet, a blanket, a towel, a bar of

soap and a plastic cup and then led to a small con-

crete room which has a thick door with a narrow

peephole. Across from the door a concrete platform

with a narrow mattress on top of it catches a beam

of light from a big upper window. There is a built-in

aluminum washbasin and toilet. A lightbulb, protected

by wire mesh is set into the high ceiling...The boy

notices for the first time that there ‘are cameras
_everywhere...He is always being watched. (SVR 1)

Incarceration, or physical confinement, is one of the more extreme types of
% o ;

control. . In many of the training schools visited, this type of control is

manifested by confinement in a locked cell or locked facility. In the above

examplevsurveiliance with a.camera is also used for control purpases.

* A ’ ‘ .
Physical abuse was not observed during the field research. Though some
youths did report some degree of physical coercionm, -its extent could not be
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In training schools where the majority of the population is not held i
betiind loeked doors or high fences, "eyeball" surveillance and geographical
distanee can be equally effective as controlling mechanisms. The following
example 16 desevibed by the research team as it reiated to a youth in a

agtate tradning schooly
The one hundred plus miles of country between
(the yourh) and Metropolis was as effective
a wall as any ever built., He could run (escape),
but as sovn as they missed him ~ in an hour or
80 ~ they'd blow the whigtle and inform the people
iiving on the mountain that another boy was loose, and
they'd hotfoot it into the woods with their dogs and
shage him down. In return the school would give them
a bounty for his capture. Even if he did evade the
mountain people and their dogs, he'd have to outwit
the school's dogs and the guards patrolling the
roads in trucks. (SVR 1)

In the f£ield research, only one alternative program (investigated during
a site vislt to a community-based program) uses physical confinement for
congrol purposes, Though it only had 15 clients atka time, it had 25 full-~
time groff ond was located on the fourth floor of a thousand-bed public
healel hospital, In addition to the high degree of surveillance by staff,
youth wore physically confined to the waxd.

All of the project~selected community-based programs used five types of

control to vatying degreest a) achievement systems; b) the threat of incar-

cérationy ¢) peer pressure; d) program regimentation; and e) surveillance.

2.  Degpree of Cpucrmlv

Tha degroe of control maintained in extreme types of incarcerative

settings con ronge from four hours in lockup to an example of a youth who

was confined dn o &' % 6! steel coge for 38 days (SVR 6). In all the

teainiog school sotrings visited, a high degree of control was mainta%ned
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.through surveillance; the staff constantly watched the youths and controlled
their activities.

a. The Achievement System

The achievement system was used in over half of the community-based
programs visited. Points are achieved on the basis of a youth's behavior.
Two descriptions follow:

The point system is devised to help motivate the

youths to learn more appropriate behavior...house

chores are assigned to each individual and points

can be rewarded or deducted if the child does or

does not do his job well. (Research team, SVR 10)

Points are given for group meeting attendance,

participating in activities, keeping the curfew,

working at a job or training course, and attitude.

Points are taken away for not working, fighting,

stealing, dope and lying. (Research team, SVR 1)
The staff feel that a point system compels the youth to be responsible for
his/her behavior. With the accumulation of points come privileges, the
final privilege being successful discharge from the program. Attaching
rewards and punishments to specific behavior theoretically provides a way

*
to set limits upon and monitor behavior.

b. Threat of Incarceration

In the majority of programs examined, a second type of control was
illustrated by using the threat of incarceration. The use of the "hammer"
upon youth represents, from the viewpoint of many staff, an effective tool

for controlling behavior. "If the child has a fear of The Mén, at the very

‘least, then that's something we can work with." (SVR 1) It was observed

that the threat of incarceration can make a youth "exhibit a markedly high

degree of desire'" in performing program activities (SVR 1). The potential
‘ =

~0f the "hammer" is perhaps best illustrated by the staff reactions in

* . i
See Chapter VI for additional program description, Achievement Model I.
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another program to the loss of this form of coercive control. The-.research

team observed that "the staff s uncomfortable over the loss of detention

as a backup and way attempt to find another method of isolation...'" (SVR 6)-
It is difficult to determine the extent to which this type of control

18 uged within individual programs. As noted in the description of this

type, one program did have the use of an incarcerative facility (the local

detention center) on a weekend basis to give credance to the threat until
a judge put a stop to that practice. In at least four of the programs that
were visited, youth were made aware that improper behavior in the program
could result in their being incarcerated.

¢ Peer Pressure

A third type of control was manifested in two of the programs visited.

This type involves the use of peer preéssure where the responsibility for
control vests with the youth in the program. A group process is designed
to pressure individuals to conform to’the dominant values of the group.
"hrough the use of peer pressure...the residents are vested with the
vespongibility of..,controlling each other's behavior." (SVR 9) Groups
can, as gn aspect of controlling each other’'s behavior, impose sanctions
upon individual youth.

The groups have major respensibility for discipline...

In mogt cases sanctions are limited to restrictions or

privileges or demoting the resident one level. The
ultimate gsanction is a recommendation for transfer

(to the state training school). (SVR 9) v -

Though staff has the final authority over any disciplinary decisions, in
order to maintain the concept of individual culpability, youths are seldom

overridden,
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The degree of control maintained in those programs using peer group
control can be quite intense. Aside from formal daily meetings which last
about an hour and a half, there is cecnstant mutual vigilance throughout all

program~-related activities.

d. Program Regimentation

Rigid scheduling in two programs examined provides the basis for a high
degree of control. The schedule of one program covers the entire raﬁge of
daily activities including 'work crews, therapy sessions, groups, and
counseling sessions and seminars." (SVR 8) As such, all of the youth's
daily activities are tightly regulated.

e, Surveillance

The fifth type of control being used in community-based programs is
surveillance. A nonresidential program employs what it calls client
tracking. The tracking program provides intensive supervision of youths
who are livihg at home. The staff in a tracking program are assigned four
or five youths; their primary responsibility is to know where the youth is,
and what s/he is doing. Counselors use detailed forms to log their efforts
with the youth on a daily, weekly and monthly basis. The research team
states:‘ "The files are kept in the spirit of maintaining concrete informa-
tion...the emphasis-is on knowing what factor; are influencing the youth's
ability to stay out of trouble...' (SVR 7)

. The intensity of control maintained by a client tracking program makes
it a highly regarded placement by one state department of youth services. A
correctional official commented that the program can ''contact the kid every

single day...there is no state agency or no county agency that I know of

that can give that kind of supervision to a kid." (SVR 7)
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An interesting consequence of the tracking system on one occasion was
that a coungelor prevented an attempted arrest of one youth by showing the
police a "Daily Activity Log;" he and the youth had been together on the day
in question.

While the majority of community-based programs used some type or degree
of control, two programs were noteworthy in functioning without any overt
control techniques. In these programs, a close relationship between the
ataff and the youth appeared to be a more subtle control device. The
regearch team made the following observation in one of these programs:

Initially the staff will spend a great deal of time
with the girl. The counselor will take her out to
breakfass, lunch, dinner, or just for a coke. The
counselors see themselves as a kind of sounding .
board - someone the girls can tell their problems =~ , .~
to and who they can trust not to "fink" or moralize .
about whether theilr activities are good or bad...
the staff attempts to build up a one~to-one rela-
tionship of trust and understanding. As such, the
girls look upon the staff as friends. (SVR 4)
However, as noted, programs of such relative informality appear to be in

the minoxicy.

3, Duration of Control

The issuc of duration concerns how much time a youth spends under the
control of a program. The central issue encountered in a majority of the
prcgfams iz that for some youths and in some instances the existence of
alternative community-based programs may be increasing the duration of
éanﬁrql that programs have over youth. For example, in one program, all
youths wore spending more time under the direct contrel of the alternative

program than they would have experienced in the state training school.
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Furthermore, the time the youths spent in the alternative program was often
not counted toward their commitment period. Thus, a youth could spend up to
four months in the community-based program and still run the risk of being
*

incarcerated without having committed any further violation. This situation
provoked the following comment from a youth who had "done time" in the alter~
native program, and is presently incarcerated in the state training school.

Well it's a trick man. Four months is four months no

matter where you got to do them. The difference being

that four months in the program may or may not get you

out. It may just get you sent up here after all with

another four months to do. At least here you can do

youxr time without being afraid of another commitment.

(SVR 1)

Another youth in a training school felt that "time only counts for the
state, all that program time is on your own." (SVR 1) It is obvious that
such a situation is not an unusual occurrence; in at least half of the pro-
grams it was apparent that the community-based alternative program is not
considered a substitute for incarceration. 1In somé instances, failure in a
particular alternative program is seen by some juvenile justice and program
personnel as a failure in alternative programs in general. As a result,
failure .automatically means transfer to a state training school.

In contrast with this, one example was found where program failure was
not considered as the basis for such transfer. The site visit team noted
that:

- One of the most impressive facets of both NIP (the program)
and DYS (the juvenile correctional agency) 1s their willing-
ness to accept failure. It was assumed that a certain number

of youths were going to run away from programs, and that others
would get into trouble. (SVR 7)

The average length of stay in the state training school is four months in
this particular state.
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1t 18 recognized by the staff and juvenile justice personnel associated
with this program that failure might indicate the particular program is not
helping the youth, and perhaps a different type ?f community-based program
ig needed,

Avoilability of community-based programs is onme other important factor
which may affect the length of time a youth spends in the program, and
whather g/he 18 incarcerated as a consequence of failure, or moved to another
program. Though hard evidence was difficult to obtain, it does appear that
where communiszy-based programs are in wide use relative to incarceration,
there 18 a greater tendency to use community-based programs instead of incar-
ceration, Where the availability of alternative programs is limited, the
mere pied to place youths somewhere can result in the youth's being incar-
cernted for lack of another alternative.' Lo

The issue becomes more complex from two standﬁzints: defining the
duration of control needed in order for a program's goals to be realized;
and judging the seriousness of individual cases which may influence whether
program fallures should be transferred to a different type of community-
based program or be incarcerated. The discretion used to make such deci-
slons 1s digcussed next.

4,  Discretion

Discretionaxy decislon~making by program staff was evidenced in two
maJor aveas: dn the administration of controls and sanctions and iﬁ estab-
lishing criteria for prégram success and failure and length of stay. Staff,
in most caaés, have responsibility for defining unacceptable behavior and
deciding the consequences for the youth involved. Such discretionary judg-

ments ean have both positive and negative consequences. In one program,
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failure to abide by program rules resulted in the loss of points. Some of

the program rules include prohibitions against '"cursing, inappropriate phy-

sical contact (hitting or kissing - the program.is co-ed), and being tardy

' (SVR 6) The research team describes how such behavior is

three times.'

punished:
(The) behavior is punished by "consequences' which
range from doing '"quack quacks" (walking and quacking

like a duck in front of the group) to staying after
school.

Until it was recently prohibited by a judge, one result of refusing to take

"consequences"

in this program was placement in a detention center for a 24-
hour cooling=-off period (SVR 6).
Particular sanctions can be applied by the staff based upon arbitrary
definitions of unacceptable behavior. For example:
One time when I was thirsty I went in the kitchen and
took a glass of tea, and when I brought the glass back
I lost 200 points for stealing. They said it was
supposed to be like home here, so how can that be
stealing? (Youth, SVR 2)
The accumulation of a record of poor behavior within another program can
result in an increased length of stay or in termination.
Termination is rarely based on any one incident,
but is the result of repeated unacceptable behavior
such as frequent use of drugs or alcohol, chronic
"¥lying, aggressive behavior, sexual acting out, or
running away. (SVR 2) :
Termination for unacceptable behavior can; as already noted, result in the
youth being incarcerated.
The previous examples are not typical of all of the programs that were
visited. Some programs appeared to be extremely careful in their discre-.

tionary decisions, and made efforts to insure that the administration of

sanctions for certain behaviors was not capricious.
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A further issue with considerable significance for the operation of
community-based and other correctional programs is that in some cases pro-
geam ptaff have the authority to define certain types of behavior as delin-
quent, and then impoge sanctions which can increase the degree and duration
of control over a youth,

0f equal concern is that in many instances the imposition of sanctions
is justified as a form of treatment. This is illustrated by a program which
uges pecr pregsure ag a treatment strategy. The research team observed that
the tredtment was not separated from the imposition of sanctions in the
program,

+++8dnce treatment 1s seen as eliciting conformity to
the dominant social values (of the group) any deviation
from these values will be dealt with by the group under
the gulse of treating the individuals' problems...In
mogt cases discipline is limited to restrictions of
privileges, or demoting the resident one level. The
ultimate sanction is a recommendatlon for transfer

(to the training school). (SVR 9)

It was also found that increasing duration in a program was justified for

tregtomant.,

Summary

- Communid.ty~based and incarcerative programs can be examined along the

dimensions of type, degree and duration of control. Each of the types of

control exhibited in incarcerative programs such as physical confinement,

survedllonce, regimentation, and peer pressure, are also the types of con-

trols that are used in community-based programs.
“Along the dimensions of depree of cdntrol, it appears that some

community-based programs can be favorably contrasted with incarcerative

| pr@g:ama.4 This is especially the case_with‘a tracking program which relies
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on the constant surveillance characteristic-of many training schools, but
uses it in a positive way. However, other community-basesd programs appear
to bé less concerned with such obtrusive control techniques, and attempt to
minimize the degree of control within the program.

In terms of duration of control, there are some indications that
community-basedvprograms may be increasing the duration of control over
youth by either lengthening the timé that a youth spends in a community- ’
based program relative to incarcerative programs, or by increasing the
length df stay of youths within incarcerative programs.

Discretion is also an issue which aﬁfects the deéree and duration of
coatrol within community-based programs. Furthermore, treatment decisions
can affect the degree and duraﬁion of control within programs.

 As a final important note, ‘information gatheréd dufing the fiel& re=-

search did not find a notable distinction between the kinds of youth placed

in programs exhibiting different types, degree, and duration of control.
C. Staff

. Program staff are largely responsible for‘maintaining'a balance between

a positive environment and the necessary degree of control within a program.

 Staff background, in all programs, is considered important for relating to

the youths. The apparent trend in many programs is toward a staff.comprised
of ex-offenders, former program graduates, and persons who have grown up in,
or experienced, an environment similar to that-of the youths with whom'they

work. The director of ore program comments about her staff:
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Their strengths lie in the experiences they have
had, ¥, used to be a drug addict. She is funded
through the c¢ity of Puritantown so we don't have

to pay her. R. grew up in the Projects and her
mother walked out on her when she was 16. All the
eounacelory are active community residents, and most
of thew have some background in working either as
foster carg parents or running a group home,

(8VR &)

Seaff 4n another community-based program were described in the following
manney by the research team:
Thoreau has 24 ataff members most of them graduates

of this or another therapeutic community. They are
generally young, and having come from a therapeutic

pommunity themselves, are very much in tune with the ' o

residents. (SVR 8) s
The majordity of programs examined use a paraprofessional staff inséead
of professionally trained socfal workers. A program operated by the public
defender's offlce belleves that using ex~offenders is crucial to a success-
"ful.ﬁxmgrnm, The chief public defender stated that:

For many reasons, using the ex-offender as a
ecorrectional agent often provides advantages
over the usual middle class white social worker.
Bocause the ex-offender himself has experienced
the whole process of arrest, trial, conviction,
inearceration, release, and subsequent job
hunt, he is in a wnique position to understand
the elient.® (SVR 12)

The prisary requirvement for staff in another program is that they be "street

wise'" ond be able to relate to the youths on thelr own turf and not be conned

by them (SVR 7). 4 -
The practice of using paraprofessional staff instead of professional
goclal workera is not without controversy. In one community-based alterna-

tive program, the fact that staff had not.received sacial workktraining

~ Spo propram deserdiption, SVR 12, in Chapter VI.
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with more traditional agencies caused some juvenile justice personnel to
view the program's staff as less competent than probation officers, or as
"less than professionals'" (SVR 3)‘* However, in this program as well as in
oéhers with ;imilar type staff, it is strongly believed that there is no
substitute for on-the-~job training, and practical experience.

‘In a similar context, two programs placed great emphasis on profession=
ally trained staff. 1In these programs the staff, or teaching parents have
degrees or are working for masters in such fields as educational psychology
and social work. Furthermore, the staff receives intensive job training in
the form of classroom instruction, workshops and trainee periods in programs
where they are observed and graded according to their performance (SVR 10).
These programs tended to be very structured in their approach toward youth.

One element common to all of the programs encountered was the high
level of staff commitment to the program and the youths. It is apparent
that wotking in community-based programs demands an extraordinary amount of
time and energy. In some rgsidential programs staff appear to be working
constantly with the yohth, responding to crisis and counseling as well as
working with more mundane day-to-day issues. The nonresidéntial programs
are notable in that staff are on call 24 hours a day.  The staff in these
programs feel that their ablility to provide services for'youths depends on
"our being there when they need us, no matter what time of the day or night
it 4s." (SVR 7) It was anticipated that "burning out'' by staff would be a
problem; this did not turn out to be the casé. Only once was it cited as
a problem in respect to étaff commitment. In the majority ofkprogramé a
generally faﬁorablé impfession wés géiﬁed of staff—yduth rélationships.

These‘relationships appeared to combine an empachetic regard for the youth:

* . S
‘See Chapter VI for program description.
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with ¢ realistie, and disciplined approach. .Perhaps one of the best indica-
ttons of the kind of relationships that staff are able to maintain comes
from observations made by a youths |

They got a lot of reaily funky programs in DYS and really

gtupid shit people doing it for money, but people here

aren't into that, you can tell..,.you know they want to

* halp you out ~ like my counselor came to court with me

and he was sick and everything and there wasn't anything

he could really do, but he came anyway because that's the

kind of guy he ig. (SVR 7)
The progrom balances a high degree of control over the youth's daily acti-
wities with a caring approach toward the youth.

Other programs wore appaxenﬁly less successful in this respect. The
ragearch team gathered impressions from one youth who did not feel the staff
was helping hex.

This place isn't doing me any good. Everything they are

teaching me I already know...TI have a lot of hangups,

but I'm not going to talk to a counselor here because it

i8 too personal. I wanted to see a psychiatrist instead

of coming here...(my counselor) just can't take criti-

cism, I'm supposed to be learning to take criticism

and ghe can't take any criticism at all. (SVR 2)

 Thae intangible balance between caring and control that is maintained

by ataff appenrs to have an important effect upon the youth's view of his
or her exporience in the program. In many instances this determines whether
# youth feels s/he 4s being helped by a program, or whether the program is

seun o8 a eontrolling experience only.
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SECTION THREE: FACTORS EXTRINSIC TO COMMUNITY-~-BASED ALTERNATIVES

In this section, two major organizational factors extrinsic to program

operation will be discussed: ‘Single program strategies versus program net-—

work strategies, and funding. A third important factor, the political con-

text ,0f community-based programs, concludes the section.,
A. Individual Programs Versus Network Strategies

In nine of the twelve site visits the individual community-based program
operates in isolation. While individual programs may use different treatw
ment strategies within the program itself, other community~based programs
are not considered to be necessarily relevant to this process.

The\single program method of intervention can best be understcod when
contrasted with the network strategy of intervention. Only in three of the
twelve visits was the network strategy evidenced. Programs existing as
part of a4 wilder strategy sequentially or simultaneously bring several ser-
vices to bear on the individual youth. One progrém serves as a network in
itself’(SYR 3),* This program operates as a brokerage agency and uses the
network strategy to offer "widely varying alternative setﬁiﬁgs...from miﬁi¥
mal supervisién by a voluntary advocate whilé_the (youth) lives at home,
to ektended psychiatric tréatment in privaté hospitals, or six weeks of
wilderness survival training" (SVR 3). ‘For example, the network strategy
can link progfams in seéuence sokthat a’youth may uﬁdergo six weeks of
treatment in a psychiatric hospital; foilowedlg; residance in a group home,

and then return to his own home and be under the supervision of a community

advocacy pirogram.

* . .
See program description in Chapter VI.
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The network strategy gan be used when a youth is unable to make it in

ong program, as one site visit illustrated:

If the gituation has deteriorated...it is up to NIP

and DYS to determine whether the youth should be

continued in NIP, put in another program, or sent to

a residential program for three to six months and

thed reinstated in NIP. (SVR 7)
The context within which NIP operates illustrates its place within the net-
work of progrsms operated by DYS.

Region 4, which Sausberg NIP serves, has access to

various non-secure residential programs and foster

homes both in and out of the region, as well as to

other agencies providing specific services such as

community mencal health. NIP in Sausberg and its

gatellite office in Clothville are the only non~

residential programs in the regilon outside DYS

parole services. In addition, Region 4 is alloted

four glots in Secure Care programs throughout the

state. (SVR 7)

The network strategy provides a different way of looking at how

community~baged programs might be used as alternatives to incarceration.
Viewing programs as part of an overall strategy gives greater depth and

flexibility to the notion of providing alternatives to incarceration.
B. Funding

A numhar of important issues were recognized as having a bearing on
thix fun&img of cammunity~basad programs. |
(1) Public versus private operation of programs
(2)  Monitoring ‘
(3) Status foeydéi légiélatibh

(4) Propgram costs. e 5 .
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1. Public versus Private

Issues arise out of the differences betweén programs operated by public
agencies and programs whose services are purcha§ed by the 'state, operated.
by private‘agencies. Privately operated programs appear to provide a cer-
tain flexibility lackipg in publicly operated programs. This flexibility
is particularly apparent in their ability to maintain staff on rigorous and
unorthodox schedules; staff who in effect "live their jobs" is a common
feature. For example, the live-in counselors seem to be the mainstay of
one residentilal program. The head counselor lives at the program, having a
room on the top floor by the upper dorm. He conducts the nightly group

sessions upstairs and is considered to be aware of the general atmosphere of

'the program. This living arrangement enables him to establish stronger rela-

L 3

tionships with the youth (SVR 1).

Another area in which a privately operated program is seen as advanta-
geous is when it is associated with a well-respected local organization.
Being assoﬁiated with the 1oca1‘YMCA enabled one program to become estab-
lished and maintain considerable community support. The research team com~
ments that:

The respectability and trust shown the YMCA by all
organizations is evident in their (the program's)

informal, unwritten working relahlonshlps and under-
standings. (SVR 1)

The fact that a private agency already has roots in thé'community appeared,

in this case, to have a positive effect on the ability to run programs for

*
youth.

Tk

" In contrast, in another site visit one of the apparent disadvantages of

state operated programs is the difficulty they have in eliciting community
involvement. It seemed that communities felt little more than an abstract
connection with state operated programs; such programs were seen as being

the respon51bility of the state (SVR 9).

-113-



Pargonnel in one state juvenile correctional agency feel very positive
about the system of contracting with private groups rather than providing
socvices themselves. They stated the following as advantages ¢f that system:

(a} Tt allews more innovation. Any program which is run
by a governmental agency takes forever to get started
pecause of bureaucratic red tape - funds are always
a problem and political intrigue invaria?ly comes
{nto play. The private sector, in addition, has more
resources avallable.

(b) Programs can hire and fire on the basis of gersonnel's
abilities to do the work. Programs run by the state
have to involve Civil Service which often means that
people who are not really fit for jobs hav? to be
hired, and once hired it is nearly impossible to get
rid of them.

(¢) Programs which don't work can be scrapped or changed
engily, DYS can simply not renew the contract. This
i3 not so casy with public programs which often go
on - offective or not — for years.

Phere are also some disadvantages of the public-private liaison. A
juvenile justice official in one state pqinted out that one disadvantage
of purchoaing scrvices from privately operated programs is that well-
eutablioled private programs can wield considerable power over youth place-
ment and program dovelopment (SVR 4). The official felt that private
agenelon con become @8 fossilized and resistant to change as large public
burpancraclies,

The roliance of private agencles on other funding squrées can have
dirﬁén vamiffcations for the youth in the program. One program, which
depends upon the gtate-operated Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, had
ta deal with an lssue which illustrates a problem resulting from such
depondenca, DVR's ordentation 1s toward vocational training and employment,
Théiw funding guidelines gtate that youth must be of legal age to drop out

of school in order to attend training courses. Tt is also a requirement
' ~114-

that boys entering the program be diagnosed as mentally disabled by a psy-
chiatrist in order to qualify for DVR funding under their "behavioral disor-

der' provision. The possible negative effect of such labeling of youth was

raised with program staff, since every boy entering the program is classi-
fied as "mentally disabled'" as a matter of course. Though a psychiatrist,
who diagnosed the youth, expressed severe reservations regarding the label-
ing process, program staff felt that it was justified in order to acquire
adequate funding for the program.

Another important issue arises when programs receive funding from
sources other than state agencies. In one case, a program was compelléd to
make either substantive changes in programmatic content, or in their intake
policies, as a result of the funding agency's demands. A cherge in philo-
sophy of ‘the parent funding combined with the end of LEAA fundi;g forced
this program to accept different youth. The research team observed that:

Changes in the target population from the present hard-
core delinquent to less serious offenders, possibly
decreasing the number referred from the state institu-
tion, may be imposed by the parent organization. (SVR 5)

This problem 1s obviated in a state which operates iﬁs'own programs.
Officials in this state feel that state-operated programs provide the
stability inherently lacking in many programs which depeﬂd on uncertain,
year-to-year funding arrangements (SVR 9).

2. Monitoring

Monitoring of private agency programs appears to be either limited or
non-existent. One state agency which has the task of monitoring over 200
commﬁnity—based programs admits that it has a major task to insure adequate

quality control (SVR 4).
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fThe peneral lack of moniroring of privately run proprams is highlighted

be suir community~baped program which has a staff of six full-time employees,

4 bodpot of $133,000, and only five youth - all from the same family, and
thron under the age of cen. Though the program was created to serve delin-
guent ?Qutﬁ.ﬁﬂ an alternative to inearceratlon, 1t is presently serving as
& pesidence for youth who are neglected and dependent. Two of the youths,
apes 15 and 16, had been living with their grandmothex instead of their
porents, and the other three siblings did not even know why they had been
placed 4n the program. One of the youths explained the predicament to the
regoarch teams
| A ‘ ' \ me sister at

A group hone supervtaer come @ T mave & meating,

and me and my gister didn't know what it was for so we

went ond Winny (county welfare supervisor) told us we

had to go up theve and stay with Peggy. Wg didn t know

why, We had stayed with my grandmother practically all

our 1ife and hadn't been in any trouble at all...(SVR 11)
My cage presents an extreme but concrete example of the p?éblems that can
apdiga from o lack of monitoring.

Only {n one case was there a consistent attempt at monitoring and it
wan built into the program itself (SVR 3). The service brokering zgency
dividen {ts geaff into two majer areas of responsibility: case management,
and ragourch dGVQLOghﬁnt. The case management staff monitors the progress
of youths naaimnﬁd.to the various private agencies from whom services are

‘gurahaacdg tn addition, apencles are visited by the resource development

teat ot least onco & month. These two sources of information are compiled

{uto one report on the quality of services being rende:ed by all the service-

providing agencles.
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Monitoring takes on a different shape in the state-operated programs.
One state which operates community-based programs points out the ability to
provide uniform services throughout their programs. Close adherence to
manuals which spell out guidelines and operating procedures for state pro-—
grams appears to aid in the maintenance of a relatively consistent level
of services (SVR 9).

3. Status Offender Legislation

Status offender legislation is having a profound effect upon tradi-
tional funding arrangements. In one state it is no longer possible for non~
delinquent youths to be committed to the state agency. The state agency
therefore does not fund the placement of these youth in alternative programs.
Among the consequences of this new arrangement is that programs are not
taking status offenders, and a vacuum has been created around the provisiqn
of services for this category of youth. The seriousness of the situation is
evidenced by the fact that CHINS (Children in Need of Supervision) youth din
this state are now spending up to 45 days in detention while awaiting place~
ment.  Also, some youth who were previously being adjudicated as status

offenders are now being adjudicated delinquent, so that they can become

eligible for funding.

4, Program Costs

A final area related to funding is that of program costs. . The wide
variety of funding arrangements and the bewildering array of cost accounting
formulas and procedures makes it very difficult to obtain reliable informa-

tion on the cost of running community-based programs. As a result, it is

difficult to substantiate cost claims made by programs and thus make a com-

parative analysis regarding costs of different types of community-based
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progeams, It 4o therefore also difficult to make a comparative analysis

reparding costs of different types of community-based programs and training
gehaols.

Thres points stand out from the information gained concerning the costs
of progroms, First, with only one exception, the costs quoted by community-
baged programs were comparatively less than the costs of incarceration
quoted by state agencies. The exception was found in the referral agency
which places some of its youth in highly expensive intensive care programs.
The second point that cap be made is that in genefal, cost information was
move canily obtainable from the two state-run programs than from the
privately operated programs. Certain programs showed what might be inter-
proted as an unwillingness to share cost information with the research team.
FPinally, some programs did not have cost information readily available and
wore unable to explain precisely how they arrived at their figures. This
wap partisulorly the cdse with one program which receives funding from both
astate and private sources (SVR 1).

In light of the difficulty of obtaining reliable information concerning
progrom coaty, funding agencies would benefit considerably from the develop-

ment of uniform cost acecounting procedures,

€. The Political Context of Community~Based Alternatives to Incarceration

Durdng the Field visits, the overall political context of each of the
pregraﬁa was wet always apparent. However, there‘were three significant

excopiions tb this, The filrst example concerns the development of an exper-

’ iwental norwork or strategy program in a major urban area with a high crime
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rate (SVR 3).* The development and operation of the program was influenced
by the organization of key figures in the field of juvenile justice into a
policy board. The board is composed of representatives of the following
agencles: juvenile court; department of court services; the youth division
of the police department; state child welfare agency; Department of Youth
Service;; State Parole and Pardon Board; and the state attorney general's
office. The policy board was viewed as a major breakthrough in uniting
critical agencies in making policy decisions concerning the handling of
juvenile offenders., 1In effect, the policy board provides the mandate for
the program's attempﬁs to provide a range of alternative programs for
relatively serious offenders who otherwise would have been incarcerated.
The second example comes from a state whick has abandoned traditional
forms of incarceration in favor of over 200 community-based programs.+
This policy has focused attention on the state DYS' plans for those youths
who are in need of secure custody. The state has contracted with private
agencies for intensive care programs throughout the state, each of which
provide secure care for up to twenty youths.i Intake is regulated by a
quota system which limits to approximately 100 the total number of youths
placed in intensive care at any one time. The limited availability of
intensive care is a constant source of friction with juvenile Justice
Personnel who feel that more such facilities are needed. The controversy

surrounding the intensive care issue illustrates a central question for the

" :
See discussion in Chapter VI,

‘+ The state is one of the largest states in the U.S.

¥ At the time of the field research report, it was indicated that the
largest of these programs containing 35 youth would be closed, and two new
Programs created to take its place. )
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“much controversy. However, by the end of 1973, a battle ensued between those

‘quences resulting from the "law and order' reaction. The following figures : v

development and use of community-based alterndtives to incarceration: what

types of offenders can be plaéed in community-based programs, and what types

T
v

of offenders should be placed in secufe settings?
A.third state clearly illustrates the politics that surround the funda-
mental question of how juvenile offenders should be handled. This state has
pursued a deliberate strategy of reducing the number of youth within their
gtate training school system through ghe development of community-based
programs (SVR 9). Over a six-year period the number of youth incarcerated

*
was reduced by over 30 percent. The reforms initially did not generate

who supported the reforms and those with a more punitive orientation who

félt the new emphasis on community-based programs Wés too soft{ Many judges,
sheriffs, and néwspaper writers attacked the Department of Youth Services

for coddling youthful criminals. A balance of powec was maintained between
thé critiecs and the agency until the retirement froﬁ public office of some
major supporters of the reform. A reactionary response then begah to reverse
the reformist trend which had been symbolized, in part, by the use of
community;based alternatives to inééfceration. From information gained

during the field research, it appears that there have been dramatic conse-

obtained from the state correctional agency illustrate changes that have

occurred from the end of 1974 to midway into 1975,

*
The training school population dropped from around 1600 in 1968 to 950 in -
late 1974, ,
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(1) Commitments roge from 1.9 percent of those youth
initially referred to 4.4 percent, an increase of
132 percent. During the past fiscal year as opposed
to the previous fiscal year, the number of commit-
ments went from approximately 2,500 to 4,99C.

(2) Recommitment cf aftercare youth (parole recommit~
ments) increased from 219 to 395.

- (3) The average length of stay for all training school
programs in May, 1975, was 7.4 months. Five months
earlier it was 3.4 months.

(4) The population in the state training schools increased
from a low of about 950 to a level of over 1700.

Some correctional observers theorize that if training schools them—

selves are not closed concurrent with the creation of alternative programs,

those incarcerative facilities will continue to be used at or near their
full capacity. This appears to héve beeﬁ the case in'this state; the
development Of community-based prograﬁs has not resulted in the decgrceration
of juvenile offenders.

On a broader, more general level, the situation in this state_also
illustrates the schizophrenic demands of the juvenile justice system. In

particular, community~based programs are being established in an atmosphere

- of attempted balance between the conflicting goals of humane treatment for

offenders and demands for a more punitive policy toward juvenile crime.
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distinguish

w

-

between purposes of control and services. The importance of making such a

distinction has been made by several researchers and most forcefully in a

recently published study by Paul Lerman. The strong impression gained from t

-

the field research in this study is that community-based programs are viewed
by juvenile justice personnel primarily in terms of treatment services rather
than control. In support of Lerman's findings, it appears that distinction;'
are rarely made by program personnel or other juvenile justice staff between

activities related to the provision of treatment services fgr youths and those
that serve a control purpose. A number of instances were observed during the
field research of increased control over youth being justified by a treatment

rationale. As Lerman notes:

The issue is not whether, on reasonable grounds, wards

should ever be locked up. The issue is whether a correctional
agency...can accept the responsibility for depriving youth

of rights and privileges - and can then forthrightly address
the issues associated with the administration of sanctions.

If the conceptual distinction between social control and
treatment is not made, then the responsibility of organizing

a nonargitrary administration of sanctions is not likely to
occur.

C. Discretion

Again_the findings of this study tend té sﬁpport Lerman's conclusion
that the wide use of discretion by program‘personnel results in ad hoc
policy-ﬁaking‘which has difedt consequences for youths in proérams.
Some of the consequences'of discretionary decision-making obsérved during the
field research included increased duration and deg;ee of control over youths
in programs for arbitrary purposes. . Specific examples were foundAof youths
béing incarcerated because of program féilure ﬁot becausé they had commited
anothér delinquenf offense. | ’
Another»study which has examined theveffecﬁs of discretionary’decision— ’

making found that the‘deVelopmeht of special juvenile delinquency police units
- -123- |



@ Provides an important warning that there may be unanticipated ang unmeasured

o fiscal costs resulting from policy decisions. 8

*
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Tﬁa'£Q1¢ that community~based programs are playing as a strategy to
provide alternatives to incarceration has been a central issue addressed by
this report., The main question is whether community-based programs are in
fact serving to replace or to supplement juvenile incarceration.” In the
najority of cases, the findings of the field research strongly indicate that
community~-based programs appear to be serving a supplementive rather than an
alternative role. This is in concert with recently published findings of the
Haotional Asgessment of Juvenile Corréctions which has addressed the same issue.
The Universlty of Michigan researchers state: e

The development of community corrections is not
agsociated with reduced rates of institutional
incarceration. States that place more offenders in
community-based programs do not place fewer in

training schools although there are several exceptions.
In gencral as the number of offenders in community-
based facilitles increases, the total number of youth
incarcerated increases.

In alght of the twelve site visits conducted by this project, community-
Iaged programs were found to be dealing with shallow end offenders who in all

1ikelihood would not have been incarcerated had a community—basedwprdgram

pot baen avallable., It appears that the use of community-based programs for

"ghollow end offenders neither limits the penetration of youth into incarcerative

programg, or reduces the leével of incarceration. In this regard, an important

- yepearch quustion to be asked is: to what extent does the development of

gdmmunity~bas¢@ prbgrams lead to a widaning of the juvenile justice net?
«Althaugh‘this study did encounter instances éf éommunity~baaed programs being
used for decp end offenders as part of a strategy’to‘reduce the number of
invaxcerated yeuth; such programs weré the exception.»

Glven the poliey directions set by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Pravontion Act of 1974, and by a sexies of nationai‘commiséions in favor of
r&ﬁu&iﬂg the ;&vaxkai incarc&;atianiana the qve#all extent of control in the

~126-

juvenile justice process, there remains a critical policy decision that must
be made with respect to the funding and use of community-based alternatives to

incarceration. This policy decision revolves around a fundamental question:

should community-hased programs be tied to a policy of decarceration? This

study has underlined the importance of making an explicit policy decision,
rather than allowing policies to develop through default which often result

in a series of unanticipated or undesired consequences. The present community-
based programs might well become significant in providing alternatives to
incarceration but this is generally not the case at present. If such programs
are. to serve that purpose explicit policy decisions are required and the

implementation of these decisions must be closely monitored.
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Site Visit Report 1: PROGRAM #1

Program #) {8 a residential facility that utilizes a point-system as
the basic tool fbr tontrolling client behavior. Criteria for acceptance
into the proprom are! '"Mature and responsible behavior, ability to function
{n o relatively unatrﬁcnured environment and the initiative to do things
on hig own," Clients range between the ages of 16 and 18 because the fund-
ing souree, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR), will not fund any
other age group, Offenses are either truancy, curfew, etc., or minor
burglarices. No Violann or "dangerous" youth are acceptable., All clients
anter nhﬁ‘pragram on probation with successful completion of the program
a condition of their probation. This program is intended to serve as an
alternative to incarceration throughout the state but it does not appear
te receive many referrals from outside the immediate area.

The program Ls funded through the DVR (80 percent) and the city's
YMCA (20 percent). With the exception of the cook, all staff are under-
gradusite or graduate students -~ either ordained or about to be oxdained
ministers,

It i located in a southern eity with a population slightly less than
200,000, 20 percent of which are black. Crime and unemployment rates’reflecﬁ

tha national pieture.

Site Visit Report 2: GIRLS GROUP HOME

The Girls Group Home is in the former county home for unwed mothers.
All of the clients are diagnosed as ''mon-violent" by a psychologist and
attend school and/or work in the community. The girls are O€tween the ages
of 14 and 17, and most are status offenders (incorrigibility, truancy, and
running away). There is a small percentage-of girls petitioned in court by
social service agencies as this waé the only way to obtain services for
them. Referrals are from the juvenile court.  Most of the girls come from
family situations where severe conflict exists between the parents and
themselves.

The program goals, through use of a point system and zeality therapy,
are to teach the girls how to function in the adult world. The girls
are supposed to learn to take responsibility for their actions and make
their own decisions, but ghe way the program is set up, there are very

real limitations on their input into actual decision-making.

The program is one of eight similar residential alternatives to the

state training school and is funded by LEAA with future plans to have the

state pay per diem costs. It is located in a southern port city of 310,000

with a minority population of 30 percent (mostly black).
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Site Vigit Report 3: MULTIPLE SERVICES AGENCY (MSA)

HSA purchases gervices from private agencies for youths on probation
referred from the county juvenile court and for youths on parole from the
Department of Youth Services (DYS). Funded by LEAA, the purpose of MSA is
to provide various alternative settings for the youths in lieu of incarceration
in a 0YS operated institution. The criteria for admission to the program
i that the youths must have at least four recorded police contacts including
two delinquency petitions; must have committed an offense which would result
in commlitment to the DYS; or must have been adjudicated delinquent or
in vialauién of probation and would be committed to the DYS if not referred
to M8A. It has a maxiwmum capacity of 400 youths per year who receive
pervices for a maximum of six monthg each. Services vary, including
supervislon by volunteer advocates, hospitalized psychiatric treatment, and
wildorness suryival craining.

The program serves youth from a county which includes a major city
and hag o total population of over five and one-half million. The crime rate
in both the county and the city are well above the national a&erage. Although
minoritiss make up less than 25 percent of the population, over 70 peércent
of the youths committed to the DYS are members of a minority group. MSA
attempts to modntain the same ethnic proportions as the population committed

o the DY&y the program also accepts all adjudicated girls.
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Site Visit Report 4: GIRLSTOWN

Located in a state with a fairly extensive network of alternative programs
for male juveniles, Girlstown is one of a few such programs for female
juvenile offenders. It is a non-residential Eounseling program that accepts
both status offenders and delinquents between 12 and 17 years old. Most
have backgrounds of truancy and running away, most come from large families
(many of whom are on welfare), and some have previous drug abuse offenses.
Delinquents are referred to the program from DYS; fewér CHINS (status
offenders) are referred by the court as DYS no longer pays for thelr
placement (initially the program was geéred mainly to status offenders).

Treatment is limited to informal counseling, field trips and crisis
intervention on a 24-hour basis. Staff attempt to show their clients how
to use any and all community service agencies that are available, and
intervene on the part of the client in family disputes.

The program receives per diem payment from DYS. It is located in a
jower middle class community that is adjacent to a large eastern city. It

is a densely populated community of 85,000 of which 98 percent are white.
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Site Visit Report 5: THE SURVIVAL CLUB, INC.

The Survival Club, Incorporated juvenile program is a halfway house

providing residential aftercare for male juvenile offenders., Run primarily
by adult ex-offenders, funding comes from LEAA, the county probation depart-
ment and the State Youtthureau, which administers the state training schools
for juveniles. Clients, who are referred from the county probation depart-
ment and state traininé schoolg, musﬁ be 16 to 18 and on either probation

or parole. Survival Club has a maximum capacity of lé ciie;ts. Boys in

the program are consiaefed to be "hard to place" or "hard core," having
generaliy committed violent crimes against people. The treatment philosophy

is one of rehabilitation, utilizing "empathy" and "identification' along

. with various counseling techniquee such as reality therapy, behavior

modification, self—actualization, value orientation, and comniprehensive
evaluation. _ The program also draws en the external resources ef many
state and local service organizatione.

Located in a southern cityw&ith a.population of 1.5 miilion,‘The Survival
Club, Inc. occupies a refurbished mansion in an older, racially mixed

neighborhood. The city itself is densely populated and currently experiencing

rapid industrial growth. Minority people represent one third of the population,

20. percent black and 12 percent Spanish-speaking Americans. The program

~at the time of the‘visit has 13 residents, 8 blacks, 3 Spanishwspeaking'

Americans, and 2 whites.
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Site Visit Report 6:

H

METROPOLITAN EDUCATION AND TREATMENT FOR REHABILITATION OFFENDERS (METRO)

METRO is a non-residential program which provides juveniles on
probation with remedial education. The‘goal oé METRO is to return the youths
to public schools at a grade level commensurate with their chronological
age. Youths are referred by the probation department after adjudication.
Screening is conducted before referral to insure that youths are of average
intelligence and are not "violent or agressive types.' Youths have committed
offenses ranging from truancy to assault with a deadly weapon. METRO serves
as an alfernative to commitment te the state training schools. Clients are
youths from lower and lower middle class families and boys outnumber girls
two to one.. The program serves a maximum of 15 juveniles at one time, of
whom approximately half are white and half black; thie is not a result
of program pelicy but rather depends upon which juveﬁiles need the program
services‘at the time of referfai. Funding is obtained through grants
from LEAA and CETA.

METRO is located in e southern city of about 70,000 people with a black

population of 27 percent.
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Site Visit Report 7: NEIGHBORHOOD INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM (NIP)

~HIP 1g 4 program which provides support services and supervision to
sdjudicated youthsg., Located in a state which recently closed down its large -

incarcexative facilities for juveniles, NIP'is a non-residential alternative

‘to incarceration for youths committed to the DYS. The youths are from 12

to 17 years old and have generally been in and out of court, on probationm,

and 4n various programs ﬁfior to their involvement in NIP, Their offenses
{nclude car theft, breaking and enteriag, assault, as ;ell as any misdemeanor.
NIP 1is part of a private, non-profit organization which receives payment
from the DYS for its services. The program provides a wide range of services:
informal strest counseling, youth advocacy, and enrollment in school or work
programg. The average length of stay with the program is six months.

NIP is run out of an old store front in an old industrial eastern city

of 180,000 people.
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Site Visit Report 8: THOREAU HOUSE

Thoreau House is a co-educational, modified therapeutic community
which houses and treats juveniles and adults with drug-related offenses.
The program owns 3 homes in residential areas, each functioning as a

separate phase of the treatment: a therapeutic community, pre-reentry,

"and reentry. Only 6 of the 73 residents were juveniles at the time of the

site visit, and most had had extensive experience with'institutionalizatibn
ranging frqm orphanages to drug programs, detention cengers and juvenile
hall. There are no specific criteria for acceptance besides drug-related
offenses. Both sexes (homosexuals are also accepted) and all races, socio-
economic statuses and all offenses are included in the client population.
Referrals came from the 5 local county probation offices thoﬁgh some clients
are from more distant parts of the state.

The program obtains funding through the National Institute of Mental
Health, and the National Institute of Drug Abuse on a per diem/per client
ﬁasis. Most of thg staff are either graduates of this program or another one
similar to it. Thoreau House was founded in 1969 by an ex—addict and é'young
executive at a pharmaceutical company. Since then it has abandoned most of
the de-humanizing aspects of traditional therépeutic commuﬁities due to
inherent problems in such a treatment program which included the necessity
for akdertain degreé of coercion, the high failure rate, ahd the inability
of T.C. graduates te function in a non-T.C. sétting.

This program Is located in a lérge coastal city with a population of
700,000 and an unemployment rate of 10 percent. Two of the 3 facilities are

old 4-5 story mansions, the third a series of large apartments: All are

located in residential areas of the city.
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Site Visit Report 9: PROCESS VISIT TO REDVILLE

The site vigit to Redville was made in order to investigate alternative
programs within the context of a centralized stéﬁe.juvenile corrections
system. A reform movement which begaé in 1968; intended to set up a state-
run network of community-based residential programs as alternatiVeé to
commitment to a state training sahoci. After initially reducing the length
of ptay for youths in the state training schools, the state agency's policy
wog wodified and the length of stay in a training school increased. There
are now about the same number of youths incarcerated as there were at the
time the reforms were instituted. The following three summaries are of

ptate-run group homes, the main resource for alternative placements within

the state.

NOLTON HOUSE

ﬁalcan House 1s a residential prégram which serves as an alternative
to the state training scheol for 25 percent of its clients and as an after-
gare fpeility to 75 percenmt of its clients (transferred from the state train-
ing schools). Funded by the state, it was the first commﬁnity—based
yesidential foeility in the state. There are now 28 similar programs.
Nolton House has a nagacity‘éfAZS boys betweén the ages of 15 and 17 bﬁt
aften operatas dn LWo  ox thrée youths over the capacity. The majoripybof
the yeuths gro first commitments to the‘Depértmenc of Youth Services for
Brﬁﬁkiﬁg,ﬁnﬁ entaring, aute theft, drug éﬁﬁse, and robbery. Though this is
@myﬁag&ﬁ to be a.aﬁmmunity«base§ program, 60/patcentk6f the'youtﬁs come from
‘awtaiﬂa éflgﬁa Rﬂdviilé area. Although 33'perceut of the programfs'cliencs'
~&t&7m&mhnw$ of a minoxity, whicbyiﬁ greater than the percentage of minorities
in Ehﬁvﬁity;'it ié well uﬁﬂet‘tbeiﬁ@ pefceh¢ minqrity population in the

- ogtate teaining schools, ;
s - , -137~
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The treatment m2thod consists of reality therapy and guided group inter-
action:\ 1t is felt‘:hat a group-oriented process is best suited to achieve
the goals\ of rehabilitation and reintegration. Successful reintegration is
haﬁpéred bf the fac: that the ciient's own coﬁmunity and family are often a
ggeat dista&;e from the physical setting of the prbgram.

Redvillé'is a zmall metropolitan darea of 103,000 people of which
approximatelyyﬁa percent are minorities. It is the state capital, has an
unemployment rafg of just over 7 percent, and the average househéid income

is §12,648.
THE JOE BLOW FAMILY GROUP HOME

This is a private nome that provides housing for six black male youths
between 9 and 13 years old. Since it is a state DYS policy to place those
juveniles who are mest likely to return home in a group or foster home set-

ting, the clients are considered "one-way kids." Two of the youths had been

adjudicated delinqu¢nt and were committed to DYS; four were status offenders

" who had been declarcd dependent-neglected at the time of the site. visit.

The average length of stay is six months. Treatment is in the form of
nightly GGI sessions with a DYS counselor. Otherwise, the clients are
ﬁreéted as‘ié they wefe a part of the family. Per diem costs are paid by
DYS; the Blows do ndt récéivé any salary. This program is also located in

Redville.

NEWTON COUNTY GIRLS PROGRAM

" This is a residential program that houses up to 20 gifis, 12~18 years

old. Initially most of the clients weré runaways or up on charges of having
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Qialat&& probation, Due to state legislation barring DYS commitment of

status offenders, clients now have been adjudicated delinquent for breaking

4f}n& enter{ng, assault, shoplifting, and disorderly conduct. They must all

be on first commitment to DYS, They remain ig the program from ? to 6 months
and can expect to be on 6 months of probation following their release. Group
counseling and a point system are utilized to teach the girls how to become
reaponsible members of the community. The major goals are socialization

and reintegration with a secondary emphasis on education. Some responsibil-~

ity for house rules 1s given to the staff but this appears to be limited.
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Site Visit Report 10: ACHIEVEMENT MODEL I

Two group homes were studied during this site visit. They are both
replicas of the original Achievement Place étagted in Lawrence, Kansas in
1967. They accept boys from the ages of 12 to 16 years referred to the
program from the juvenile court. Generally the clients had been adjudicated
delinquent or dependent-neglected for status offenses. Most were from white,
middle-class families residing in the two suburban communities in which the
group homes were located. Juveniles who have committed serious violent
offenses, been adjudicated for drug abuse, have a serious physical disabil-
ity or who have a chronic history of running away are not accepted in either
of these programs.

Staff are trained by the Achievement Place workshop program and use an
extensive point system, a behavioral skill training curriculum, and a type
of self-government system. The treatment plan assumes that after acquiring
certain social, academic; pre-vocational and self-care skills, the youths

will be able to successfully return to their homes and schools.
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Site Vinit Report 11:  THE GREEN PINE CROUP HOME

There are 3 homes located on the Green Pine Indian Reservation which
provide residential and counseling services to native Americans who have
besn ﬂdzudicaned dependent-neglected or delinquent. Referrals to the pro-
BUam cong ffam the county juvenile court and the welfare depéftment. They
h&?ﬂ a capacity foy 16 clients but since the begiuning of operations in
June, 1975, only 5 juveniles have been referred. Although the clients are
suppoged to be active in community programs, it seems that few, if any, con-
tacts are actually established and operationzlized. The program is staffed
by 2 house poarents in each home.

The program wag a response to the failure of off-reservation placements
uhiah removed the youths from:their community, family, and friends. Until
1972, o echurch opersted a residential facility on the reservation. At this
time, the 3 homes were purchased and they cpéned their doors in 1975 with
funding From LEAA.

The total papulation of the reservation is 720 people, 85 percent of
whom veside in the town of Green Pine. About 68.5 percent of the families
are under some type of state or federal welfére program. The average per

capita Income for the county in which the reservation is located is $2,310,
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~ Site Visit Report 12: PROCESS VISIT TO NEEDLEVILLE

This visit investigated the overall juvenile justice process in Needle-
ville and included a study of diversion progra&s in addition to alternatives
to incarceration.  The trend in this city seems to be toward an increasing
emphasis on sanctioning rather than treating juvenile offenders, particularly
in the pre-adjudicatory stages of the process. The following is a summary
of one program that appears unique in the light of the frevious eleven site
visits.

THE PUBLIC DEFENDER'S COUNSELING PROGRAM

The Public Defender’'s Counseling Program is a dispositional advocacy
project that provides services to all youth from the preliminary through
dispositional hearing. The staff are all ex-convicts who work as counselors
to recommend alternatives to traditional dispositions. The clients are
generally between the ages of 14 and 17; 300 were provided with services
during 1974.

Funding has been through the public defender's budget, Program for
Local Services, LEAA, CETA and the Community Youth Action Council. There
have been times when the counselors must volunteer their services as ﬁuhding
has been fairly uneven. The PDCP 1s located in Needleville, a city of
750,000, The county contains approximately one-third of thz state populatiocn
and accounts for 43 percent of all the property crimes and 47 percent of all

violent crimes for the state.
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APPENDIX B:
RIGEARCH DESIGN ISSUES
By

Robert Eyestone

The assistance of Dr. David A. Ward, in the preparation of the
final paper, is greatly appreciated.
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A. Dimensions of Alternatives to Incarceration Programs

- The research for this project revealed substantial variation among
alternatives to incarceration programs along several dimensions. Briefly,

the most important of thege were:

(1) control: programs varied in the amount of control

they exercised, and in whether control was regarded
--as a matter of surveillance or as part of treatment;

(2) services: programs varied in the number and kinds of
services provided, and whether the services were pro-
vided on the program site, in the local community, or
in the juvenile justice system;

(3) replacement/supplement: programs varied in intent.
Some appeared to be replacing formal incarceration
and some appeared to be supplementing it. This dis-

tinction was not always seen or expressed by operat~
ing staff.

These variations create substantial ambiguity in the meaning of the
phrase "community-based alternatives to incarceration.”" A possible inter-
pretation of the wvariations would be that the rising popularity of the
concept of alternatives to incarceration has encouraged a number of exper-
imental efforts which have extended the original intent. Further, it is
not necessary, or even wise, at this point in the development of alterna-
tives to try to resolve definitional ambiguities and impose a new ortho-
doxy on alternative programs. Alternative programs may be gsked to do
different things in different communities, depending on the nature of
juvenile problems in the community and its response to these problems. The
numbers and variety of juvenile offenses as well as local commun?ty response
will differ when urban and rural counties in the same state are compared.

Glven these considerations, questions of control, service provision
and the functions of alﬁernative programé in the overall juvenilé justice

system may be regarded not as troublesome . ambiguities to be resolved at
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the national level, but rather as policy choices to be made on an experi-
mental bagis by states or by local coumunities.
But even though much of the variation found in the projects’ survey
of operating alternative programs represents ; legitimate effort to apply
the coneept to differing local conditions, several impoftant research préb-
lems gtand out: These problems can best be introduced by a brief descrip-
tion of types qflalternative programs actually observed in the field.
 Wiehidn the sttistl& programmatic elements of control and services, four
types of program, each with distinetive purposes, can be identified (Figure 1).
Figure 1 is presented only as an analytic aid. In the field these
distinctions are often difficult to make. The problem of comparability
of services is always present, and often programs do not provide the ser-
vicea that they promise. So as a bare minimum, monitoring of the program
acﬁuaiiy being offered to each client is essential. The question of con-
trol 18 wore difficult, since certain measures of client control (those
ysod in behavior modification programs, for example) are customarily viewed
ag part of "treatment" and not merely control of clients. Therefore monitor—
ing should be organized or at least reviewed by someone other than operét-
ing program personnel dn order to mitigate or avoid a self-serving perspective.
‘The sddition of types of offender or offenses to the program types
alyeady presented offers a set of anticipated outcomes for alternative
prograns (Eiguré 2). From these outcomes it should, in theory, be possible
to ¢Qﬂﬁttuct'¢?alunhiaﬁ designs~appropriatelto each situation. But several
'bﬂktiéré s#ixrige at this polnt. For one thing, the analytic and operating
parﬁpuetiVQa axe quitQ éiffe:3a;,} Dperécing pexsonnel may kn;w whether
their progras gontains first or minor 6ffendérs, @r repeat or gexious
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Figure 1

Analytic classification

more control (whether
or not also viewed as
treatment)

less control

high emphasis
on services

of "communit7-based alternative" programs.

low emphasis
on services

"child custodial

saving'

re~integrative minimal effort
alternative -
administrative
convenience?
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Figure 2
o
®
@
high controcl,
high services
® B
- high control,
low services
® low control,
high services
low control,
, low services
@ '
-

used mainly for

. repeat offenders
or serious crimes

Anticipated effects of different "community-based alternatives."

used mainly for
first offenders
or minor crimes

child saving?

child saving

humane custody

humane custody -

crime control
reaction?

re-integration?

. re—-integration

no effect,
other than
cost minimizing
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no effect,
other than
cost minimizing

juvenile criminals, but they‘méy not be able to draw any conclusions

about the primary function of their program - does it replace or supple-

‘ment incarceration?

Second, and more important, staff of alternative programs usually
cannot control the type of offenders referred to their organiéation. An
alternative t§ incarceration program may be frustrated in the intentions
of its staff by receiving types of clients it considers inappropriate for
the program. The site visit evidence suggests that an alternative pro-
gram operating at the deep end (such as for felony cases destined for a
state training school) tends to replace incarceration, while a shallow
eﬁd alternative program (such as one intended for minoi offenders) only

supplements incarceration. But it appears that only the exceptional

- alternative program receives the typé of client that would justify evaluat-

ing the program solely againét‘théﬁaims expressed by its staff.

To review the argument so far: there are a number of difficulties
in evaluation at ﬁhé program level. One is that the kinds of alternative
programs: offered in a juvenile justice system are themselves policy choices,
and are not amenable to evaluation ét the progr;m level.lv A further
difficulty is that the vested interests and understandable biases of
operating prograﬁ ﬁersonnél undercut their ability to evalﬁate theixr own
programs.
| The further research needed in alternatives to incarceration can
best be conducted at the state 1evel, although it may also be cgrried out

by a county or large municipality in which several distinct alternative

“programs have been established. The basic research strategy outlined

here relies upon systematic comparisons among alternative programs with
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‘."' R Figure 3
roference to common goals or expected outcomes. From such comparisons, e Evaluative criteria for "community-based alternatives to incarceration.”
"‘ . ponclusions may be drawm about the preferred form of alternative program . | '
. o aehfceve the fovended poals of the programs.
Alternatives to incarceration for juveniles are classified using three | Program parameters: Evaluative criteria:
, @
\ bagle porameters. While {odividual program personnel may not clearly sse p
» , ' v ‘ ‘ high control, high services............ improved attitude
where thele program fits 4nto this overall scheme, or be able to control ~ better post-release adjustment
_ ; ’ ; lower recidivism rate
{and honee vary) these parameters, both understanding and manipulation better family relations
. v L better employment record
pf onc or rore paxameters are possible at the state level. If a sufficiently
L g lavgs munber of distinct programs are available, the "natural" variation 1 S high control, low services.............lower per-—-cl:‘ient cost
’ i greater justice?
among programs can be @ research tool without the nmeed to change any | - ; higher arrest rate?
Lo , , . |
oparabing program expecimentally, thereby reducing research costs and : ? low control, high services......... «s..improved attitude
- _ ) ’ ? ' better post-release adjustment
' minimizing the disruptive effects of research on operating programs.. lower recidivism rate
B, Regoareh Eiforts Conducted at the State Level 5’ low control, low servicesS....i..os....>l0wer per-client cost
Evaluntion of alternative programs should begin with state policy
dosinions about the kinds of alternatives to incarceration that will be (‘.
Ffunded within the stace. These policies should be articulated in terms ;
‘ of botl exposted vesulus (goals) and selection of techniques to achieve
thogo rexults (mesns). The rescarch design may thus call for an evaluation ®
of the sffectiveness of different weans to a common goal, or of similar
ennn Lo A common goal applied to different client groups, or of similar
poans divected toward differing goals, ®
Sown of the snileipated lnkages between means and goals caq be derived
analytically (seo Figore 3), but sove of the goals established by given
prograws will be the vesuls of political decisions. In other words, °
states wmake policy decislons sbout accowntability in juvenile justice o @ R ER— ~149~
prograss vhepever they include or exclude evaluative eriteria (goals) ‘
~148- : : ' P
o



whick are not lioked directly and logically with particular means. Far
Aastance, a fuvenile junitice system voluntarily assumos an extra accounta—
bility burden 1f it promises that fts alternative to incarceration will
treat fuveniles more Justly or wore humanely fhan the state training
sehoolns do.?  In some 1nﬁtan§eﬁ, the connection between a program and the
Likelthood of further eriminal activity i4s so tenuous that claims of reduced
recidivign may also be examples of "volunteered" accountability; state
officials afﬁém regard recidivism or crimekconCIoi to be a politically
required evsluative outcome eriterion.
Three kinds of studfes which a state might fund can be described.

Esel avgumen that certaln policy decisions have been made regarding
tha‘ﬁﬁﬁig purpoges of alteﬁnaﬁivas to juvenile incarceration; each is
deaignad to provide the state planning agency with information useful
in further program planning and funding. Research is carried on within

the context pravided by policy decisions, and policy choices are not
thempelves guestioned, ’ |

Study 1@ The importance of specific services for subsequent

glient cowmmity “ndfustment” and recidivism. In this study it 4s assumed

that alternatlves to dncarceratdon are designed to remedy deficiencies

that prompt juveniles to turn to delinquent activity. For example, the
angumpiion may be that ?erﬁénal shortcomings can be dverGOma if the

ﬁffﬁndéﬂ galog wﬁrk@ﬂablﬁ skills based upon grade achlevement and specific
job training. In the jargen offnvaluation resaarch; the cpérating goals
fﬁr thin type of alternative to incarceratdion program would be pérticipation

Ly youth in school or vocational training programs. The instrumental
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goal is provision of specific work skills, and the ultimate goals are
better post-release adjustment and lower recidivism through regular and
more satisfying emplofmen:,

tudy 1 asks merely whether service "a" is more useful to juveniles
than service "b," for example, career counseling in comparison with remedial
basic education. Ambiguity in the notion of "usefulness" requires careful
attention to evaluative criteria. The program itself must be monitored
to see whether it actually does provide the state services, and whether
there is substantially more difficulty delivering one or another of  the '

services being studied (the operating goals level). The programs’

immediate effects on client skill levels must be measured (instrumental

‘goals) by comparing information gathered on entry into the program with

information from the exit interview and tests, where appropriate. Finally,
to improve the validity of the comparison of program effects (or to fulfill
political demands for accountability), client experiences should be followed
up for a minimum of two years after leaving the program and information
collected on specific kinds of community adjustment such as school and
work and on subsequent criminél activity.3 The state planning agency must
clearly state what information is needed and by whaﬁicriterion "community
adjustment' and recidivism are to be judged.

In carrying out this simﬁie coﬁparison of competing services, c¢lients
must be sepérated from each other in the experiménkai‘progtams and there
must be adherence to the original program over’the course of'the,triél'

period to avoid spurious causal effects. .
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The ather, non~experimental, approach to Study 1 depends on the
exiorence, within a state, of a number of alternative programs offering
differing kinds of vervices to comparable groups of juveniles, and under
cotparanlie dagtﬁaé of gontrol. In effect, this is a “natural" experiment,
in whieh both types of service run simuitaneougly and can be evaluated
at the same time. A gtate may be fortunate in having such a collection
of operating programs, but it is much more likely that it will have a
yardety of progrome providing different services for groups of juveniles
also differinpg in certafin gystematic ways. Obviously, program professionals
will try to fit services to speclfic client needs, even within a single

altorancive program,

Repoaychers foced with this problem must be preparsd to do one of
throe thinga:

{n) they can attempt, if enough programs and clients
are available, to select appropriate comparison groups
by an involved process of sorting through a large
nunber of individual case records;

{b) they can attempt, afrer assembling case data, to
disentangle the potential multiplicity of causes
of post~release adjustment {(control, services, type
of elient, etc,) by multivariate statistical analysis;

{¢) they can, as a last resort, assert that the uncontrolled
variations among programs do not seriously effect their
conelusfons about the impact of differing kinds of ser~
vicen.,

Those approaches are, however, time consuming and costly.

Th% tmportant thing to note about experimental, quasi-experimental,

and non-exporimental rescaveh designs, is that they all require, for one

TeANOn or andther, possurement of the basic pagameter variables of contrel,

kinds of services, communlty-basedness of services, and type of client. In
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the experimental design, monitoring of these variable is required to
guard against a problem technically called "selection maturation interaction,"
in which significantly different clients might be referved to the alterna-
tive program after it changed its services.?% .In the non-experimental
designs monitoring of the same variable is necessary to select comparison

groups (option a) to measure possible alternate causes of observed effects

(option b).

Study 2: The importance of control as a program element in alternative
programs. Control may be operationally defined as follows:

. amount of client sgelf-direction allowed

. pumber and kinds of speecific liberties and controls
on the daily routine

. extent to which activities are organized by grou
rather than by individuals '

. extent of client participation in deecisions and
program governance

e justice: 1s there a clear statement of the juvenile's

rights and responsibilities to the program?

is there a possibility of double jeopardy
-~ is there a threat to return the juvenile to incarcera-~
tion if he fails in the program?

is the duration and degree of contrel in the
program less than that under incarceration?

is there a right to terminate treatment oy
participation in the program at any time without
prejudice?

is there a clear and definite termination to
the juvenile's involvement with the program?

This study assumes that the nature and degree of control exercised in an
alternative program iIs an important independent policy variable which can
be set by policy makers in the state juvenile justice system.

While the

degree of control in a program is not a complete specification of the
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pfézrﬁm'ﬂ vperating characteristics, control may assist or mitigate against
the achievement of program goals in elther the "child saving" or "alternate
enstody" forms of alternative programs.

Program staff may argue that the relative absence of control over its
¢lients I8 an integral feature of an alternative program. A program which
erphasizen growth in self~reliance’may allow clients to participate in
pperating the program as well as giving clients freedom in a wide range

of personal decisions and actions, These operating goals are based on the

aspumption that gelf-reliance is an important factor in post-release adjustment.

To apsens the significance of degree of control in an alternative program
thie research design requires elther:

(a) experimental variation in the type and degree of
control within a given program, or

(b) careful selection of "treatment groups" and '"comparison
groups" (that is, programs) matched for their program
techniques and types of clients, but varying in degree
of control exercised over e¢ilents.

Ag in the case of Study l,ythe experimental approach is generally the
preferced tochnique. A sample of alternative programs can be required to
manltor gﬁrcain aspects Qf the gonduct of their clients for a time, then
chanpe ﬁhé nature of thelr program along the control dimension while con-
tinuwlng to monditor the effects of these changes, Major difficulties may
arfae not 50 much from the t@éhnical details of the research design as from
the ability of prcgram staff to change thelr orientation and procedures
quickly. Yor these reasons it 1s important to provide continuous monitor-
ing of the various agpeects of control; researchers can then measure care-
{fully how mueh and what kind of control was and is currently .being imposed
nﬁ.&ﬁgh e¢lient, Researchers must develop a clear set of measurements for

control and guard against the inclination of program personnel to describe

control as "greatmont," 54
eontrol & » , =154~

Program services must also be monitored to insure that those actually
delivered dp_not change as the degree of control changes. Similarly, the
type of juvenile offender must be monitored to guard against changes in
who is referred to a particular program, and also to test the possibidlity
that control may be more critical -~ useful or detrimental - for some kinds
of clients than for others. |

If a non-experimental approach is adopted for Study 2, measurement
of kinds of services, community-basedness and types of clientele is also
necessary. As in Study 1, these measurements are needed to select comparison
groups, to allow for multivariate analysis of the case data, or to test
the assertion that effects other than those from differing levels of control
are random and therefore self-canceling.

The major differences between Study 1 and Study 2 are not in the
supposed independent variables, since they must be measured in any case,

but in the operational and instrumental program goals. Emphasizing the
freedom-control dimension highlights the importance of client attitudes
toward the alternative program. The concept of just or fair treatment

is also closely related to freedom versus control policy choices, although
some states may decide to regard justice ag an optional accountability

question.5

Study 3: The significance for the juvenile justice system of choosing

a "deep end" strategy rather than a "shallow end" strategy. This study is
appropriate for states which want to usé alternative programs to reduce
the need for large secure facilities, such as training schools, and to

reduce overall system case loads by decreasing recidivism.® The emphasis

‘here is placed on clients and linkages between an alternative program and

the rest of the juvenile justice system, and not onvspecific program content.
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The initial step 4n Study 3 14s different from those of Studies 1 and 2. average daily population of a training school or reformatory. If judges

In Grud. 9, recearchers should first seek to describe the relationship I see alternative programs as beneficial to juvenile offenders, the availa-

between cxioting alternatives to inearceration and other parts of the bility of these programs would not necessarily reduce the number c¢Z cases

juvenile justice syortem. Specifically, they must determine: referred to the juvenile justice system.

- (s) which clients go to alternative programs — are they Researchers in Study 3 should be able to compare deep end and shallow
L typical of all offenders? or how do they differ from L

fuveniles confined in traditional penal institutions? end’ alternative programs. Analysis of time series data will generzlly not

(b) when clients are referred to alternative programs do be helpful with this task nor will, it often be feasible to match programs

they go before or after some period of incarceration

in a traditional penal institution? is there a wait or experimentally vary program strategies between deep and shallow ends,

[} PP ) : o
§ to get Into an alternativ \ ? :
pgﬁgrams open ended gi‘ioetgzggizse aangiiiizni:igz_ since too many ther related and confounding variables must be chznged at
nation? can clients return to alternative programs . . o ) . -
voluntarily or involuntarily? the same time. Researchers will have to return to their working description
o (2) what are the attitudes of judges and probation officers of the state alternatives system, review and examine the general conclusions
. toward alternative programs? how has the availability * . . s o
of these programs modified the sentencing and revocation of their time szries analyses, and draw inferences about the significance
practices of judges and probation officers? ~
P Judg P cers of the deep/shallow choice. They will, in effect, be evaluating the state's
The answers to these questions should fo working d ipti ’ :
@ ' ; 9 form & wotking description of "natural experiments" in the alternative area, with special reference to
3 . \ @
o ¢ aleternatives sygtem within a state. This wor i
R . ‘ 4 working description can aid : problems such as improper choice of clientele, system bottlenecks caused
- analyzing chonges in time seriss of arrest rates. ; v
in analyzing 8 ® ) F ates, court case loads, L by insufficient numbers of alternative program openings, and counterproduc-
§ .
numhors of Juveniles in alternative settings, and b in ¢
o ¢ 1 tings, and numbers of incarcerated 5. tive court attitudes. Their conclusions will thus take the form of "reform"
il juvenilen. Sophisticated techniques are available for time series analysis,’ § '
‘ & recommendations.
but aften the results can be only tentative because of the complexity of d
: the procenses under study and the possibility that unknown factors influenced g C. Conclusion
' e time neries at one | , , . i ‘
the ting nerie B one paint or anather ; These three studies are examples of the kinds of research needed to
‘ _ ‘ i
nowing how sltemmatives f ‘ ] ; i .
Ruowing alten :’vm £1t 4n with the rest oﬁ the system helps : evaluate current alternative programs and to provide the basis for program
v ratage the plaugibi of y : 5. or 4 1 ; ; ; , :
- to rajag the plousibility of vhe time sexies analysis. For instance, if . improvement and development. They expand upon existing work by broadening
et ,‘hv Yoy s AP &8 £1 3 Q4 . Ny s . > yiyd et
Juveniles must typleally spend time in a training school while awaitmg an the evaluation design to include operating and instrumental goals as well
opendng {n o community-bagead e I\ ) : : . ‘ . ‘ .
(?;‘iﬂs}\im:, in o gomeunity-bossd alternative program, the existence of the - as measures of recidivism. This expliecitly focuses on various aspects of

1 rive would not Q } Yy oy - g VAp\ ‘ ' .
altemative would not reduce the size of training school commitments; .. process as well as ultimate impact on individual cliente.8 TIn addition

__~€§§‘ bowever, 1t should reduce the average length of time served and thus the :
ot ; B ; - =157-
=156~ )
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to these gorts of dagg, eollection of cost dava for all programs surveyed
should be gathered. States should establish standard cost accounting
procedures for all juvenile institutions, facilities and programs for
cost comparisons. Thus if alternatives to incarceration programs or
srrvices are not useful, 1f they do not reduce recidivism rates, it will

stil! be possible to examine the dollar cost of confining juveniles in

prisons and in community facilities.?

~158-
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Technical Appendix:

Suggestions for Operationalizing some Basic Comcepts in

Community-Based Alternatives to Incarceration



Control:

Sorvices:

Replacement/

Supploment:

”

amount of cliﬁﬂt gelf-direction allowed
number anéd- “iﬁdﬂ of specific liberties and controls
on the daily toutine

extént to which activities are organiéed by group
rather than by individuals

extent of client participation in decisions and
program governsance

1ﬁiustice' is there a clear statement of the juvenile's

rights and responsibilities to the program?
: is there a possibility of double jeopardy

< 1g there a threat to return the juvenile to incarcera-
tion if he fails in the program?

1s the duration and degree of c¢ontrel in the
program less than that under incarceration?

is there a right to terminate treatment or
participation in the program at any time without
prejudice? .
is there a clear and definite termination to
the juvenile's involvement with the program?

number
kinds

duration

where are services offered?

changes over time in system case load
in composition of case load
in incarneratedmespeTitIon

secure facilicies

el ———————— -~ 4n average length of stay in

cowposition of alternatives population relative to total
Juvenile offender populacion

changes in sentencing and revocation pragcicea by
Judges and probation officers in regard to referral
to alternative programg and to the juvenile justice
system as a whol&

;"\ 15

e

Recidivism:

how long a follow-up time pericd?

what kind of crime - any new crime or relative
reduction in seriousness of crime?

is an informally diverted or non-adjudicated case
evidence of recidivism?
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"Making the Criminal Justice System Accountable,' Crime and Delinquency,
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(Champaign, I1l.: Research Press, 1974), p. 261.

6
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Sarrl and Selo, op. cit., p. 257 and Paul Lerman, "Evaluative Studies
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Policy," Sogial Work, 13 (July 1968), pp. 55-64.

7
Campbell, op. cit.
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Lloyd E. Ohlin, Robert B. Coates and Alden D. Miller in "Evaluating
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Crime and Delinguency, 12, No. 1 (January 1975), pp. 3-16. Also, see

* Robert B. Coates and Aldea D, Miller, "Evaluating Large Scale Soclal Ser-

viee Systems in Changing Envircnments: The Case of Correctional Agencies"
(Harvard Law School: Center for Criminal Justice, undated). Unpublished.
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For evidence that "nothing works," see Martinson, loc. cit.; James
Robinon and Gerald Smith, The Effectiveness of Correctional Programs,' Crime
and Delinqueney, 17, No. 1 (January 1971), pp. 67-80;" and Walter C..Bailey,
HCorrectional Gutcoma: An Evaluation of 100 Reports," Journal of Criminal

Law, Griminology and Police Science, 57 (1966), pp. 153-160; Lerman, op. cit.,

Pe 63 nleo argues in favor of a more humanitarian approach omn the grounds that
there 4% no evidence that a humanitarian approach incurs greater risks of
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the purposes of this project has been to develop research designs

for evalusting the effectiveness of communiﬁy—based alternatives to incar-
eorvarion programs. These designs ideally could be employed by program
pergonnel in making subsequent program modifications and in ascertaining
program "success.” They take into account‘a number of constraints placed
upon researchers which frequently rule out the use of an experimental

design, This report recognizes the problems of implementing experiméntal

designg; therefore, less rigorous but more applicable quasi-experimental

designs are discussged.

Before outlining the evaluation designs, a more fundamental consideration

wust be discugsed, The essence of this report dealing with alternétives
to dnearceration 1s that a distinction must be made between two different
types of strategles: shallow end strategies (the most frequent type) in

whith alternative to incarceration programs are designed primarily for

relatively nonserdious offenders in order to halt penetration into the system,

and deep end strategles in which alternative to incarceration programs are

designed for all types of offenders including the more serious offenders
(in order to provide an sltermative setting for the treatment of even the

more hard core of the youths). Whichever strategy is used has fundamental

dmplications for the target population and placement decisions, the degree

of control @xercisad by the program, the length of stay in the program, and
the probabilities of program success.  Any evaluation of alternatives to

incorceration programs must keep this distinctdon 4in mind.

152~

Tt has been argued in preceding sections of this report that different
types of alternative to incarceration programs have different objectives
which are not always recognized or acknowledged and have fundamentally
different iw,lications for the structure of the juvenile.justice system.
Despite thegé differences, this project has been asked to develop a set of
ngluation designs applicable to any program. This is possible but an
all-embracing désign may obscure the fundamental distinction in program
types established by this project. These cautionary remarks are intended
to guard against such a possibility. |

This report is concerned with a design for evaluating client outcomeé
of particular alternative to incarceration programs. When people speak
of alternative to incarceration programs, they are usually referring to
community-based programs which will be the focus of the proposed evaluation
designs since these are the programs that require special LEAA funding.
However, another alternativé to incarceration is placing the youthful
offender on formal probation at home or with relatives or with a foster
family and under the direct supervision of a probation officer. This
type of alternative can be treated as a comparison group for the purposes
of evaluating #ommunity—based programs. A community-based program thus
implies something more than direct supervision; it usually involves a
special staff and some fofm of treatment technology.

The clienﬁ outcome typé of evaluation désign has been widely used
by correctional agencies, although such users have not always been forth-

right in revealing the less than clear-cut nature of the findings. In the
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past investigatoxrs have failed to ‘recogniz’e that treatment effects have ; | 1. GOAL CLARTFICATION

been confounded by other uncontrolled variables. While such a design

A According to one authority on evaluation research, "The purpose of
hag gome inherent weaknesses, it may be the best alternative, given

typlcal constraints upon research programs ovaluation research is to measure the effects of a program against the
Lypic ’ upon . ’

i i i ing to subsequent
These client outcome designs are unlikely to generate information goals it set out to accomplish as a means of contributing q

: » ‘ i ' ogramming."! This
that would 1lluminate the major system-wide concerns raised by this pro-- : decision-making about the program and improylng future prog g
’ : ' { i ifd d or
‘ o i i that programs are designed to achieve a specific en
ject. This paper proposes two additional types of evaluation strategies, i statement implies prog
‘ i i jci s why a particular
termed system-wide and program process designs, that will address the i ends and that there is an explicit theory that suggests w yh P
' . 1 1d produce that end.
regearch questions outlined in Appendix B, Research Design Issues. ; program should p i ;
: : irulated goals but
‘ 1ity many programs do not have clearly arti ula
Altogether, three types of research designs are proposed with a number . In actuality many P &
‘ i Dre: - - i ather nonspecifias
ject : ‘ rather are broad-aim precgrams that hope to achieve a r ,
of evaluation objectives in mind: | > - . | R
(1) client outcome de51gh to evaluate effectiveness of : "change-for-the-better.” In addition, such programs
3 .
2 pgrticular program in producing change in its clients’ | theoretical basis for the particular form of the program but are based
conduct;
ral hunch that such an approach will work.
(2) system wide design; to evaluate the implications:of on a gene :

a number of programs within a particular jurisdictional
area in relation to the overall effectiveness of the
entire juvenile justice system;

Upon close examination, alternatives to incarceration programs are 1like

broad-aim programs; they have multiple and often conflicting goals, some

(3) program process design; to evaluate more closely what
goes on inside programs in terms of a number of non-
traditional objectives, such as protection of due
process rights, the degree of intervention in the
lives of youth offenders, the use of discretion, -
degree of informal processing and/or labelling, etc.

of which are articulated and some of which are covert. The gsual focus

of evaluation research is, however, upon oue desired outcome - the reduction

WMMM“_%_Q..M S

of‘recidivism. Yet, the typical response to such evaluatiops is to criticize

| ' i i v bers.
! k i ‘ er obiectives considered worthy by staff mem
gtrategy cannot answer all of these questions simultaneously. A review othe: J

! | | The multiple objectives of a community~based program vary depending
of the history of evaluation research in the field of delinquency suggests

; i upon the degree of expected change in client behavior, the time perspective
that, typieally, only the client outcome strategy is employed; it should @

‘ . ‘ satisfactory?), the theoretical perspective taken, snd whether the focus
typical shortages of funds for evaluation research, the many different

is upon program inputs and processes Or upon program outputs. X

b
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agenedes will not all select the client-outcome stfategy. ‘ ' ®
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With r:hié problem in rind a number of evaluation strategies are proposed,
gach capable of measuring multiple outcome variables. Restricting evaluation
efforts to a single outcome measure often only accentuates the controversies
surrounding evaluation research and contributes further to the record of
ﬁonutilization of such studigs.

There is no simple solution to this problem. Measuring multiple goals,
although reflecting the multifaéeted natﬁfe of the program, does not solve |
the problem of choosing between goals. If an evaluation study indicates
that some objectives, but not others, have been met to a satisfactory level,
can significant decisions about the program still be made? Certainly a
global judgment about program success or failure is difficult, if not
impossible, although this is what decision-makers usually look for. Given
conflicting findings (a typical result if multiple outcomes are assessed),

On the one hand, it can be recognized that it is seldom possible to

make overall judgments about program efficacy even though important information

,\,._

about the program has been learned ~ information that may guide future program
modifications. However, persons charged with making overall program funding
decisions are seldom pleased with this type of information. On the other
hand, the most important desired outcome can be decided before the evaluation
bégins. This latter course is seldom taken, since it forces into the open

the usual dissensus about performance stands by which programs are to be

m_.‘ v —
. R R ‘smm;.ww,.m.“,ﬂ-u,ﬂ.nh‘me-

hald accountable., And attempts to specify goal priorities ahead of time
often do not. prevent others from c0ntendiﬁg that the "wrong' outcomes were
measured or used in making program decisions. If an evaluation uses

multiple outcomes, it can be expected that program proponents will herald , ‘@
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any indication of program success, even though the program failed to

achieve equal or more important outcomes.

Of these two fallible solutions, it is recommended that decision rules

be established before the evaluation is conducted. At a minimum, the

success and later utilization of evaluation research depends upon’ the

prior establishment of goal priorities. This, of course, is a political
decision, and varying forces will~mobi1ize; each lobbying for the importance
of certain outcbme goals. For example, Fhis project has articulated the
need for considering a number of nontraditional outcomes (e.g., degree of
penetration into the system, degree of control exercised over clients,
justice, due process, etc.) in any evaluation efforf. If this antecedent

step is not ﬁndertaken, the evaluation results will remain mired in contro-

versy and a diffuse sense of dissatisfaction with evaluation research as
aqpin-otiifbe -

two decision-making alternatives exist. .4--3;F"'*“;‘"'”'"-'q Atool in agency decision-making will persist.

III. CLIENT OUTCOME DESIGN
A. Introduction

Most evaluation research is of two types:

(1) Process evaluations that assess whether the program was
implemented in accordance with its stated goals, methods,
and guidelines, how the program actually operates, and
how program operations are affected by its milieu.

(2) Outcome evaluations that assess the degree to which
the program produced change in the direction of its
stated goals. .

Most evaluations are of the latter type, although there 1s good reason to

believe that the former type of evaluation is equally important.
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Ultimately, alternatives to incarceration programs must be evaluated
in terms of individual level outcomes - the degree to which there are
demonstrable changes in youths participating in the program. Although

the picture remains incomplete, the first step is to propose a general

‘client outcome design that can answer a variety of questions about a

particular community<based program, or alternatively, can compare two or
more programs. The proposed design is suiéed for gathering two types of
client outcome data: individual changes while participating in the program
and individual post-release behavior.

The suggested design should have wide appligability for a variety of
fuestions about client outcomes. This evaluation éesign has been widely
uséd in the field of juvenile justice and corrections; an attempt has
been made to improve some of its weaknesses., However, specific modifications

will always be necessary in order to make it applicable to the unique

cireumstances of any particular program.

B. A Nonequivalent Control &ivup Design

1. Nature of the Research Design: A quasi—experiméntal design is
proposed that,approximates the experimental method but does not employ
random assignmant’of individuals to treatment and control groups. A
quasi-experiment is less adequate than a true experiment foi clarity of
possible inferences, but it is proposed because of the difficulty of
implementing a true experiment.

A true experiment, while preferrable on methodological grounds, is

not often feasible in the case of alternatives to incarceration programs

., for a number of reasons:

I
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(a) the alternatives to incarceration programs to be evaluated
are not "demonstration projects'" where the primary objec-
tive is to ascertain the efficacy of the program. Rather,
many programs have already been initiated. Treatment and
implementation are the main goals of these programs, not
experimentation. This mental set severely limits the
flexibility of program design and client placement,
which in turn, mitigates against the type of research
control over program operations necessary for a true
experiment.

(b) Similarly, it appears that randomization of client
placement, the'esseritial aspect of an experimental
design, is usually not feasible.

A major barrier to random assignment, discovered by Lerman,2 was the slow
client turnover rate in the alternatives to incarceration treatment programs,
resulting in lack of space for new clients. This situation produced clients
who instead of being assigned to alternatives to incarceration programs

were processed through the state agency for traditional handling. Other
discretionary decisions made by court officials and administrators often
upset carefully designed randomization schedules; such decisions are

based on the perceived needs of clients or the justice system and not

upon the need to preserve the integrity of the research design.

(¢) Program operations are typically complex, making it
difficult to specify what the treatment is to insure
that either the experimental or control group has not
been contaminated by exposure to other programs or

agencies.

2. Schematic Description of the Design: The basic outline of the

design is presented in Figure 1.3 This design 1s a more elaborate version
of the frequently-used nonequivalent control group design; that is,

assignment to the treatment or comparison group is not strictly random.

*1f randomization is possible, it definitely should be used, and in that
case, this proposed design easily translates into a'true experiment.,
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Possible Statistical Controls for:

Separate Analyses for: Tirst Offenders vs.

(1) Social Class

(4) Number of Contacts with Other Programs
Repeat Offenders; Status Offenders vs. Mlsdemeanants and Minor

Delinquents vs. More Serious Delinquents

e L ] o e 9 © ® ° S
Figure 1
A NONEQUIVALENT CONTROL GROUP DESIGN
INITIAL T Ty I3 T,

STUDY GROUPS: CONTACT ENTRANCE =~ TREATMENT EXIT  ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP- .TWO-YEAR FOLLOW-UP
o .
JREATMENT: I, R O (X.)

1 1 1 7 F
-Conmunity-Based 4 i 2
Program | I, R X 0y
COMPARISON #1:

I R © (X))
Incarceration 3 3 2 F3 FZ

I4 R XZ 04
COMPARISON #2
Direct Supervision I5 F5 ' FG
Probation

During Program or Incarceration After Program, Incarceration, or
Probation
Symbols:
R = Random Aésignment F = Follow-up Measurement of Repeat Offenses
I = Intake Measuremenrt of Personal and Positive Achievements
Background and History = Time at entrance to pyogram or incarcerative ' facility
0 =# Measurement of Individual Attitudes T = T £ rele £ . .
and Behaviors o= Time of release from program or incarcerative facility

(2) Minority Status (3) Age
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Thus, one cannot assume initial equivalence of the groups on personal
background and history variables. This design combines measurement of
short-term progiam outcomes (individual changes while in the program)
with those of long-range program outcomes (behavior after release from
the program). While this design does not involve random assignment to
tréatmenc and comparigon groups, it does involve random assignment of
measurements to individuals in thé different groups. Also, the design
is relatively flexible; it can be used to evaluate one program, the
relative success of many programs, and different types of programs relative
to each other. Parts of the design can be omitted without jeopardizing
its loglc.

The design is described as if it were evaluating a community-based
program in a particular locality. The essence of the design is to compare
the behavior and attitudes of youths who are placed, after édjudication,
in a community-based program in lieu of incarceration with relatively
equivalent youths who are placed in institutions or are placed on formal
probation with direct supervision.

Traditionally, community-based programs have been contrasted only
with institutionalization in training schools.?® This comparison has some
inherent weaknesses:

(a) It tends to assume that assignment to the alternatives
are random, when evidence suggests that a host of pro-
cedures and discretionary decisions upset the random-—
ization procedures.S

(b) It ignores the fate of adjudicated youths who are
placed upon formal probation and returned to their

homes or relatives or foster families and directly
supervised by probation officers. :
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This design attemﬁts to compensate for thgsé shortcomings b§ quparing the

community-based prﬂgrams with both direct SUperVisioh'ﬁfobation and incar-

ceration and by reclgnizing that the @tddy groups éfe not initially equivalent.
As Figure 1 iﬁdﬂcates,‘the treatment group consists of juvenile offenders

who have been placed in community-based programs during a certain time period.

At this point the shallow or deep end variety of community-based programs

will not be distinguished Eetween'since the program is being compared

with other alternatives. This distinction, however, is important for

‘comparison between two different types of community-based programs and it

is important in the system—wi&e design. The first comparison group consists
of those offenders'who have been adjudicated and incarcerated in prisons,
jails, reformatories, training schools or secure hospitals. The second
comparison groub, used only for comparisons on post—reléase behavior, |
consists Qf those offenders who are placed by the court on formal probation
under the direct supervision of a probation offiéer and who have beén
returned to their family, relatives, or a foster family. These offenders
are not incarcerated, and are not sent to a special community-based program.
The comparison of these study groups in terms of client outcomes is
improved iﬁmeasurably if there are attempté to initially equate the groups
through some randomization procedure. In planning the research, such efforts
should be encduréged‘és much as possible. It is unlikely, h&wever, that
such efforts will be completely successful. There are several ways in which such
a randomization procedure might be introduced. For example, the California
Youth Authority's Community Treatment Project set up a special parole unit
which was fesponsible for placing clients in community treatment programs.

Once a youth reached the reception center after being adjudicated, s/he was
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raﬁdomly assigned to elther the special parole unit of the cdmmunity treatment
projecﬁ or to the Department'bf Youth Services for placement in an institution.
Thus, random assignment to different intake units can approximate random
éssignment. It should be remembered, however, that this process was not

entirely successful in the California Project.6

P

In other cases where a special parole unit is not established for
placement in community-based programs, there are usually two possible scurces
of referral to such programs. In these cases, a youth placed on formal pro-
bation may be assigned either to a community-based program or placed under
the direct supervision of a probation officer; a youth assigned to the
Department of Youth Services may be assigned either to a community-based
program or to a training sehool or reformatory. Thus, offenders are assigned
to community-based programs from either the probation department or the
corrections department. Given two sources of referral, it is more difficult
to implement a randomization scheme. Each agency (probation department and
corrections department) would have to cooperate in randomly assigning clients
to either a community-based program or direct supervision probatiqn in‘the
first case and to either a community~based program or:a training school
in the second case. The probability of successfully implementing this
scheme is low. |

Thus, this design is a type of quasi—experiment rather than a true
experiment, - Since the study groups cannot‘be assﬁmed to be initially
“equivalent, it is necéssar& to collect background data on persons in eéch

group. This data collection is represented by the symbol "I" in Figure 1.
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3. ubjectives of Programs and Outcome Variables: Since the design

is dintended for general application to a range of alternatives to incarcera-

‘tion programs, we can specify only a limited number of outcome or "success'"

variables that all programs (irrespective of particular treatment technology)
cogld potentially measure. In addition to these common goals, each particu-
lar program will have relatively unique goals that are directly linked with
the treatment technology employed: For example, a community-based program
using group therapy might employ measures of improved communication and
problem—solving, but a program emphasizing job training would be more
interested in assessing improvement in job-related skills and attitudes.

Five types of outcome variables could be assessed:

a. post-release outcome measures: - Given the primary objective

of reducing delinquency or halting penetration into the juvenile justice
system, evidence of repeat offenses and positive achievements after release
from the program should be gathered. Exactly what constitutes a repeat
offense is not easily determined - it is confounded by differential responses
of social control agents, undetected delinquency, degrees and frequencies

of law violation, and the possibility of distortion of official statistics

to promote or discredit a particular program. Also, there‘may be disagreement

as to whether status offenses should be included in such tabulations, since

ﬁany feel that arrests for status offenses should be eliminated.
However,’offending juveniles should be followed up for at least two

years following release from the treatment program or from the end of

probation or processing by regular intake or release from an in§tiCUtion

or being counseled, warned and released. 'During this time period, a nUmbér

of indicators could be tabulated for each of the study groups:
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(2)
(3)
Also, indicators of
1
(2)

b. changes while in the program:

Percent of repeat offenders - operationalized as
juveniles rearrested or having parole suspended during
the time period

a) percent for serious felonies

b) percent for misdemeanors and minor felonies

¢) percent for status offenses

d) percent for violations of parole conditions.

Percent of juveniles with more than one repeat offense.
Percent of juveniles incarcerated.

positive post-~release achievement could be measured:
Improved school performance or percent remaining in school

Successful job placement or job performance.

In order to obtain performance

measures in a shorter period of time, measures of individual change during

the course of participation in the program could be obtained.

These measures

are based on the assumption that positive attitudinal and behavioral changes

exhibited while in the program are predictive of post-release adjustment.

Such measures might
(1)
2)
(3)
)
(5)
(6)

include:

Self~esteem, self-concept, feelings of competence.
Attitudes toward program staff (police).

Attitudes toward family and peers.

Feelings of alienation.

Expectations for the future.

Misconduct while in the program.

c. client perceptions of the program: Recognizing that the,typical

emphasis on reduction of recidivism is unrealistic as ‘the only goal of

that they should be

- community-based programs at this stage of their development it may be argued

evaluated in terms of alternative goals, such as justice
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or equity from the perspective of the client.

If such matters are to be

included in the research, indicators of the following might be taken at

the time of release from the program:

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

d. program procedures measures:

Client perceptions of equality of treatment or perceived
justice

a) between persons in the program

b) between persons in the program and cther offenders:

Client perceptions of coercion by juvenile justice
officials

a) at time of entering the program

b) while in the program.

Client satisfaction with treatment by staff.

Client perceptions about degree of control exercised
by staff.

Client perceptions of the degree to which the staff was
advocate for clients or juvenile justice officials.

Degree to which clients chose to enter treatment program.

Along with client perceptions of

the program, there are other nontraditional indicators by which to compare

different community-~based programs - measures of operating procedures used

by the program staff.

These outcome measures are used to evaluate programs

because certain practices are deemed unproductive while others are deemed

necessary for the success of community~-based programs. The following

program procedure measures might be taken:

(1) Percent of clients who drop out of the program before

(2)

(3)

being officially released.

Length of time that clients spend in the program. The
longer time that clients spend in programs, ,the greater
is the duration of control exercised over juveniles,.

Percent of clients who are referred to community treatment
program after having been incarcerated. This is an approxi-
mate indicator of the extent to which the alternative to
incarceration program is supplemental to incarceration
rather than an alternative. '
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

(8)

Percent of clients who dre incarcerated in response to
their dropping out of the community-based program

before they are officially released. This is an approxi-
mate Indicator of the degree to which the threat of
incarceration is used to enforce participation. in the
community-based program.

Indicators of the use of detention as a sanctioning
technique. Community-based programs are premised on
the notion of providing treatment for their clients,
but some programs use detention as a technique for
responding to crises and some have even begun to define
the deprivation of liberty as a treatment technique.
The greater the use of detention, the more that the
program deviates from the initial conception of a
community-based program and the more that it approxi-
mates incarceration. Two indicators of the use of
detention might be used:
a) percent of clients who were sent to detention center
while in the treatment program
b) the average number of detentions per client.

Percent of clients who are placed in a community-based
program in their home community. One of the justifi-
cations for community-based programs is to facilitate
reintegration into the community. This report raises
the question of whether it is better to remove youth

from the community, or keep them there.

Measures of the extent and nature of the community

contacts of clients while they are in the community-based

program. ~This report has argued that community-basedness

depends on more than the location of the program and

should involve actual contacts with and participation in

normal community activities. Community contacts would

include the following:

a) home visits

b) school attendance

¢) job participation

d) participation in community voluntary organizationms,
e.g., YMCA, church groups, youth groups, etc.

e) going out on weekend nights

f) shopping trips ‘

g) evening walks in the neighborhood

h) visits from friends.

Measures of auxiliary services provided (in addition to
primary treatment effort). s
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’ e. contamination of treatment and comparison groups: These
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measures are not, strictly speaking, client outcome measures but can be

used to ascertain the degree to which the composition of each study group

in the evaluation differs from the initial program design.

fe (1) Measures of discrimination in program assignment - a

] statistical measure of the degree to which assignment
of youths to each of the three conditions (community-
based program, direct supervision probation; and incar-
ceration) is disproportionate in terms of minority status
or social class level. ‘

It is unlikely that all of these outcome indicators would be used in
any one evaluation study, but they do reflect the range and types of outcome

measutres that could be employed.

4. Definition of Offender Population: For various reasons, a number

of éffender types are often administratively excluded from eligibility for
community-based programs. Sometimes those accused of serious felonies

or crimes of violence are excluded; sometimes repeat offenders are excluded.
If a certain type of offender is ruled ineligible for participation in the

alternative to incarceration program, this type of offender must also be

o enoiy

eliminated from the other comparison groups when the 6utcome data is analyzed.

STttt

This may mean that the population of offenders being evaluated is narrowed
to some extent.

5. Use of a Randomization Procedure: Many previous evaluations of

alternatives to incarceration programs have employed some form of randomiza-
tion procedure in the assignment of an offender (meeting the eligibility

requirements for that alternative program) to either the new alternative

program or to the Department of Corrections. This procedure should be

employed whenever possible; even though it has been argued that it does

not iasure equivalence of the treatment group with the comparison group.



6. Descriptions of Treatment and Comparison Groups: Each of the

dispositinonal alternatives in the research design must be described on

the basis of field observations. The research team should describe what
typically happens, as well as the significant vériations, in a community-
based program, direct supervision prdbatioh, the intake process, and the
incarcerative facility. These observations are necessary in order to check
on a nﬁmber of things:

(a) The degree to which the treatment technique is what it
purports to be.

(b) The degree to which other treatment techniques or
auxiliary services are provided by the program.

(¢) The consistency of administration cf the treatment
technique (or intake procedures or court processing)
across individuals, administrative units, and time.

(d) The possible detection of covert objectives and/or
unanticipated outcomes.

Such observations refine our interpretations of differences (or no differences)

in outcome variables between treatment and comparison groups.

7. Collection of Data: As Figure 1l indicates, the overall design
calls for the measurement of individual attitudes and/or behaviors at fiwve
different points in time. At some points, collecting the data is relatively

simple; at others, considerably more effort, time and money will be required.

a. d1nitial assignment: A number of socioeconomic, historical,
and family variables, as well as details of the offense for which the youth
was arrested, need to be gathered at the time of aggignment to either the
probation department, the community-based program,’of the Depaftment of
Corrections. This should not be a difficult procedure, since such information
gathering is normal procedufe. Measurement of these variables is necessary
in order to ascer:ain'initial differences in the treatment and comparison

groups.
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b. attitudinal and behavioral measures at early stage of entry:

These measures are taken on a randomly assigned one-half of all individuals
in the treatment group and the incarcerated group. These are pre~test
measures, to be used in measuring individual.changes while in the program.

Such measures should be obtained easily.

c. attitudinal and behavioral measures on exiting: These measures

are obtained on the remaining half of the youths in the community-based
program and incarcerated groups. This data should be:easy to obtain from
youths in both groups at the time they are released from the alternative
program or from the training school. Special effort will be required to
obtain such data from alternative program "drop-outs."

d. follow-up measures at one year: This involves following up

each group cohort one year after their exit from the community-based
program or direct supervision probation or training school. The many
problems of following up cohorts is discussed by Glaser.’ The use of state
and local records should suffice, unless there is reason to believe that
later offenses committed out of state are differentially distributed between
treatment and the other comparison groups. Following up the different
cohorts for evidence of positive post-release achievement is a much more
difficult and costly undertaking, probably involving a follow-up survey
of all (or a sample of) individuals in each cohort.

e.  follow-up measures at two years: Same procedures as used
for the one year follow-up. .

Attrition becomes a serious problem whenever different cohorts are

measured over a long period of time. Specific methods to control and

account for attrition are discussed by Riecken, Boruch and Glaser.8 The

w
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most serious problem arises if there is differential attrition across
treatment and comparison groups. The usual experience in research is:

the less control and supervision the official agency has over youths and

the more effort required to locate such persons at a later time, the greater
the attrition rate. The direct supervision probation group in this research
deslgn presents the greatest danger of high attrition; special efforts will
have been taken to minimize this biasing effect. Failpre to do so runs the
risk of confusing program effects with attrition effects.

8. Analysis of Data: As was indicated earlier, there are basically

five kinds of outcome questions that this research design can answer. Before
proceading to outline the proper data comparisons for each type of question,
nonequivalence of treatment and comparison groups must be dealt with. Even
with some random assignment, it is not likely that we can assume initial
equivalence in the groups. Matching of subsamples on the basis of pretest
scores 1s inadmissable even though Adams recommends it,9 since such techniques
typically underadjust for initial differences and create pseudoeffects.lO
In addition, there are no pre-test scores for follow-up measures.

Two techniques exist for accounting for initial differences:

(a) In oxder to keep initial risk as constant as possible, analysis
of change scores and follow-up measures should be conducted separately for
first offenders and for repeat offenders, as well as for status offenders,
miédemeanaucg, and for minor and more seribus deliﬁquents. This precaution

will serve to minimize initial differences between treatment and comparison

groups. In additilon, it is possible to statistically control other variables

that might confound the effect of the different dispositional alternatives.

Such controlling variables might be: .1) race/ethnicity; 2) social class;
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3) age; and 4) number of other programs that the youth participates in.
It should be emphasized that statistically controlling for these latter
variables is an auxiliary analysis technique and that they sometimes
underadjust for initial differences. However} these controls may provide
additional insight into outcome differences or into the types of juveniles
that are helped the most by different types of cowmuni£y~based,programs.

(b) Ruling out alternative hypotheses in a quasi~experiment is
as much a logical process as it is a statistical process.ll Thus, knowledge
of the local correctional scene is essential in interpreting the findings
of the evaluation. This underscores the importance of field observations
in client outcome studies - a precaution that is frequently underemphasized.
For example, two different assumptions can be made about the initial differ-
ences in "risk" of each of the four study groups. On the one hand, we
might assume that disposition is not strongly related té risk, since tco
many other factors (e.g., demeanor of offender, attitudes of police or intake
officer, availability of spaces in programs, etc.) play a role in determining
disposition - or that the randomization procedure was relatively effective.
In this case, we would expect that statistically significant differences
between the groups in the follow-up measures can be attributed reasonably
to the treatment. On the other hand, we might assume that youths in each of
the four study groups vary in terms of initial risk; therefore, follow-up
measures of law-breaking may reflect initial law-breaking tendencies more
than they reflect treatment effects. This assumption requires that we
examine more than differences in recidivism at some later point in time;
one should examine the pattern of differences in group rates and determine

if this pattern deviates from what would be expected on the basis of
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agsumptions about initial risks. Juvenile offenders who are placed in
incarcerative facilities probably represent the most risky offenders and
juveniles assigned to community-based programs and direct supervision probation
probably xepresent less of a risk. The solid line in the figure below
represents group differences in law-breaking behavior at a follow-up time
predicted from initial risk alone (assuming no treatment effects). However,

1if the community-based program is effective, then one.would expect to find

the later law~breaking levels of those in the community-based program (''B")

to be significantly lower than the level of law-breaking in the direct
supervision probation group. The broken line in the figure below represents

group differences in law-breaking if the community-based program is effective:

Repeat
Offenses

1 [ L ]

Direct . Community- Incarceration
Supervision Based
Probation Program

Referring back to Figure 1, the crucial outcome comparisons for each

of the five types of outcome questions are listed below:
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(1) Post-Release Qutcome Measures

a) one-~year follow-up: Compare F. with F, with T

1 2 5
b) two-year follow-up: Compare F2 with F4 with F6

c) ascertain if the initial differences disappear over a
longer time period or if initially small differences
get larger over time: .

Compare (F2 - Fl) with (F4 - F3) with (F6 - F5)
(2) Changes While in the Program:

Compare (O2 - Ol) with (O4 - 03)
(3) Client Perceptions of the Program:

Compare 02 with 04

(4) Program Procedures Measures:

Compare different community-based programs on
measures (Il + 12) and O2

(5) Program Contamination:

For evidence of discrimination, compare
(Il + Iz) with (13 + 14) with Ig

g, Drawing Inferences: A number of cautions must be exercised in

drawing inferences from the results of an evaluation which are even more
necessary when using a quasi-experiment such as the one proposed here.
Campbell and Stanley list eight threats to internal validity and four
threats to external validity. A detailed discussion of ‘these threats is
presented in Technical Appendix I. For purposes of brief exposition, it
1s possible to list which of these threats can be controlled or accounted

for by the design proposed here:
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Internal Validity External Validity

Interaction of Test-
ing and Treatment

Controlled: History

Maturation ' Interaction of
Selection and
Treatment

Testing Reactive Arrangements

Interaction of
Selection and
Maturation

Controlled to some
extent: Instrumentation Multiple Treatment
Interference
Regression Effects

Major Threat to Selection
Validity: Mortality

It.shquld be evident by now that this evaluation design does not evaluate

‘the efficacy of a treatment techmnology so much as it evaluates a community-

based strategy or administrative option. It is only when one evaluates the
relative effectivéness of two different types of community—b%@ed treatment
programs that one ¢an talk about the nature of treatment technologies. Even.
then, it is difficult to disentangle the effect of the treatﬁent technology
from other features of the progfam. |

One important caution: one must guard against carelessly attributing
any differences in later law-breaking behavior of program participanfé to the
success of the treatment téchnology. As Lerman indicated, the California
Youth Authority's research départment uncritically attributed a later
reduction in parole revocation to the success of theif community treatment
12 '

program; a much more plausible explanation was that the two different

parole units (one for the treatment program and one for the Department of

Corrections) reacted differently to later idstanceé~of law=breaking., - The -~
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result was that the community treatment group of offenders was much less
likely to have their parole revoked for the same type of offense committed
by the incarcerated group. Thus, the reductign in later law-breaking was
more the result of administratiﬁe decisions than it was due to thekefficacy
of the treatment prcgram.* When the indicators of success or failure are
subject to observations or discretionary decisions of program treatment
personnel, one must guard against attributing any improvement to the
treatment program.

Finally, the credibility of inferences is improved immeasurably
with replications of the program evaluation over time and over locatien.
Even with tenuous inferences from a weak experiment, confidence can be
gained with similar results of evaluations (also weak in design) conducted in
another time and place. If this design is utilized in various locations
aroﬁnd the country, it should be relativély easy tovrule out scme of'the

threats to validity.

10. Different Aﬁplications: Although the design has been presented
as a technique for evaluating a spé;ific community-based program relative
to traditional ways of prbcessing offenders, it can easily be used to:
a) evaluate the relative effectiveness of two or more different cémmunity—
based programs, each employing different treatment techhologies; and
b) compare the effectiveness of the shallow end alternative to incarceration
strategy with the effectiveness of the deep end strategy.

11. Time, Costs, and Resources: Without specific information about

a particular evaluation situation, it is impossible.to specify precise cost

* : ‘
This is an example of instrument decay — to use Campbell and Stanley's
terminology. ’ , .

g
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. Alternatively, the research team might choose to gather follow-up data
and tise estimates invelved in undertaking this evaluation. However,

) 5 at only one point in time. However, the costs involved in this type of
® sope pencral comments are appropriate. Outcomes evaluations require a @

v , economizing is high in terms of the loss of important information.
iong time before feedback on program effectiveness is available. This
proposed design would require as long as three years to complete. In IV. SYSTEM-WIDE EVALUATION DESTGN

® addition, the cost of supporting a research team and of data acquisition ®
' AL Introduction

will be high,

1t iy strongly recommended that this type of evaluation research be We have been arguing that a client outcome design for evaluating
o conducted by a regearch staff independent of program staff a_ndkoperations. @ | a particular alternative to incarceration program should be supplemented
If this recommendacion is followed,’the cost of the evaluation study will by a system-wide evaluation design that focuses upon the effect of establishing
be gven higher. At a minimum, the research staff should be headed by a | a new alternative to incarceration program upon the overall operations of the
® penior rvesearcher quite experienced in the subtleties of quasi-experimental ® juvenile justice system. If such a strategy is chosen, then the proper unit
denipnoy  the part~cime f@z‘arvic:es of a statistical consultant would also be : of analysis is nét the individual program, but the juvenile justice system
required. ALl of these considerations suggest that adequate program | as it operates in a particular locale (city, county, or state). Such an
L evaluation is beyond the capabilities of program staff or a small internal g evaluation would not be conducted so much for a program director but

rescarch uadt of p program. If program directors desire this type of an more likely for an officer of the juvenile court or of the corrections

gvaluation of their program, they will need to contract outside their department or possibly for a state planning agency.

i e AR WSROI e

L ‘ organization oy get substantial assistance from the research unit of the ;‘1‘ oo The earlier products of the research project have raised the possibility

state planning agency. that the establishment of a community-based alternative to incarceration

S T e

Yoty it should be noted that, Lf this design is too ambitious for a program may have unintended consequences, namely the proliferation of

| 4

* pxpleniay ngmms ita soope eun be reduced. For example, the assessments §. programs, the widening of the net of the influence of the juvenile court,
of individual changes while in the program could be omitted. This would | and discrimination in assignment to community-based programs or incarceration.
E'@“&fﬁrﬁ* the design dnto a post-test-only comparison grbup design. - This | , A time series study of a juvenile justice syétem that has established a

¢ | modification vould lose QOm& valuable program information but would still bt new community-based program may answer some o!c'. these concérns. * In addition,

| ?mﬁfiﬁ follow-up data on ¢lients. However, such a modilficataion should | where possible, such a design should be subpiementea ’&ith a comparison. to a
Kot e snderaan Lighlys sim}:gv .’:"i‘tis weakans thé dés:{gn considerably. ; o . compaaba’ble juvenil'e ju’stice systeni thyat has not yet developved, a system of
| | | '@ | community-based programs. | k
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B, A Tipe Serles Design with Continuous Intervention

The basic logie of the tiwe series design involves a number of tepeated
meagurements of an outcome variable across time with an intervention
{aseablishment of the ﬁéw community-based program) introduced between
oo of the meﬁﬁur&mentﬁf Pigure 2 represents this design in schematic
LeTmg. »

As Pigure 2 indicates, use of this design implies that data can be
gathercd from o number of time periods before the establishment of the new
community~based program, and that the same information can be gathered
over o nunber of time periads’aftar the program has been established.

In goms ¢nges, this may present preblems, since normal information gathering
of juvenile justdiece systems is not established with this type of evaluation
dosign in mind., However, there ought to be standard’crime and arrest
statigtics avallable to permit sufficient pre-program measures.

The design deseribed here has been widely used to evaluate the effedts
ﬁfvipnrﬁdnéing a naw program into a particular locale when a ¢0mparison
group 18 pot readily available or where the needs of evaluation were not

anticipated, Asg Campbell has argued, it is an acceptable technique for

éﬁ“ﬁuaaﬁng yosac hnc experimental nnalyses of social programs, innovations, or

- x%gulatian$i13 The agsence of thc time series design for maklng causal

- Anforences in ghat the group or unit ofvanalysis serves a8 its own control.
Behavioy ﬁfﬁ@:yth& innroduccicu‘of ﬁhe ﬁedfpfogram iS'compared ﬁith the
bahuvior of the same group or unit before the introduction of the program.
Aﬁﬁﬁﬁ randam {or mnyby 3Yﬂtﬁmatiﬁ) vaxiation in the behavior of the unit

chn hﬁ ﬁxﬁﬁttkd, tha atttibnciah of cause to the new Program rests upon
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Figure 2

‘Single~Group Time Series Design with Continuocus Intervention

Tdme 2 Time 3 Time 4 Time 5 Time 6

Time 1

‘ 105 10,

104

e

0 = Measurement of outcome variable.

I = Presence of Coﬁmunity—Based Program.
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the ability to argue there is marked discontinuity in the predicted
direction in the time series data that corresponds to the intro&uction
of the new program. And since the new communi;y—based programs are continuous
interventions and not temporary ones, the persistence of the discontinuity
must be detected. As Campbell, Stanley and Glass argue, the inference
that the intervention caused a change_ in behavior is not always straight-
forward, sirce the intervention may affect the form of the time series
data in many different ways. For example, the intervention program may
abruptly change the level of the series or change the level after a short
delay; 1t may change the level of the series permanently, or only temporarily;
it may sharply deflect a series formerly drifting downward, causing it to
drift upward; it may make a highly variable series more stable, or vice
varsa., And there are other possible outcomes that might be interpreted as
evidences of causality. However, careful scrutiny of the data cén provide
reasonable evidence of a program éffect, all the time guarding against the
false attribution of sign;ficance to random error and checking out various
threats to validity;

' This type Qf design. is preferable to the pre-test - post—test comparison
group design that is often used to assesé intervention effects. Figure~3
presents the schema of the pre-test - post-test design. As Figure 3 indicates,

this design takes measurements on the outcome variablesfat only ‘two points in

'cime, immediately prior‘to and aftet the intervention program has been intro-

duced. There are numerous weaknesses in this design, but the most pervasive
is probably the tendency to attribute causal significance to random variation.
Since a sultable baseline of measurements has not been taken prior to the

introduction of the new program, it is difficult to ascertain'whether'Qhénges

Sy

.
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Figure 3

Pre-test - Post-test Model
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in the program group between times 1 and 2 are the result of the program

or werely condom variation, If addicional prior baseline measures are Fi 4
gure

pathered, as preseribed by the time series design, more information is ‘
y ’ ® Multiplencroup Time-Series Design with Continuous Intervention

avallable to help select the best explanation for the variation.

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 "“Time 4 . Time 5 Time 6

Treatment Group
Unit with
® Community~Based

® ¢, A Hultiple CGroup Time Series Design with Continuous Intervention

A more adequate design, and one that may be used in cpmparing juris- Progr?m 0 : 02 03 I 04 T 0g I 0

dictional units with 2 new community-based program with jurisdictional : b bt

®
‘ bt o ‘ , ’ . Comparison Group
undts without one, 18 the multiple group time series design. This design ® Unit withont

Community—-Based
Program 07 Og Og

enjoys much greater validity than the single group time series designm,
ginee 4t 4s based on a "between groups' as well as a '"within groups" comparison
af intervention effects, Its validity is even greater if experimental
units are vandomly nssigned to intervention or po intervention or at least
carefully matched, ;
The schematic description of this design is presented in Figure 4. ' ®
In applying this design to the community-based problem, one of the study
groups 18 o undt with an operating community-based program while the other
study group L8 o unit without one. : e
Tt 18 unlikely that there will be random assignment of a community-
based p‘xogymm to one jurisdictional area and not to the other‘. Comparability
must be cstablished by a careful matching of cities or counties for comparison V.
on the usual dcgmagrnphic variables (e.g., size, socloeconomic and racial
and athnic makeup, sdze and organization of the‘poiice fo:ce, etc.).
| In this type of tﬁimc@ series comparison, one expects to ‘find a discon= °

tinuity in the time series data of the unit with a community-based program

Yand tha lack of d.mmnninuiny in the comparigon unit, all the time guarding




apainnt interpreting rondom variation as indicative of a discontinuity. And

gince the intervention is continuous rather than temporary, the discontinuity

should vxhibit considerable persistence.
D,  HMulelple Outcomes Measurement

* Typlcally, time series desigus are used to assess the degree of change
in tyxend on one outcome variable of intereét that can be attributed to some
propgrammatic intervention. A number of outcome measures should be used in
the evaluation of community-based programs, since there may be interest in
agpessing a4 number of unanticipated outcomes in additiénAto the typical
dosirved outcome -~ a reduction in the number of incarcerations.”

A number of important outcome variables to be measured are listed below.

Such outeome measures can be used with both one aand two unit comparison designs.

(1) Does the establishment of a community-based program

' serve to reduce the number of juveniles who are incar-
cerated? “The calculation of the number of juveniles
placed 1n incarcerative facilities over time in each
jurisdiction is one outcome measure for answering this
quegtion.

(2) Does the establishment of a community~based program serve
to expand the influence of the juvenile justice system
ovexr the lives of juveniles? A number of outcome variables
might be measured to detect this effect:

a) the number of cite, warn, and release dispositions over
time. If the establishment of the community-based pro-
gram serves merely to dispose of troublesome youngsters
who would have merely been warned and released prior
to the program, then these dispositions can indicate

- net-widening tendencies. If the number of CWRs abruptly

changes at the time that the community-based program is

f?ar pxowple, Lerman's reanalysis of the California Community Treatment
Progran gensrated o nunber of different conclusions about its efficacy merely
Bboeause he used wore than one outcome measure.

¥

~195-

(3

(4)

(5)

introduced, then there is some indication that
community-based programs are not true alternatives
to incarceration and that net-widening is occuring.

b) the number of status offenders, minor offenders, or
first offenders who are incarcerated. If a community-
based program is truly an alternative to incarceration
for these particular youths, then one should expect
an abrupt decrease in the number of minor offenders who
are incarcerated. It may be that many of these youths
do not require any services at all.

c) the total number of youths "treated" either by a
community-based program or placed in a secure facility.
If this measure shows an abrupt increase after the
alternative community programs are developed, then we
have evidence of a widening of the net of influence.

Does the establishment of a community-based program result
in a change in the types of offenders who are incarcerated?
A compunity-based program may reduce incarcerations of
only some types of offenders and still be considered
successful.  If the shallow end strategy is operative,
then one should expect a decrease in the number of

youths incarcerated who are status offenders or minor
offenders but there may be no change in the number of
youths incarcerated who are seriocus offenders. On the
other hand, if the deep end strategy is used, one should
expect to find a decrease in the number of youths incar-
cerated who are serious offenders, as well as a decredse
in the number of status and minor offenders who are
incarcerated.

Does the establishment of a community-based program

create an expansion of personnel and operating costs of

a juvenile justice system? A number of outcome variables

might be measured to detect this effect:

a) the number of community-based programs in a particular
jurisdiction funded by the juvenile justice system.

b) the number of clients referred to the programs.

c) operating costs of the juvenile justice system. Two
different indicators of operating costs might be
employed: the number of persounel employed; and
budget size. An abrupt increase in these dindicators
corresponding to the introduction of a community-based
program would be indicative of an ingrease in operating
costs attributable to the new community-based program.

Does the establishment of a community-based program result
in an increase in the length of time an offendexr is

under officlal control of the juvenile justice system?

This indicator would involve calculating the average number
of months that adjudicated offenders were under official
supervision (direct supervision probation, participation

in a community-based program, and incarcerated).
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(6) Does the establishment of a community-based program
result in offeénders being offered treatment tailored
more to their individual needs? The existence of
individually-appropriate treatment implies the existenc:
of a wide variety of different treatment technologies.
Thus, to ascertain whether the establishment of a
community-based program serves to stimulate diversity
In treatment technology, o survey of the number of
different teehnologies available can be done. If the
number of different treatment techniques available
increases cotrresponding to the adoption of the community-
based program, then we have some evidencs that individual-
1zed treatment is more of a possibility.

While it is unlikely that all of these indicators would be used in any
single evaluation, they represent the variety of measurements necessary to
angwer the questions raised earlier.  CGathering such data allows tentative
assessment of some of the more systematic questions about the community-

based program's effect on the juvenile justice system.
E. Collection of Data

With some exceptions, most of the data needed for the various time
series analyses should be available in official records. Official records
may not exlst for some of the outcome variables; in these cases, time
geries analysis will not be possible, since adequate pre-intervention
boseline measurements will not be available. It is recommended that pre-
measures of the variables be collected for at least three years prior to
the beginning of the community-based program and that post measures be
gathered for at least the same amount of time, It is probably best to

set the time intervals equal to one year,

*, . , :
This type of evidence does not indicate whether matching of client needs
with treatment techaiques does, in fact, occur.
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F. Monitoring the Intervention

Community~based program interventions are usually continuous over
time; that is, they are introduced and then m;intained over a number of
years. As in the client outcomes design, it is essential to monitor
the intervention as well as the outcomes variables over time. If the
nature of the community-based program intervention changed after the
initial implementation of the program, this would affect the time series
data. If this change in administration were not detected by monitoring,
there is the risk of attributing the second discontinuity in the time
series data to random variation or spontaneous change when it really

was the result of a later program change.
G. Analysis of the Data

Two major problems enter into the analysis of the data, aside from the
special statistical problems of analyzing time series data.* In interpreting
a change in time series data it must be remembered that any change corres-
ponding to the intervention is not necessarily significant; what is
necessary is a discontinuity or change in the prior pattern of changes.
Generally, changes are in the level or the direction of the time series
data, but more complex changes are possible. The interpretation of the
change depends upon what is predicted.

Secondly, caution must be exercised not to attribute the change only

to the treatment involved in the community-based program. As Lerman

.

*For further discussion of special statistical problems in analysis, see
Gene V. Glass, V. L. Wilson and J. M. Gottman, Design and Analysis of
Time-Series Experiments, Boulder, Colo.: Colorado Associated University

Press, 1975.
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gupgested regarding the California Tommunity Treatment Program, some changes
in outeomen vaciables may be as atz ~idutable to changes in administrative
decisions or parole revocation critzria as they are to the effect of the

grﬁgrnm,14 This problem is addresszd in our later discussion of validity.
H#. Problems in Using Official Stacistics

The use of official statistics as outcome nieasures presents some
probleme {n reliability and valddicy. Official statietics tend to under-
report the incidence of law violati-ns in gener;l, to under-report violations
by middle and upper socloeconomic class individuals, and to over-report
violations in ardéa habituated by pnor end minority group persons. 1In
addition, officlal statistics can be manipulated to present a distorted

pieture of criminality in a communivy.
1+ Drawlang Inferences

Ag In the glien:lounc0me desiyn, there are eight scurces of internal
ianvolidity ﬁnd four sources rf external invalidity that need to be controlled
ar accounted for. In additdion, there is one additional éource of internal
invalidicy chat is particularly prohiematic in time series designs. A
doailed discussion of tﬁase chreacu to validity in the time series design
5 prosented in Technicai Appendix 1I. For purposes of brief exposition,

it is possibie to list which of thene threats can be controlled or accounted

for in the time gervles design:

- -l99- | =

External Vaiﬁdity

Internal Validity

Controlled: Maturation Interaction of Test—
. ing and Treatmnent
Testing - Reactive Arrange-~
, ments
Selection
Mortality

Interaction of
Selection &
_nther Sourcea

Controlled to some extent:

Regression Intexaction of
Seicction and
Treatment
Instability Multiple Treatment
Intexference
Major Threat to Validity: History
: . Instrumentation

. J. Special Resources Needed for Time Serias Analysis

Much of the data needed for the time series designs is retrievable

fromfofficial'records'and/or can be collected by normal monitoring research

on the various agencies in the juvenile justice system. However, special
statistical consultation will be required. The complicated problems
involved in analyzing time series data are beyond the experience of many

researchers.
V. PROGRAM PROCESS EVALUATIONS

A number of research issues raised in the alternatives to ineércefation
report cannot be addressed by the two types of proposed evaluation designs’
-.the client eutcome,design and the system-wide design. While }mny‘of
tﬁese issues might be referred to as basic research issues, they‘should not

be totally ignored'in the evaluation ofeeoﬁmunity~based programs. These
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riegeareh isques basically congern the types of processes that occur within
and around provran operations.  Yhile most evaluation rescarch in the past

has foeuaed upon program outeome measures (usually in terms of individual

puteomes), many researchers in juvenile justite are calling for evaluation

regearch to pay more attention to program processes and community context.15,16
Process evaluations generally involve systematic observation of program
operations, sometimes combined with interviews with program personnel,
elients, and/or community leaders. These evaluations attempt to obtain a
more detolled pleture of how the program actually operates on a day-to-day
basis (ag opposed to how it claims Lt operates), the constraints under
which the program operates, emergent procedures and strategies, variations
in treatment implementation, co&ert objectives, and linkages with the
wider community and other agencies. These types of issues often do not
reeeive sufficient attention in outcome evaluations.
quavér,fﬁhesa types of evaluations are not 'designed" in the sense

that outcoms evaluations are, except for specifying the sampling plan and

obgoervation achedule., Process evaluacions involve trained observers

gpending a ﬁraac‘deal of time at the progrém site at attempting to develop
an Intdmate ploture of how the program operates. Thus, no one type of
research design for process evaluations is specified, but a number of
regeareh quostions that lend themselves to this type of research strategy
are daiinmmé,t | |

A number of research questions seem to require dbservation?l studies
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(1) The use of discretion in initial arrests, assignment
to program or incarceration, processing of clients
in the treatment program, and pronouncements of
treatment Success.

(2) The degree to which programs are just or cquitable in
their treatment of clients.

(3) Humaneness of treatment.
(4) The relative mix of treatment and punishment,
(5) Variations in application of treatment technology.
(6) Degree of control over client.
(7) Linkages with other treatment agencies or juvenile
justice officials and methods of coordination; quid
Pro quo arrangements; degree to which actions of other
Juvenile justice officials restrict the freedom of treat-
ment program personnel,
(8) Political constraints on treatment program.
This list could be extended. However, all that is important in this
discussion is to emphasize that not all research questions can be answered
by outcome evaluation designs. While observational studies do not generally

possess the credibility of more quantitative evaluation studies, there are

some questions that can only be dealt with by the use of process evaluations.
VI. - A MONITORING SYSTEM FOR PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY
A. Introduction

The detailed proposgals for developing prbgram and system-wide evaluations
were premised on the almost universal belief that programs must be held

publicly accountable. Given the hundreds of community-based programs

that exist or are being planned, rational decisions about the allocation -

of resources require more information about program implementation and
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outeomes than has been provided in the past. Almost all observers of
juvenile justiece aystems comment on the general lack of basic data on
exdsting programs. For example, it 48 unlikely that it is even known
howv many aammnnity»based programs presently‘éxist on a national or
statoewide level, |

The detndled evaluation studies proposed earlier cannot provide
enouph Information on all programs that exist. They are just too costly;
they need to be employed judiciously and be supplemenﬁed by a monitoring
ﬁymﬁam chat ﬁyacémauiﬁally provides fInformation on all existing community-
baoed proprams.  Such a monitoring system must be capable of generating
information on community-based program inputs and processes in a less
costly but still efflclent manner. Such information should be gathered
by program staff in a consistent format so that program comparisons are
posgible, Such information should also provide higher decision-makers with
a bettar overall piatura of what is going on in the alternatives to
inearceration field.

"This &i&zpﬁﬁicn'will focus upon a monitoring system for community-
based programg, but Lt should not deflect attention from the need for
manit@ring‘all agencedes in the juvenile justice system.. If other agencies
are not pondtoved Lt would be Impossible to carry out tﬁe system-wide
avaluntions that were proposed earlier. |

& monizoring syﬁtam yequires that a minimal amount of information
about ha@ b prggram works 1s gathered at periodic time intervals (at a
wdndtum, onee cach year), If such monitoring data is provided by each
@rgggam‘gﬂder thodir jnriﬁﬁiatiqm, they would be able to determine,what
ﬁhﬁv nﬁw»arﬁ often unable te: are programs runniﬁg as they were intended,
atw funds boing used dn ways ylanned, and are programs reaching the intended
taﬁg&t pmﬁulﬁtinn?
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Program monitering focuses upon ptogram inputs and processes,  Monitoring
needs to be supplemented by program and system evaluatlons, which focus upan
program outcomes. The combiﬁed use of both monitoring techniques and program
evaluations provides the potential of generaéing the kind of information

needed in making future program decisions.
B. A Routine Monitoring System for Community-Based Programs

Each community-based program should be required Eo‘colléct specific
information about its clients, its staff, and its normal operating pro-
cedures. Such information could be gathered as part of the normal infor-
mation gathering process.  However, in the past, programs have not gathered
such information in a standard way, making it difficult to use by outside
agencies. If a standard format for gathering information is employed,
incomplere information, inconsistent tabulation methods, or incommensurable
statiéfics would no'longer be a problem.

Information on a number of aspects of the program should be gathered:

1. Program Initiation and History: 1In order to set the context for
interpretiﬁg program statistics, each program should supply a rather detailed
narrative of the history of the program - what it intended to accomplish,

a specification of organizationél‘goals (both short rénée aﬂd'long range) ,

how the program was initially impleméntéd and with what resources, dnitial

'staffing, and a description of the institutional, community, and political

context within which it began. = This information should be updated Yearly
if there are pertlncnt changes in any of the above factors. Wherever

possible, this information should be supplemented by a site visit by the

funding agency.
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2. Resouree Allocatlon: Fach program operates with a limited budget;
iy in duperative that efficilent use of limited resources prevails. Thus,
one impartant cogree of program accountability is the allocation of funds.

The f@ilgwiﬁg information about program allocations of money and staff

shoeuld be made at yearly intervals:

(2} Organizanizational Description: If the community-based
program 1o port of another organization or maintains a close working
rﬁlﬂtiﬁﬁﬁhipfwitﬁ another organization, this should be specified in detail.

A detailed organizational chart should be provided which describes the
division of labor of the staff - who is responsible for administrative dutieé,
who conducts the treatment, who solicits additional funding, etc. In addition,
the percedtage of time of each staff member devoted to each of these different
functions should be provided. A brief description of decision~making author-
ey and modes should be provided. Finélly, the hours that the program is

open for accepting and treating clients should be specified.

(b} ?:ogfam Staff: A list of program personnel should be
provided, indicating job responsibilities, salaries, age, mieg;ity status,
previous educatfon and work experience. An average staff/client ratio

for the year should be provided. If volunteers are used in the program,

thedr rele in program operations should be specified. Finally, any in-

gervice tradndng or aducational pragrams for the program staff should be

‘v%&aarihmd*

{¢) Budgets and Expenditures: The report should include a
rather detadled dclinaaainn of funding sources and amounts, as well as
plang for future funding, In addition, a general line item delineation

mf‘§3§¢uﬁiturﬂﬁ fox the past yéat should be included.
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(d) Physical Facilities: A brief description of where the

program is located and housed, as well as projections of future space

- needs. IF special equipment is used or needed, this should be specified.

(e) Outreach Activities: If the program has a special
outreach program or set of activities, they should be described. The
amount of time devoted to such activities should be indicated. If special
efforts are made to follow up dropouts, they should be described.

3. Target Population: The following data about the target population

of the program should be provided:
(a) a brief description of the intended target population;
(b) a statistical description of sources of referral of
clients to the community~based program, e.g., what percent were assigned by
the regular probation department, by the Department of Corrections or Depart-
ment of Youth Services, and by other juvenile justice officials;

(c) statistics on clients served by the community-based
program, including the following: number of clients served, number of clients ’
completing the treatment, number of dropouts, number of clients arrested
while in the community-based program, etc. Also, statistics on the prior
violation history of clients should be presented, e.g.,. number of previous
arrests, detentions, petitions filed, adjudications, and whether ever
incarcerated before, as well as a categorization of clients by type of
offense for which they were adjudicated gstatus offense, misdemeanor,
minor felony, seriqus felony). Finélly, the c¢lient population‘should be

described in terms of demographic variables, such as age, minority status,

SES, sex, and pertinent family and educational data;
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(d) the range and the average length of time that clients

(e} a ghort description of the degree to which the types

‘i | - Lo i Q ' 6.  Coordination wich Other Agencivs: Each program should be expected
- parbicipated ln the program; P
o gi. to specify the nature of its working relationships with othev community-

, . ‘ ‘ _ . L based programs, the police, the juvenile court, the Department of Youth
of rlionts who aetually participated in the community-based program corres—

. . Services, the probation department, etc. The exact nature of the coordi-
pond £o the intended target populacion.

E ) v , o ! ® native activities should be specified. If the community-based program
a 4,  Troatment Technology: The following information on the treatment '

» regularly has clients referred to it from another program or regularly
provided by the community-based program should be supplied:

' refers its clients elsewhere for serial treatment (the network strategy),
{a) a detailled description of the type of treatment provided ,

® . _ PY this should be described and summary statistics should be provided.
by the community~based program, e.g., individual counselling, group therapy,

7. Commugity Input: The degree to which the community-based program

behavior modificatdon, vocational training, ete. This detailed description

: . receives input and feedback from community groups should be documented.
would {nvoelve a gpeclfication of exactly what the nature of the treatment

; ‘ ® Specifically, what community interest groups and what other juvenile justice
{g, the typlesd frequency of gessions, typical duratiom, type of follow-up

- professionals have influenced program operations and in what ways? Is there
afeer trpatment, If sdditional types of treatment are also used, they should '

« , an advisory board for the program, and if so, are there any community
be dogeribed.  Unusual problems should be noted; '

L » , @ representatives on it?
(b) the extent to which detention is used as a sanctioning

8. Follow-up Data on Clients: ¥Finally, any efforte that the

tochnique for dealing with misconduct, e.g., number of times used, average

‘ ‘ ‘ community-based program makes to follow-up its clients should be documented.
sumber of times used per elient, ete.

‘ ‘ , : @ If this is done, suammary statistics should be provided, algng with the
(&) other services provided to clients; i :
, ' way in which the program staff utilize such data.
(d) estimates of time that treatment staff devote to treating {
‘ ;
:!' elionts, other admlnistrative duties, supervisory activities, ete. should i C. Problems in Using Monitoring Data
» : L

ha providad;
‘ : ; Once monitoring data has been gathered, files must be generated and
(¢) the truancy rate, if it is a residential program; ‘ ‘
‘ : : ; : maintained in some central office, probably the state planning agency or a
N (£) specific criteris of "success," e.g., a specified number ; .
bt , ® national clearinghouse. Such files will be used to generate descriptive
: - of seunlony attended, judgment of professional staff, client having met : ' '

Fy

S data on community-based programs in the state and the nation., Unless
gartadn performance goals, ete. N :
' the data is gathered using some standaxd form, 1t is virtually impossible

3+ MYow Clicuts Exit from the Cowmunity-Based Program: Descriptive data on

, @
placoments for clients leaviog the program; e.g., are they living with family or ‘%'
. . o : ~-208-
foster paraats oc in another residential treatment program, are they in school, :

. | : are thoy ewmployed, e, =207~
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to corpile overall statisties. The use of normal operations reécords of
Aiverston and other types of programs will not suffice, since they are
wanally incomplety, Incommensurable, bulky and inefficient.

There are still problems in using forms devised by a central office.
Whon o data center or ¢learinghouse receives completed data forms frouw
persons aot under thelr control and when those persons who f£ill out the
form do not use the information for their own work purposes, inaccuracies
are likely, ‘Thup, special efforts are necessary to insure the completeness
ﬂnd‘raliabiiiﬁy of the data received. It is possible that a special unit
of workers, rosponsible for data collection in the field, will have to be
added to the seaff of the state planning agency or the national clearing~
house.  These workers would be responsible for training and assisting program
seaff dn £11ling out the monltoring reports and for following up inaccurate
raports.,

Alsg, a system for precoding the data will have to be devised, so
that oneo thﬁ data is recedved and stored, it can be efficiently vetrieved

At o latar date,
D.  Whe Monitors Whom?

Program accountability data goathered through the monitoring system
will, in all Jikelihood, be forwarded to the state planning agency for
purposes of aacartaining‘whathar the program is utilizing its money and
ataif in the intended maaner (although it may also get channelled to some
Ioeal suporvisory agency vefore going to the state planning agency). Summary
ptatistics abour alrernative programs can be generated by the ‘research division

of the state plunning agency and then, if desired, routed to a national

e
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clearinghouse for the tabulation of national statistics. This procedure

approximates the notlon of hierarchical auditing., suggested by Glaser.l?
E. An Alternative Method: Use of Quality Control Techmniques

If desired, there exists a more comprehensive method of building
accountability into juvenile justice agencies and programs that could
potentially supplement the above-mentioned wonitoring procedure. A form
of quality control could be introduced into the evaluaéion of community-
based programs. This process would involve setting up a special research
team for the purposes of continuously reviewing the quality of organizational
performance. This specilal research team would randomly select a number of
cases (individuals) who have been adjudicated and assigned to community-
based programs. Once an individual case is selected, a thorough review
df the processing of the client would be undertaken. This review would
begin with the initial contact of the client with juvenile officialg and trace
the case until the juvenile was released from the program or supervision by
juvenile officials. Each step of the processing would be reviewed in order
to determine if the correct choices were made, if the rights of the juvenile
were protected, if adequate tredtment was provided, if discriminatory
treatment was present, and how adegquately the client was ﬁlaced in a home
or supervisory setting upon release from the program.

This procedure holds high potential for building in accountability
in program operations. However, 1t is costly and difflcult to undertake,

It requires a great deal of tiﬁe of the research staff, and 1t requires
relatively objective standards of performance so that decisioné‘and dctions

can be evaluated. At present, such standards of performance do not exist.
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F. PMosenination of Resules

fOnee the monitoring data is collected, evaluated, and summarized, the
planning and funding agencies can use it to m?ke decisions about future
funding, continuation of programs, aand/or expansion of programs., Feedback
should also be provided to the individual community-based programs.

This use of the monitoring information is completely internal to
the juvenile justice system, What has been left out of this process
are interepted Individuals and groups external to the juvenile justice
syptem. If there truly exists a commitment to public accountability,
then this data must be made available to interested outsiders. Hopefully,

move thon summary data will be made available to the public.
VI1. COST GOMPARISONS
A« Introduction

A final woy of evaluating community-based programs is to compare
cogts.  While cost analysis does not deal with the issue of organizational
pffectiveness, it fs a popular mode of comparison, given the difficulty
of diviping rellable bench marks of effectiveness, .Since resources for
gommunity-bagaed programs are limited, economic considerations are often
lmporvant.

One word of cautdon: It is tempting te focus tbo much on cost

astatiatieny thoy are tongible, easy to interpret, and politically persuasive.

Howpver, therg is nlways the danger of giving higher priority to monatary
vilues than to effectiveness statistics. It is,no‘easy task’to reduce
crime, and i¢ is often @ gostly virtue. Cost estimates do not always

adequately represent ether kinds of savings to the community and society,

such a8 wonoy saved hy reducing the numﬁer of incarcerated individuals,
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the savings in property loss, personal loss, and psychic damage from
prevented crime, savings in welfare costs, and gains in social and economic
production.

There are numerous ways of calculatidg prdgram costs, each with its
strengths and weaknesses. A number will be presented, indicating how each
could be applied. Given the large numL»t of programs to be costed, one must
rely upon relatively simple procedures that compare program costs in terms

of standard units of comparison.
B. An Impractical Method: Cost-~Benefit Analysis

The most sophisticated method of calculating costs and benefits to the
community of a particular community-based program is some form of cost-benefit
analysis. This technique not only calculates costs in a se¢phisticated
manner but also attempts to estimate the financial value of the social benefits
provided by the program. However, this technique has two overwhelming weak-
nesses: 1) 1t requires a great deal of staff time and effort to estimate
finavcial values for social benefits which are sometimes overly vague and/or
arbitrary; and 2) it would overburden community-based program personnel by
making enormous demands on them to supply detailed program information regarding
program costs and effectiveness. Except for unusually large experimental

programs, this technique is not recommended.
C. Comparing Communiity-Based Programs with Incarceration

A critical comparison is between the costs of running a community-based
program relative to the costs of incarcerating offenders. This is a diffiecult

comparison, since clients typically spend different lengths of time in each
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. program. A simple total cost per client figure will not reflect this differ-
2 ¥ g

ence. Yor example, if a communitg;-based program handles 25 clients in one ‘
year and has a total operating cost of $50,000, while a training school ® TABLE 1
handles 100 clients in one year and has a total operating cost of $200,000,
V ' ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS
their per client costs are identical. However, if the average duration in |
@ : ) ] : ® - PROGRAM ITEMS CTP A CTP B CTP C TRAINING SCHOOL
the community-based program is six months and the average duration of incar .
‘ : ' Total Annual Expenditures $50,000 550,000 $50,000 $200,000
ceration is t:ywelve. months, then the community-based program is less costly. | ’ ’ R
‘ ‘ . , No. of Clients Admitted 30 30 15 100 -
1¢ one calculates 'cost per client-term,” then one can relate total 2 |
® ' ‘ L ® No. of Client-Months -+ 170 330 180 1400
program costs to both the number of clients handled and average duration 1n
‘ ‘ . No. of Clients Completing Program 25 20 15 100
v , fent- : d by multiplying the average
ghe program. A cost per client-term is calculate T " " .
, No. of "Successful' Clients 20 15 15 60
‘ ' re in months: » ' ,
, cost per client per month by the average duration |
e Sl I total program cost 12 x No. of c]_iem-:—month: @ | Cost per Client-Term $787.Sl,$1527.79 $3333.36 $2333.38
. Cost per GLient=Ierm = ™ No. of clients No. of elients Cost per Client (Admitted) $1667  $1667  $3333 $2000
oy g . - 1" N : t ‘ . | . .
rable 1 calculates a "cost per client-term" for three differen Cost per Client Completion . $2000 $2500 63333
® hypothetical community-based programs and a hypothetical tirainlng school: ® . Cost per "Success" §2500 §3333  §3333
@ ‘ . ® ' D. Comparing Community-Based Programs
It is easier to compare costs of different community-based programs.
‘ : Co _ The procedures essentially dinvolve tabulating the annual operating costs of
’ the programs and dividing these figures by a standard unit (time, effort,
number of clients). The main problem inheres in accounting for all costs of
a program.
] @ ' :
1. Total Annual Expenditures: One important type of comparison is
total cost, The total cost of a community-based program should include:- cost
:‘, k ; i‘ k ot rental charges for physical space, equipment and supplies, salaries; and
e :E : - =214-
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other operating costs. If a building has been purchased for the program,
depreciation should be included. And 1f the project is part of a govern-
‘ment division, estimates of supervision and auditing cbsts incurred by
higher government offices should be included.

2.  Cost per Client Admitted: This measure is merely the total annual

-

cort of the program divided by the number*ofpclients admitted to the
program during the year.

3.  Cost per Client Completion: This measure is calculated by dividing

the total annual cost of the program by the number of clients who complete
the program. This 18 a better measure than cost per‘client~admitted,’since
it calculates how much it costs to get an offender through the program.

4, Cost per Program Success: A measure of cost that can be applied to

the later life of a community~based program is the annual cost of the program
per "successful" client, that is, a client who does not recidivate within a
certain perlod of time (probably one year). This measure can be calculated

by dividing the total annual cost of a program in a particular year by the

number of clients who completed the program in that year and were not rearrested

during the following year.*

*Thﬂsa three different ways of calculating program costs are presentéd in
Table 1. - .
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Bifferences 1in post-test scores between treatmenf and comparison groups

gre presumed to be the gffects of the program treatment. This causal claim

may be invalids events unrelated to the program treatment may have caused
the differences batween.treAﬁment and comparison groups. And these threats
ta the internal valildity df the experiment or quasi-experiment are supplemented
by ‘other threats to the valldity of generalizations (external validity).

Most discussions of research.designs merely describe or list these
twelve common sources of invalidity and generally indicate that efforts must
be made to check them out. Yet‘ﬁo‘gen¢ral discussion of walidity problems
c¢in replace a careful examination of concrete research proposals, since some
of the judgments about invalidity deﬁend upon the particular research applica-
tion. Thué, a6 a supplement to the proposed design; a more extended discussion
of validity problems is included. The standard form is used for discussing
validity problems, as otiginally presented by Campbell and Stanley.

Since the proposed research design involves two types of data comparisons
({individual changes while in the program and post-release behavior), examination
of validicy thraats.will have to be conducced separately for each of ﬁhese two

papects of the proposed design,
A« Threats to Internal Validity

Ly History
An event or set of events extraneous to the program treatment but coinci-

dent with &t may produce a change in the post-test measures of the criterion

Cearinbles of the treatment group which is mistaken as a treatment effect.

fotwaan D; and 02 ox between xi'anﬁ;Fl many other ctiage-producing events

may have occurred in sddition to the program treatment. History becomes
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a more plausible rival hypothesié for changes in thé treatment group the longer
the time lag between pre- and post—teéts o; between application of the treat-
ment and the follow-up measures. In this design, the time lag is relatively
long, and hence, history is a plausible rival hypothesis. In addition,
there is relatively little experimental isolation in alternatives to incar-
ceradtion programs, again strengthening the possible effect of extraneous events.
However, the use of comparison groups is a control for the possible
invalidating effects«af history, since external events’éhat may contaminate
the measurement of change or post~treatmeﬁt behavior in the treatment group
should also contaminate the comparison groups in the same way. Historical
events that might have produced the 0, - 01 difference or the Xj - Fy
behavior would also produce and 04 - 03 difference or similar Xy - Fgy
behavior. Thus, it is relatively certain that the possible invalidating
influence of general history is éontrolled in the proposed design.
The historical events referred to here are external to the treatment
and comparison groups. The use of comparison groups does not control for
the possible contaminating influence of specific events that occur within
the program and prior to the post-test or follow-up measures, . It is
impéssible to control for this contaminating infiuenée through design, but
familiarity with the program and how it was implemented éver time should -
alert the research téam to internal historical events, independent of the
treatment, that could have caused the 0y - Oy chauge or the X - Fy
behavior; ‘Thié underscores the importance‘of field,observatians of the

program and comparison group processes.
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2, Maturation

»

3 . - h
Mnturation refers to all biological or psychological processes whic

syotematically vary with the passage of time, independent of specific
external events. Thus, Oy - 0y differences of Xy - Fp behavior may not
have been the result of the treatment but of a process of maturation. This
ia ‘a salient rival hypothesis in delinqueney research, since numerous studies
tiave indicated that delinquency rates vary systematically with age. There °
L often an attenuation of law~breaking behavior after the age of 18, which
g 0 ﬁimél& funetdon of growing older. If the treatment group is composed
of offenders who leave the program at the age of 17 or 18, reductions in °
lawebrooking behavior may be more a function of age than of the treatmént
Progran. N

Agodn, the possible extraneous influence of maturation is controlle He

] t the
in our proposed deslgn by the use of comparison groups, provided tha

treatment and comparison groups have the same age distribution. Changes
between 0y and 0, and between X3 and Fy that are due to maturation should
also affect the changes between 03 and 04 and between X, and F3 in the
some way. Thum, we can be relatively certain that maturation is not a rival
hypothesio for the teaults of the quasi-experiment.

3. Teseing

A thivd confounded rival explanation is the effect of taking a preetest
ypon the scores of the post-test. TFor example, scores of persons being |
gaagured on attitudes and self-concept after the program treatment may have

‘boen affected by their taking the same tests at the time of entering the

, o ®
program | | &
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test and post-test

Testing 1s controlled in the proposed design, since it calls for

comparing the pre-test scores of a randomly selected one-half of the program

.and comparison group members with the post-test scores of the other half of

program and comparlson group members. Since people taking the post-test

have not been exposed to the pPre-test, there can be no confounding.

The same reasoning holds for the follow-up measures. There cannot be

a testing effect here, since no pre-test is given. Also, a testing effect

is not likely since the follow-up measures are relatively non-reactive; they

test or questionnaire to the subjects.

Thus, testing is not likely to be a rival hypothesis.

4, Instrumentation

A fourth rival hypothesis is termed instrumentation or instrument decay
and refers to autonomous changes in the calibration of the measuring instru-

ment or changes in the observers or scorers used in assessing behavior or

attitudes. This 1s particularly relevant to studies in delinquency, since

arrest and conviction criteria have been known to change over time. If a

study uses law violation rates as a criterion variable and change is assessed
over a long period of time, then changes in rates between Tlme 1 and Time 2

may be more attributable to changes in the basis of making’arrests than to

the implementation of a new treatment program.

Instrumentation is controlled to a certain extent in the Proposed design,

since 1f there is instrument decay, it should exhibit 1its effect equally on

measurements of both treatment and comparison groups. Thus, 1f the measuring

instruments for assessing individual attitudes are changes between the pre—

» this confounding effect should manifest itself equally
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on both the treatment and comparison groups. Also, if the discretions used

11 waking juvenile arrests should change systematically over a time correspounding

to the ruoning of the new alternatives to incarceration program, this change
ahould affect fn about the same mannef the follow-up measures of law violations
for both the trestment and comparison groups.

* Howewer, there are two possible ways in which instrument decay may create
validity problems for the proposed design.’ First, if the follow-up measures
for the ttﬁatment.program participants and the comparison group members are
gaken at widely divergent times it is possible that different critéria for
arrests were in effect. Secbndly, 1f police or parole qfficers (those who
uaually bave contact with juveniles and determine the basis for arrests or
parole revocations) are aware of who participated in the community-based
progrom and who did not it is possible that they might apply different
esiveria for arrests of these individuals at a later time. Such use of
d4fferencinl criteria for re~arrests could either discriminate in favor of
or against the new treatment program. Sarri and Selo present evidence that
thig hos occurred in the page.18

1f the follow=-up measures of the treatment and comparison groups are
obtained ot approximately the same time, the former problem is minimized
{(although this 1s somewhat of a problem for the incarcerated comparison
geoup, slnce some in this group way have been incarcerated for a lengthy
period of time). Careful fleld observations can minimize the threat of the
lattar problem, sinee the research team ma9=deCQCt the shifting nature of
arvest eviterds.  However, because of these two possible problems, one
cannot bo as confldent that thesevsources of invalidity—are always controlled
a# much a8 would be desired. Hence, instrumentation is controlled only to

#ome exbont.
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5. Statistical Regression

A fifth passible confounding influence is statistical regression -
effects attributable to Imperfect test-retest correlations for groups
'selected on the basis of their extreme pre~test écores.

In one sense, regression effects should not confound this proposed
deéign, since subjects are not assigned to the different study groups on
the basis of pre-test scores. However, there is the possibility that
initial dispositions to the new community-based program, direct supervision
probation, and the incarcerated group are correlated with previous history
or predicted risk. If this is the case, there is the possibility of regréssion
effects.

Regression effects are controlled for in the part of the experiment that
assesses changes while in the program. Pre-tests are given a random one-half
of the persons in the community~based program and in the regular intake
program. = Thus, regression from extreme scores should be equally distributed
across both groups.

 However, regression effects are a more plausible rival explanation in
any analysis of differences in follow-up measures. - The more that dnitial
assignments to each of the s:udy groups 1s correlated with. the prior recordsw
of the youths, the greater is the likelihood that regression effects may be
present. Té;s underscores the importance of attempting to randomize, as much
as possible, the assignment of individuals to the different study groups.

To the extent that randomization is approximated, regression as an alternative

hypothesis is ruled out. Therefore, statistical regression is controlled only

to some exten: in this proposed design.
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6.  Selection

A sixth threat to the valldity of inferences, and a major one in our
proposed design, is selection, A selection bias is the differential
anaigome. mef individuals to the treatment and comparison groups. 1In a
Cfﬂﬁ experiment this is controlled by random assignment, which allows the
statiscical aspumption of initial equivalence of the different study groups.
But, in the proposed degign, randdm,assignment of offenders to the community-
baped program, the proboation unit, and to the incarcerated group is not always
possible,

To some extent, the selection factor is controlled in the assessment of
changes while in the program, since there is a comparison of changes in
geoves pveyr time, If the two groups differed in initdial pre-test scores,
this initial differvence 48 taken into account in the calculation of “change."
Apain, the use of a comparison group and the collection of pre-test data
allows control for selection differentials.

However, this control 4s not present iﬁ the analysis of difference of
follow=up measures, since pre-test data is not available. As indicated in
the donipgn proposal, there are two approximate ways to analyze the data in
order to toke into account possible initial differences. One way is to
foeug on the pattern of differences rather than on absolute differences;
the other way is compare follow-up measures,kCOntrolling statistically for
relevant background and history variable&Q But, as indicated in the proposal,
choese arve only appreximating techaniques.

S@laatign, as a vilval hypothesis, 1s not controlled as adequately as

would be deaixéd in this proposed désign.

7. Mortality

Mortality, or the differential rate of attrition from the treatment aud
the comparison groups, is also a serious problem for this proposed design.
éince this research design would be conducted over a relatively long period
of time and since control and supervision over youths in the different
stu&y groups varies, it is reasonable to believe that the drop-out or attrition
rates will vary to some extent.

Except for extraordinary efforts to trace down drop-outs by the research
team, there is no way to control for this potentially biasing effect; 1f
there is a differential dropout rate, it cannot be assured that the (O2 - 01)
and (0, - 03) differences and the Fj and ¥4 and Fg and ¥y differences were
not due to the differential dropout rate.

One can attempt to measure the potential effect of differential mortality.
Using the initial intake measurements, one can attempt to determine the extent
to which the dropouts from the community-based program changed the composition
of this group.

In terms of follow-up data on law violations, it appears that the best
strategy, although also more conservative in terms of discovering program
effects, is to retain the dropouts in the analysis of the follow-up data for
the treatment group. Even though they did not receive the full "treatment,"
to ignore the dropouts in the follow-up analysis could bias the follow-up
statistics for the treatment group in favor of the most cooperative and probably

least risky youths.

 Mortality effects are not controlled as much as would be desired in this

~design.
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8. Intersction of Sclection with Maturation |
The final threat to dnterpal validity exists in the possible interactions .
of seleetion with waturation, history, or testing. In these cases, the rival é
hypothesis is that the selecrion differenﬁials combine with these other %
w;rifmicw in g speclal way to create changes in the treatment group that # e
are independent of the treatment. These types of interactions are relatively |
rare. For the proposed design it éeems that the cnly plausible rival hypothesis
ig o datersction between seleetion and maturation, However, to the degree Y"
that the age distributions of the treatment and comparison groups are similar,
thiy threat to invalidity can be considered controlled.
B,  Threats to External Validity } *
The threats to external validity are generally interaction effects,
involving unique combinations of the treatment and some other variable. “
Thesie interaction effects represent a potential specificity of the effects
of the treatment to some undesirably limited set of conditioms. Thus, g
threats to external validity limit the ability to generalize from the w .
findinga. |
1.  Interaction of Testing and Treatment
The effect of an interaction between pre-testing and the treatment ®
s commonly referred to as a “sensitizing effect." That is, the application
of a pre~test sensitized the subjects to the forthcoming treatment program
to puch an exteat that it is difficult to argue that the treatment might L J

work on subjocts not sensitized by a pre-test.

Sensitizing biases should not limit the generalizability of this proposed
design, since the individuals who receive ;he post—test did oot take the pre-
test. And similarly for the follow-up data, the iandividuals were not pre-
tested.

Thus, this confounding factor is controlled.

2. Interaction of Selection and Treatment

This source of invalidity arises 4if thére is something about the population
of offenders in a particular locale that would make téem exceptionally receptive
or unreceptive to the treatment program. In the case of the proposed designs
for evaluating community-~based programs, one would have to argue that there
1s something unique about offénders in those locales that clioose to set up
community-based programs that make them unique.  There may be something
unique about officials in a particular juvenile justice system in a city or
county that led them to set up such a program in the first place. Tt is
unlikely that this contention can be applied to the class of offenders,
unless it is discovered that alternatives to incarceration programs are only
set up in middle class communities (or lower class communities) or that they
only apply to offenders of a particular class or minority status. As long
as we discover similar results between alternatives to incarceration programs
in various communities and those serving a various mix of offenders, this
threat to external validity is minor.

3. Reactive Arrangements

Reactive arrangements occur when the subjects of an experimental program
exhibit certain behavior and attitudes, not because of the effect of the

‘treatment, but because of the knowledge that they are being studied and
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observed. Thus, the very fact that somebody asks them questions and adminis-
ters questionnaires may elicit gocially desirable responses (Hawthorde effects
or experimental demand responses). a

This threat to external validity is minimized to the extent that data
gathering is perceived as part of the normal routine of;thé;program and to
the extent that nonreactive measurements are used. In the proposed design,

v

a number of minimizing controls for this sowrce of invalidity are present.

First, juveniles who come into contact with official agencies are typically

asked to given a host of information about self and attitudes. It is not

unreasonable to argue that the additional data gathering required by.the

‘evaluation research can be treated as part of the normal information-gathering

procedure. Secondly, the use of official statistics for the measurement of
the follow-up data effectively removes the reactive bias.
Reactive arrangements are relatively controllable in this design.

4, Multiple Treatment Interference

The final source of external invalidity is multiple treatment interference
which is likely to occur whenever multiple treatments are applied to subjects

either serially, concommitantly, or alternatively introduced, then removed.

The multiple treatments often interfere with each other since the effects

of prior treatments are not usually erasable.
In the sense that Campbell and Stanley discuss multiple treatment inter-=

ference, it is not an invalidating factor in our proposed design since multiple

‘treatments are not presented to the same subjects over a time period.

However, in the sense of attempting to ascertain to what extent the

treatment technology itself accounted for the difference’or change and to
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what extent it was the treatment technology as it was embedded in a particular

program milieu that was responsible for the change, this,SGurce of invalidity

" may present some prohlems for the proposed design.

The proposed design is not capable of determicing with much certainty
whether it was the treatment technology alone that explains the results.
'B;t it must be remembered that this proposed design is suited for evaluating
the efficacy of a community—base& program strategy, involving a set of
administrative decisions and a set of special treatments rather than merely
the application of’a particular treatment technology. The usual state of
affairs in community—based programs is multiple treatment - not administered
systematically or in serial order but concomitantly and in various mixes.
The proposed design evaluates the efficacy of a community-based strategy
and‘thus, at this stage.in the deVelopmént of evaluatioﬁ research, it is too
early to consider attribpting effects ﬁo pérticular treatment technoiogies.

Thus, multiple treatment interference is not a serious threat to the

validity of this proposed design, not so much because it is controlled for

in the design but because it is not a pertinent question for this typé of

gvaluation.
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Changes in the level or direction of ‘the time series data that corres-
pond to the introduction of the community-based program are presumed to be
caused by the progfam. This causal claim may: be invalid; eventslunrelnted
to the intervention may have caused the changes in the outcome variables.
These are threats to the internal validity of the quasi-experiment. In
addition, there‘afe limits to the generalizability of the findings (threats
to external validity). .

As in the discussion of the client outcome design, each of these threats
to validity will be examined in light of the proposed time series designs.
Again, since two types of time series designs were presented, validity threats
are examined separately for both the single group time series design and the

multiple group time. series design.

A, Threats to Internal Validity

1. History
" History represents a primary threat to the internal’validity of the
single~group  time series design. Thefe’is no way to statistically’sepérate :
the effects of a newly-established program from the effecté of historical‘

events that occurred coincidental with or shortly after the program was

introduced. Only a detailed familiarity with the local situation can sgerve

as a check on this sgurce of invalidity. History as an invalidating factor

'is less relevant in the multiple group design. For most historical events,

it is likely that external events will affect post—intérvention behavior in

the comparison group in the same way as in the treatment group. But there

is an exception to this rule: 1If a set of historical events that affect

*
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outcoren variables was unique to one of the two localitZes 1n the time

series design snd not to the other, the invalidating efZzcts of history

are still not eontrolled. Again, familiarity with the Zuzal sitggcion provides
anpe protection against iovalid inferences.

Y Maturation ,
’ Maturation should not be a threat to iQCernal valizZczy in the single-gfoup
time perfes, unless a significant proportion of the juwzniles under study are
in an age for which it is argued that the inttoduction =% the community-
based program corresponds to a critical period in their zersonal growth and
davelopment. Maturation is controlled for if the age ¢iztributions of the
juveniles under study are similar for both the treatmern: and the comparison
group in the multiple-group time series,

Testing should not be an invalidating factor in eicher of the two proposed

time serdes designs, since pre-tests are not used and the measurements are
nonrenctive,

4. Instrumentation

tnatrument change or decay can be a source of invalidity in either of
the two deslgns. If eriteria for making arrests change over time, changes

in the time series that are due to such changes in measuring instruments

~may be mistaken for offects of the community-based program (single group

deglgn).  In like manner, if 4nstrument changes occur in one.locality and
wot in the other or if there are changes of a different nature in the two
forales, invalid inferences about program effects may be drawn (multiple-

group denign). There ds oo way to statistically control for this possibility
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in a time series design, but again, familiarity with the local events and
processes can pravide some checks against this problem.

5. Statistical Regression

A serious risk to the validity of any time series study occurs whenever
an intervention program is introduced 1n response to a perceived acute problem.
For ‘example, this would occur if a particular jurisdictional unit decided to
begin a community-~based program because of &nusually high rates of recorded
juvenile crime. The problem with this occurrence is that the recent unusually
high rate may merely be a typical variation in an unstable series. 1If this were

the case, one would expect, on statistical grounds, some reversion to the

earlier trend even without the introduction of the new community~based program.

in this case, one would not be able to distinguish the statistical reversion
to trend from an intervention effect. This is a subtle form of statistical
regression. If such a time is not chosen for the introduction of the new
program and if the two localities in the multiple group design are not selected
for study because of their extreme delinquency rétes, then statistical regression
should not be a threat to validity in either the single or multiple group time
series designs.

6. Selection

Selection should not be a threat to internal validity, in either the
single or the multiple group design, since each group serves as its own control
and the localities in the multiple. group design .are matched as much as possible.

7. ~ Mortality

Mortality, in the usual sense of this term, 1s not a source of dovalidity
in either of the time series designs, since these designs are '"replicative"

time serles studies and not "repetitive' ones. However, something akin to

~230~



morealicy might gerve o invalldate inférgnces about intervention effects:
the ehange I unit eomposition of the treatrent and/or comparison group
over tlme. 1, fnr gome reason (such as change in population compesition),
the composition of the treatment group in the single-group design changed
from the Initial measurements to the later measurements, it would be diffi-
ﬁuiﬁ Lo diacinguiﬁh?changeﬁ in the time series data attributable to the
Iatervention program from changeé’accxibucable to composition changes.
S4eilorly for the multiple~group design, changes in the composition of
aith&r-Ot both of the study proups will create problems of inference. Demo-

graphic nnalysis over time of the various localities under study should

provide a ehoek on this threat to invalidity.

8.  Inceraection of Selection and Other Sources of Invalidity

Under typleal ¢ircum8ﬁances, thig type of threat to validity should
prosent no probleoms, since each group establishes 1ts own baseline. Some
problems 4n selection of treatment and comparison groups have already been
divcussed In the sectlons on maturation and instrumentation.

9. Instability

Thig is the threat to valid inferences about causality that is given
mont attontion in time series designs, Instability refers to '"statistical
srror,"  that 4s, unaccountable variation in the time series that may be
wistaken for an interveation effect but thch is not improbably larger than
ather Mna@é@umtnbie fluctuations iﬁ the series over time. Any time series
data will reveal unstable fluctuncion; the problem is in distinguishing
Cthis "normal® fluctuation frmm'ﬁhénges coinc{dent with the intervention and
anﬁrrﬁﬁ to bes the result of the intervention. While this problem is not

wnique to time gories studlces, scatistical analysis of such data is more
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complex because of autocorrelation. Statistical methods for handling this

problem are provided by Campbell, Stanley and Glass. 1Y
B. Threats to External Validity

1.  Interaction of Testing and Treatment

This threat to external‘validity should present to problems since there
are no pre-tests that could sensitize subjects, since these designs are

replicative rather than repetitive, and since the measures of outcomes

variables are nonreactive.

2. Interaction of Selection and Treatment

Since these designs are replicative and hence the individuvals measured
and treated each year change somewhat, there is little reason to believe that
there is something unique about the subjects under study that would make them
unusually amenable or resistant to the treatment effect. However, to the
extent that the localities chosen for inclusion in the time series study are
unusual in terms of demographic variables, the threat of the interaction
between selection and treatment can be a rival hypothesis. Demographic
analysis of the localities under study can provide a check on this rival

hypothesis.

3. Reactive Arrangements
Since unreactive measures of the outcome variables are used, this should
provide no serious threat to external wvalidity.

4, Multiple Treatment Interference

Since multiple interventions are not introduced in a serial order,. thére

shosld be little threat from this source of invalidity. However, as we

»

indicated earlier and in our discussion of the client outcome design, one

»
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must puard apainst uneritically attributiog a change in the time series

to the treatment technology used in the community-based program. An
equally plausible hypothesis 1s that the observed changes are the result

of changes in administrative decisions or guidelines, Again, one must keep
1o mind that this system-wide evaluation design is an evaluation of the

-

effectiveness of a community-based program strategy rather than of a

- community~based technology.
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