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AOUNDTL TOT NI DVALUATTION OFF PROGRAMS
teg IiT JUVENILE JUSTICL -

3

Laar T. Inmpoy
University of Southern California

The Juvenile Justice System is now undergoing changes that
are every bit as revolutionary in character as those which led
to the construction of the first houses of refuge for children
following the Anerican War of Independence or the creation of
the Juvenile Court a century later. These changes can ke
encapsulated into a now familiar list of catchwords: decriminal-
ization, diversion, due process and deinstitutionalization.

Efforts to implement these catchwords are not without
opnosition and certainly not without ambiguity. But the changes
they symcolize, and the ideology upon which they are constructed,
are widely shared. The four D's indicate a pervasive disillusion-~
nent with the notion that the juvenile justice system can be society's
super narent and portend new ways for organizing it.

This fact should give us pause. 2s David Rothman (1971:
xiv-xv) has so cogently pointed out,; there is a prevailing
tendency to regard major societal innovations as "reforms," as
improvements over that which existed before. The prison, Hr
exanple, was regarded as a humane improvement over prior methods
of punishment and the juvenile court as an improvement over older
nethods of dealing with the problems of juveniles. Yet, it "
wouldd ke Jdifficult to maintain, in light of subscquent cvents,
that either innovation was a pure and unmistakeable step in the

rrojress of hunanity. To do so, Rothman suggests, would not only



be bad logic but bad history.

how should today's innovations -- the

If this is the casc,

ressive steps in the
four D's -- be regarded? Are they progres

i Wi and
treatment of the young? Do they merit the support of wise

n's answer
well-meaning citizens. Let me paraphrase Rothma

1
(1971:xv) : If we are to describe any or all of the four D's

nyreforms," we will be taking for granted precisely what ought
as S

i i i o be
to be the focus of investigation. Our innovations ought t

! i i same
over existing practices. Otherwise, we will fall into the

eded us; namely, the

trap as all the reformers who have prec

i hat
tendency to equate change with effectiveness and to assume t

+he same things as helping offenders or

good intentions are

protecting soclety.

§ i ves in danger of
Why, it might be asked, do we find ogrsel

» (; . - - be

i 1gqe on the effects of
among then is our failure to gather knowledg

i - dy and
our innovations —-- to subnit our »rograms to rigorous study

. i i of
evaluation. Such a fFailure would be unthinkable in the field

d i i rmore,
traditionally gone unquestioned in the social realm. Furthe ,

i i ility of scientific
much of our failurc 1s also due to the inability

i for
and progran neople to collaborate successfully in the search fo

.
! each other.
Lnowledge even though they wave much to contribute to

1" B
rurt Lowin (1072:'41) has noted that new prograns e e
EAY [ ad 3 . [

Ldc iective appears
usually crergeé from a more or less vague idea. DAn objec P

in the cloudy form of a dream or wish, which can hardly be
called a goal. To become real, to be abhle to steer action,
something has to be developed which might be called a 'plan'."
Ironically, the program people who must give form and substance
to any "plan" are not usually trained in the kinds of theory-
building that are uscful in cpncepﬁualizing sorme new approach to
juvenile problems. Social scientists who do have such training,
meanwhile, are seldom involved at the construction stage of any
new program. Their ideas as to.what will work may be little
better than anyone else's but they can be of use in helping
professional colleagues to state their assumptions and plans in
ways that will make them moré amenable to implementation and
test. In lieu of this, however, research nconle are usually

1

called in after a "plan," sometimes a haphazard one} has been
¢created and then asked to evaluate it. The result, ordinarily,'
has been anger and misunderstanling, if not kloodletting.

The reasons are obvious: collaboration requires common
understandings and an effective division of labbr. These, in
turn, are best achieved hefore a new program is organized, not
afterward. Unless action and research people set up a working
model by which their joint efforts can be effectively integrated,
they will stumbhlce over cach other constantlv. Listed Bclow,
therefore, are the elements of a potential working model.

N
These elements may not be the most desircable in cvery instance

but they do heip to indicate the kinds of things. which

potential collaborators rmust be concerned early in their
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1. DPROJLCT COALS

The first element of any model would be a mutual set of
goals ~-- goals that pay heed to the importance of geﬁerating
knowledge as well as meaing-program needs. Unless agreement can
be reached on both kinds of goals, in fact, it may be useless
to involve roth research and action in a common endeavor. The
reason is that, if some important differences in perspective
are not resolved, they will ultimatelj surface to the detrinent
of any joint effort.

First, consider the traditional perspective in which the
social scientist has been indoctrinated. To begin with, he

is a trained skentic. 'Illowever desireable some new program nay

appear in theory, He is inclined to be leery about it until its
eifects are shown to be demonstrably superior. IHe also knows
that the ideal design for testing procram effects is an experi-
mental design -- one in which experimental and control groups
cre randonly selectel from a common ponulation. Members of the

experinental agroup are subjected to the new prograrn while the

members of one or more control groups receive no “treatment"

whatsoever, or are placed for "treatment" in traditional settings

For greater detail on the application of these elements in
WO OuSaviIiToaris . ogoo Latar 7. mpey anl ftoven 6. Luboclk,

The Sllverlahe L“wﬁrlnent Chicago: Aldine Publishing

oL, ITUTTTRRT LAY T ey and Y“ayard L. Lriclison,

The Provo Lxperiment. Lexington (llass.): D.C. lleath and

Co., 1073 o

This desiyn, in short, is about the only way that a multitude
of nonprogrammnatic effects can be controlled. Without its use,
differences in outcome may be due to factors lying entirely
outside the influence of the programs being compared.

Recause of his commitment to the experimental design,
however, the research purist has some blind spots. Innovations
in juvenile or criminal Jjustice programs are not like experiments
conducted under highly controlled cconditions in the laboratory.
Instead, they are field exﬁeriments in which the beliefs and
prejudices of the public, clients and statrf, like those of the
scientist, must be taken into account. Innovations are subject
to a host of ideological, political and bureaucratic influences

whose cffects on program operation and data collection are

‘profound. Yet, even though these influences are 6mnipresent,

the purist is inclined to dismiss them as relatively unimportant.
The only thing that really counts is faithful adﬁerence to
original program and experimental designs. 2All else is superfluous
by comparison.

Contrast this view with that of the policy maker or the
practitioner engaged in reform. In the first place, neither is
a trained skeptic. As a resuit, the desireability of change
is more reacily accepted. TFor examnle, long exnerience tecachos

that the confinement of Jjuvenile status offenders -- "incorrigibles,

5
truants, Oor runaways -- in training schools has not helped
noticeably to solve their problems. Therefore, it secms

patently obvious to the reformer that almost any community

alternative would be better. Given -this "ObVlou“" conclusion,
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why evaludte new programs? Lven more to the point, why set

up experinental designs which night deny to the members of

some control group a new and highly desireable form of treatment?
Tt is unethical to deny help to one group of children while
providing it for another. Since we know what is best for

status offenders, why not just gofahead and provide it for
everyonc?

The answer is that this viewpoint, like that of the
experimental purist, also possesses some blindspots. Contemporary
reformers soon forget that exactly this same kind of thinking
characterized the nineteenth century "reforms" which we now
saek. to undo. The child sévers of that period were convinced
£hat housas of refuge, asylums and refornm schools could become
society's new superparents. If some families and &ommunities

"were no longuer fit nlaces for children, then places of confinencnt
could becone cffective, even superior, surrogates. ‘uch like
now, people were convinced that thev knew what would work. There
was no need to evaluate the efficacy of new co;rectional reforms.
Thev were clearly sunerior.

The human tendency to engage in this kind of thinking is
as illogical as it is understandable. It is illogical because
it agsawees bhaot £he rocognition of a problon is tantaéount Lo
suggesting a solution. It is illogical because it assumes X

that, since old methods -- i.e., reform schools —- do not worlk,

alriost any other alternative will work. It is 4llogical becausc

it equates fervency of belief with rviJenco.

On the oﬁher hand, the belief that new programs do not‘
nced evaluation is understandable. Those who arc motivated
or hirecd to help people, particularly children, can ill afford
to be skeptical about what they are doing. Persons who do
not believe in the efficacy of their work are poor workers indcea;
persons disarmed by doubt are not‘very effecfive. That ié why
program evaluation is so threatening -- threatening hoth to
cherished beliefs and to the jobs and reputations that hang
unon them. It is no wonder, therefore, that the skepticism
and nethods of the scientific g&mo seem incongrous to peonle
engaged in reform efforts. To them, the effort is enough.

But is the effort enough? Is there no way by which the
Masire o raform juvenlle nrocrars night be combined with a
desire to evaluate their efficacy? If the answer-is "no,"
there i1s no noint to further discussion. If the answer is

1, [T R E
ves," then alon

V2

with chance, the sursuit of knovledge nust
become an acceptable social goal -- a goal that ranks nuch
higher in priority than it has in the past. It must be
acknowledged by high level administrators, by a workable
organizational structure in which research people work side
by side with program people, and by an appropriate budget
waich 1oiies research somcthing more than an afterthought.
Should these changes not occur, then current talk about
evaluation is empty.

Beyond the need to enhance knowledge building as an accept-

able goal, there is a pressing need to ongace the assistonce of

rosearch peornle 1 1efini P Furd s .
0 , Y in defining and clarifying procsram goals, and in



setting up what appears to be a sensible method for realizing
them. %What good does it do to evaluate a program whose goals
are unclear and whose methods are questionable?

One simple step would be for research and program people
to congider jointly the kinds of assumptions being made about
juvenile problems, the range of alternatives that might be
constructed to respond to them, and how those alternatives
might be aEfected by the organizational, bureaucratic and
political context in which'now programs must operate. It
is common, for example, to hear progran people say that their
objectives are to "prevent delinquency" or to "reduce recidivism."
Yet, when stated in these terms, program goals say everything
and nothing. The reason is that they are not expressed in'
substantive terms. "Delinguency prevention" in a police-
operated program, for instance, may have a far different
neaning from “delincuency orevention" in a progfém run by
street gang workers or by a neighborhood school. Unless progran
goals arc given substance in theoretical and overational
terms, therefore, it is not possible to assess their implications
either for research or action.

Ordinarily, substance i§ best gained when broad goals
like “"delinquency prevention" are translated into more modest
or intermecdiate goals. The intermediate goals of the police,
for erannle, ray be to greatly increase the personal contacts
Lhey have with juveniles throuyh an increased use of neighbor-

hood foot patrols. The assumption might be that this increased

W'"W&_\ - e —
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contact would deter delinquent acts, inprove nolice-

juvenile relations and, thus, nrovent delincquency. 0Or

school pcople may seck to prevent delinquency by increasing the

academic skills of young people and their attachment to the

school. These would be the intermediate goals for which a

great decal of specificity would be required: What acacdenic

skills are to ke improved? What is meant by "attachment" to

the school? Iiow would the school have to be reorganized to realize

these objectives? Why wouid their realization reduce delinquency?
Any tendency to ignore cuestions such as these is az ruch

a detriment to program effectiveness as it is a detriment to

good research. Furthermore, as soon as program and research

peonle Legin o consider such aquestions jointly, thov soon‘

discover that reasonable answers cannot be pursued until additional

issues relative to their collaboration are examined. They soon

Ziscover that intermcliiate nrovram goals —-- increasesd elucational

e

skills, or more pversonal police relations with juveniles --
cannot really be defined with much precision until other clements
cf a collakorative worlzinog mo’el are coﬁsiﬂcroﬂ. These alermenis
are an interlocking web in which one element cannot really be
fully completed until others are considered. That is why a

joint

D

ffort »v »rocranm anl research nconle mishh ko lenirantl o,

and why a prolonged dialogue between them is necessary prior
>

to progran incoention, not afterward.
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TT. D0PTHTRION AT WARGLY PODPULATION
The nature of the interlocking web is illustrated by the
fact that one cannot finalize program goals until one is explicit

alout the target population Tor any new program. Just as
program goals’may change considerable depending upon the inte;ests
of the people who are to run the program --= the police, the
gang workers or the educators - so they will change depending
unon the target population involved. For example, efforts to
prevent delinquency among l2-year-old potential recruits to
a strect gang may be sharply‘different from those required for
the 17 or li-year-olds who now constitute the core of that
gang. Because of their differences in age and sophistication,
or>their ties to conventional institutions, far different
methods may be required. Likewise, the metheds used in a school~
Lased diversion program might vary considerably depending upon
the grade-level of the particinants, the location of their
school or their delinquent histories.

In sorie cases, a single »rogran may seelt to work with
a highlv heterogeneous nonulation, but that fact in no wav
changes the need to be concerned with the possibility chat goals
may change from one subpopulation to another. The definition of

. . Y . N A dapne P B
ohjectives for one sulmonulation, an’d the nethods Lo be usce:dl in

realizing those objectives, are likely to vary.

T™ fere sy S vmere1T NRY TS P e s ey SR I Rt R A b -’~-‘1
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One way of helping to.define one oz more target populations,

and to scttle upon a orogram(s) Yor them, is to consider
theorctical issues. Since the list of alternatives for responding
to delinquency is not well-definced and supported by large bod-
ies of confirmed evidence, the tasx of selecting among them
is no: a simple one. One way out of this maze, therefore,
is to devote considerable effort Fo defining program assumptions
so that one can he more enplicit about one's program goals and
the population{(s) with which the new program will be working.
Any such elfort would represent a radical departure fron
tradition. Attcmpts by prograﬁ people to construct and vse
theory, in any formal sense, have been neglibible, first,
becagse of a general distrust of theory and, seacond, because

thoecry construchion is nrofourily ~Aifficult.  Yet,

{

ra

e
the Last o

these difficultics are not adequate to discredit the overall

-utility of theory. Indeed, it is an error to assume that program

neonle Jo rok usce it
Any tine a program 13 set up, or any tine one technique is

] . i * Lol . -
cllosen over anotiwer, soniecna nas an iLdea in the Lacl: of hils or

) - 4 < e I 3 L4 - A o S ol s - T - ) - .
By rnind thoat it il ratta o Jifferanon ~— that it is soownhew

preferable to other programs and techniques. That person, in

other words, does have a theory, however ill-stated, as to what

10375 ko Ialintiongy an’ Mo hast it oonn To eald witt. What
is neeced, therefore, is to make that theory explicit rather
'S

than to leave it vague and arorphous.  ID £his were Jone, both
the action and research components ol the innovation would be

improved.
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The Lirst step in making assumptiqns explicit is to develop
a thooretical'sﬁatomcnt of the probhlem to be addressed, how
it comes ahout and what its roots are. What are the assumptions
that the pfogram will make about delinquency or conformity? Hdw
do these come about? Is it being assumed that delinquency is
the result of poverty and ignorance, is a relatively normal
expression of common youthful behavior, is due to the lack of
effective social control by the agencies of law enforcement,
is due largely to destructive labeliﬂg, or is due to sone
combination of these. Obviously,the adontion of different
assumptions about the problem will make a great deal of difference
in the kind of program that is ultimately developed. Thus,
i1f assumptions are cleoarly stated, the task of deriviné an
intervention strategy is both clarified and sharpened.

Again, research neonle might make a distinct contribution if

ela oy P Tt ~T e ~ 1 - N ,. : - 1 - 1
thov wora callet anen bacause theov could use their experience

I

to assist in the theory-building taslii. They could help to clarify
f.azcic theorctical conconits and to sulgast ways for organizing

thom dnte Ionloviontalle and rosearchal lo statenonts about the
causes for delinquency. In this way, proygram people would not
only have a clearer idea about the difficulties on which an attack

' ~ n \
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program assumntions to see if, in fact, they are accurate.

>
hat Lo ooston o overiootaod ds Lt Taco that b ois just i ootant
to find out if one's proyram assuipcions are accurable as it is to

find out if the program works. Indeed, if the assumptions are

~13-

incorrect, an intervention progran based upon the, ceven i€
well--run, may nike no difference at all or ray ke downright
harmful. The program would be in the business of adninistering
a cure fc' which there was no disease. In short, in this
elerent of a collahorative working model,; action and rescarch
people would be working to be as clear as possible about the
asgumptions they are making regarding the problems they hope

to address wn! to evaluate.

IV, THE INTERVEITION STRATECY

Once nroblem assumptions have becn clarified and formallyJ
stated, the task of developing an intervention éfrategy is nade
easier. Such a shrateay could Le cormnrised of {1) a sot Sf

intervention princinles and (2) a set of operational guidelines.

The nrincinles would ke comprised of a set of theoretical state-
ments, dforivad from the orpianntnr7 tioory stuéoﬂ nkove, and
wvould inlicate how the prollems it leccribed micht be addressuad.
TFor c:inmisle, suppose on offort was telng nada to estalilish aad
evaluate 1 eommuniky nracran for sorions dalinciusnts -- hovn

found guiltv of committing criminal offenses. Supposc further

that a combination of control theory (Iirschi, 19269) and sub-

cultural £hanry (Tohen, 17°57%) was uase? g £h- hasis unon wh oo
the nrograrm was to he constructed. The resultant theoretical

»

annurotions ahoub the roats of Ehe nrolTe;m it Tooll soneitii

-
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L1i.o Lhls:

1. Poor attachmnent to home and school leads to a
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2. A decrecascd stake in conformity leads to
identification with nonconventional peers.

3.

Based uponh these t

the probhlem,

1.

Such principles, once

action anc

+hat when invervention principle

virtually

earlier,

improve attachment,
nonconventional identification.
assumptions it is possible to be e

goals that must he achieved iIf delinquency is to be

reduced.

Identification with

to eriminal behavior.

Innrove Q

a set of intervention principles mi

of serious

institutions must be reestablished.

Increase stake in conformity.-
ntional ipstitutions and activities more

conve

attractive to delinqguent hoys.

Decrense identification with
Gesociatas.—— rind ways for rec

of monconventional

nOpconven

5

attractiveness of conventional ones.

fhe rescarch components of the study.

SYNnonymous

But until the principles are worked out, it is

difficult to state goals precisely. Turthermore

princ

nature of the rescarch ta

with implerienting the basic principles, res

nonconventional peers lcads

heoretical assumptions about the nature of

ght be as follows:

ttachment to home and school.-- The linkage
delinquents with these conventional

- Find ways for making

tional

Ycing the attractiveness
groups and enhancing the

gtated, would be of use both to ‘the
Notice, first,

s are clearly stated they become
with the intermediate progran goals nentioned
for which clarifving statements are needed -- i.e.,
to increase =take in conformity, to decrease
By working through one's basic

xplicit about the kinds of

r

iples provide the invaluable function of clarifying the
sk: that is,.while action is concernerl

earch will be devoted

prevented or

intervaention

to assessing the sucess and conscquences of that impleomentation.
nather than Jdivercent, their two roles would be complenentary.
The theoretical principles that give meaning to action would
also give meaning to research.

™ PR . . . . .
ne anerational guidelines of the intervention strategy

would be even nore explicit by helping to translate priniples
into action. 2Any new intervention strategy requires answers

to a host of organizational as well as client-related questions:
TThat is the naturce of the organization that is needed to
orcrationalizae intervention nrincinles? TITov should »neonle

go about the tash of running the program? What shall be the
nature of its social struéturc and its activities? hat are

the conanraznces of this ind of oroanization within +he neivork
of cormunity organizations that already exist? In terms of staff,

aha 5 aqg had recuired? + i 3 1 : aroe lelzYsTate! ?
what new roles are *GHUl_LJ. hat inds of training ar ne v
ta Py \J S e T e VI LY
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“ficulty, either within the procran or in its
reclations to other organizations, might be anticipateld? The

L}

operational guidelines would be designed to answer sucih questions.
int rmust not ke overloolied, however, is that ooerational
guidelines may differ depending upon the nature of the target
population.. That is why stress was placed earlier upon being
winlicil upon one's target nonulation. VYor cxanplc; i the Sheory
stated above were applied to a group of 12 or 13-year-olds, one
night want to nlace far greater attention upon their attachn;nt

e ke . N
to their hores and their schools than if one were working with

g O - hd ’
a group of 18-year-—-olds. If the theory is corrcct, the latter



would have moved further in their ties .to delinquency-prone
associates than would the younger group, Greater cfforts

would have to be concentrated at this stage of the delingquency-
producing sequénce. Thus, even if one had only one set of
program principles, those principles might be operationalized

in far different ways depending upon the target population(s)

in qguestion.

Again, this attention to the explicit definition of intervention

principles and guidelines would hope to overcome the historical
inclination for action and research peovle to go their divergent
ways. Ordinarily, action people are left to their own devices
in setting up a program while research people come in after all
that is dcne. All tob often, the results are disastrous
To action people, the research that is produced 6ften seens
unrelated to their central concerns. Dy working from a common
frameworlk, hewvever, it might ke hoped that these sources of
conflict could be reduced.

V. THZ RESLARCH SIRATEGY

The next major ~component in the model would be a research
strategy. The definition of this strategy would help further
to  pinpoirt ohicctives anl to make them arnlicit for everyono
concerned. Given an ideal set of conditions, research might he

,

usced to realize four major obhjectivas.

l. Test of Basic Assumptions --.Research could be used

to test the theoretical assumntions that were made in defining

the problem that the new program was set up to address. llow
accurate worc'thosc assurptions for the target population in
question? Were their problems anything akin to the way they were
defined by the theoretical statement? Were their attachments

to home and school broken? Did they, in fact, exhibit a
decrecased stake in conformity? Were friendships concentrated
among nonconventionals?

If any research tests are. needed, they are tests of program
ussumptions‘like these. hile various professional and |
nractitioner croups are inclined to question the nethods they
use, or how well they run their programs, they are strikingly
disinclined to question, or even state clearly, the assumptions

1 )

unon whizh they oyaraﬁe. Yotbk, no natter hov well any nrogran

is run, it can be no better than the assumptions>upon which if
is vredicated. One reason that we witness so many vprogram
failures, in Zact, may ke dua to tﬁ: incorrccenass of nrogral.
assunptions rather than to the inadequacies of program operation.
Lecause assumniions are incorrect, programs are irrelevant or

A . B - n =1 -~ -~ - 1 -
113 reason that roscarch could nalie

(&8

destructive. It is for
a vital contribution by examining the accuracy and utility of the

problem assumptions that are made.

T ey e Jo 4 - STy - g - TV m .. . [ N T U T SR ST IR SRR P SO
2. Dxamivabicn ool Dreossran ! - hoy meona? o wn - ctho

rescarch can bhe useful is to provide information on the inter- .
»

-+

vencion strategy -- Lo test tie accuracy and implenentacion of
its nrincinles and guidelines. Did the psogram actually operate

accorling to design, to the way it was l!escriberl on paper? that
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changes might be required to make the operation more consistent
with Eha ifeals stated in the prineiples?  low il the clioents
see the program?

Again, this is an area about which amazingly little is
known. In nost cases, rescarch pcople~describe, usually in
demographic terms, the kinds of péople that enter any program
and what happens to then after they leave it, but the program
itself remains an unstudie@ and mysterious black box. This is
analogous to a steel manufacturer who puts in a number of raw

b

aterials a2+ tha front end of an assembly line, proceeds then to

H

3

icnore what happens to those ingredients and how they were
combined while on the line, and then wonder why he gets leqd as
a Cinal swatunt rasher Bhan steel. It is no wonler that we have
so nmuch difficulty in trying to replicate any progran or
experiment. e are neither explicit akout how ary progran is
constructe” nor Jo we study and descrize what happens to it
while it is in process.

ilot only is information desperately needed on what occurs
within the confines of any program but what happens when that
progran, and its people, interact with other organizations
and pcople in the community. The program guidelines outlined
aLove Sl cabod that the shiochnant of Zelinaaant bevs o aons

to school should be improved. To what degree was this actual%y

accoinlisho’?  To what degree was the school itself changed so

that linkage could be reestablished? To what degree were linkages

ostal lished with conventional associates? What lessons weroe

. _19-.

learncd when efforts were made to accomplish these program
goals?

At the present time, the juvenile justice system 1is
activel; pursuing a host of new diversion and deinstitutionalization
programs. The prevailing assumption is that such programs will
enhance the linkage of delinquents to nonlegal, noncoercive
organizations while, at the same time, it will decrease the
negative effects of labeling. Given the rapid growth of such
programs, one could argue just as well that, rather than
decreasing the effects of coercive surnervision and labeling,
the locus of control over children has merely been transferred
from legal to nonlegal bureéucracies. Furthermore, with
increased rosources, thesa hurecaucraciecs will increasce, not

decrease, the number of juveniles actually under their supervision.

‘Since these are distinct possihilities, they illustrate the

point made earlicr; narnely, that "raforms" should not e talien

for granted. Rather, they should be examined to determine

whether the purposes for which they were created are actually

: -

baing recalizad., 1%, in future yvears, we are to aveid lamenting
the creation of diversion programs the way we now lament reform
schools, care should be taken to examine that which 1s actually

ocourriryg, not just whabt wa hone will occurl.

3. Assessment of OQutcome -- A third way that research can

be useful is to provide information on program outccne. This is
where the selectinn of experimental and control-groups conles in.

Tha most definitive method for determininag the offects of any



program is to male a random sclection of cxperimental and control
arouns from Gémc known ponulation of individuals. While the
special program is used for experimental subjects, controls may
remain in éome traditional activities or may be left entirely
alone. To mect a ninirun standard of ethics, howevelr, the
exnerimental nrogran should bear the promise of offering an
alternative to the target population that is more promising
than the one they could ordinarily e:nperience -- an enriched
program in a denrived school, heretofore unavailable job
training, or nlacement in a community program for serious
delinguents in lieu of total incarceration.

The mecasurement of outcome, o be most fruitful, should

ivign., Indeod, if the en-—

(] o]

e concorne? aot naerely vith racis?
perimental strategyv is to receive a definitive test, outcome

. o cwmrel e 4E
siiould bhe measured in terms of 1nt§rmed1ate cgoals. Tor examnle, if
i o4 assr ol sk o dtomoovaersnks 1n 320001 will e usefal in

s b S JPR o b
reducing recidivisn, the "improvements" have to be defined and

meazured -- in torms of craldes, serformance on aclhieveient

i

tosts, rolations with teachors and scers an® 59 on. Once this
[ R - NS EVA IR e Lo la - HES J AN N
is cdone, it then becomes necessary to determine whether, if

improvements did occour, they actually led to lowerced recidivisn

. - 1, . . o hl ] - 1~
rohoen Tl e opay or nayonob Y oacenmaghe, i s

. . - . - o
vitally important that the assunption of a connection be tested.

»
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The dachk that 1t is 2ot always rossille to select cuperinontal

anit control groups randomly should in no way detract from the

necessity to provide some kinds of outcome measures. Quasi-

xperinental designs, before-and-aflter conparisons in which
e:verirontals become their own controls, or a study of
delinquency rates on an areal basis are other methods that

might be worked out and tried. Outcome measures, along with

a test of program assumptions and a study of program process

s

could provide a much-desired package of information.

4. The Effectiveness of Collaboration -- Finally, pclicy-
makers, nrofessionals and scientists need more information on
the nature and problems of collaboragive field study. If sone
enceavor is made to implement a model like the one heing
described here, how well does it work? Were the activities
of action and research people effectively linked? How could
they be improvaed? A stuly of +the collakhorative endcavér,
itself, could he of inestimable value for others who may wish

to imnrove unon it.

VI. ASSISINLNT OF ILIPLICATIONS

The final element of the working rodel would be an' assess.iant
of rescarah findirgs for hasic theorf, Zor the pragnatic
concerns of the policymaker and practitioner and for the future

of ccllahorative endeavors in which -action and rescarch people

Jedn togoatlner

In terms of basic thcory, this assessment might involve a

R
refornulation o the rasic theory ant inlorvention princisles
upon which the program was based. Although it is conceivable

that findings might confirm the concepntual structure of the study,



that eventuality is unlikely. It would be extremely important,
therefore, to'inﬂicnte where basic assumntions ray have boen
inaccurate and to suggest new lines for inquiry based upon the
empirical findings of the study. Such information could be
extremely important to people engaged in basic research as well as
to those people who set policy and run intervention programs.

Secondly, study findings could be assessed in terms of their
implications for public policy =-- the relative utility of the
experinental program versus other alternatives, the comvarative
costs of the two apnroaches, the implications of the experiment for
the sponsoring organization or the unanticipated and perhaps
negative conseqguences of the refornm effort.

Tinally, +h2 assessien® of irplications vould be concerned
with the philosophy and the nmethodology of field-experimentation
~= the proklomz of relating action, theory and research together

.
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in a corien ons L2aVor, chn othi
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Cal and nhilosoriiical issues tlhas

are encountered and the potential of the field experiment for

future research and youth programs. IFf the people involved in

%02 vn N e aa e T e - - S T I . FIS IR P . -~
w5 cenvaavor coeull alherss, oven Loug.iily, te the worlking model

sketched above, they night contribute substantially to the

understanding of crucial problems that have nlagucd social

v . . P .
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This paper has suggested that contenporary reformers in

Juvenile justice run Lhe ris of repeating an age-old error;

"ing model wer

namcly, that of assuming that change can be equated with
clfcctivannss and that moldern nrograns will sucoee? where
others have failed. In cxder to avold such an error, it
was suggested that more might be done to gather Lnowledge
on our innovations. They ocugat to be carefully cvaluated
rather than accepted outright as improvements over existing
practices.

If this is to ke accomplished, inproved nodels for
collaloration Motween action qnd rescarch people are reguired.

. . C e Adod
Tuch rodals woulld make nossible a rore cffective “ivision of

- labor -- a division that should be worked out and settled

3 ) . . -‘
upon hefore a new program is actually put into the field.
. - - dat T
Drogyar avaluation should not ke a “Aistasnt2ful afterthoucht.
The kinds of elenents that night be included in any work-

. . N . , .
listed and described. It was »ointed out, howaver,
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that thaan anants constitute an intarlochking wall, cach giving
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substance and meaning to the other. They were as follows

3 1 -‘r, M q
I. JAgreement on Project Goals -- TProject goals should Le

- . 1 Al o e : ] -
oI two tyncs: () goals having to Jo with thoe nrogram itself
and what it hopes to accomplish; and (B) goals having to do

with the generation of new knowledge. The legitimacy of both

.
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made by which hoth can be realized. X

IT. Nefinition of a ''aruet Ponulation -- In order to be as

.

precise as possihle about program goals it is necessary to define

a target populationis) and to recognize that goals may vary



depending upon the population(s) involved. & targct population (s)

rust Lo snocifiod because, in defining goals, it is nocessary
to be more precise than to say that they are to prevent or
reduce delinquency. The most sensible goals are intermediate
goals which specify how delinquency prevention or reduction
is to be realized for the specific population(s) in question.

III. Theoretical Statement of Problem -- In order to be

o - Nt e e i i

precisc about goals and to indicate how a program is to be
organized and operated, it is also necessary to develop a
careful staterent of the problems(s) to be addressed -- to
make clear the assumptions that are being made about the
causes of delinquency or the roots of conformity.

IV. The Intervention Strategv -- Once problem assumptions

have been clarified and formally stated, the task of developing

ntervention strategy is made earlier. Such a strategy would

e

o

n

¥

2 enwrise’ of () a set of intervention nrincinles that are

derived logically from the problem assumptions and which

indicate tacoretically how thce problem i1s to be addressed; and

~ v mmey e ) e - . L] 3 4.1 J. o -
7 crovntisral gul’olines +Hhat can be used to trans

{T) 2 set o

late the intervention principles into action -- that is, to

indicate what the program elements might be and what it is that

-~ . N b
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V. The Research Strateqy -~ The research strategy is a

>

logical counternart of the intervention strategy. It would

provide for four things: (A) a test of the basic assumptions

nade alout the nature of the delinquency problem; (B) an cxam-

ination of brogram operation in terms of the adequacy and actual

implenentation of the intervention strateygy; (C) an

assessmant of program outcome and whether it was successful

in realizing hoth its intermediate and general objectives;
and (D) the gathering of information on the nature and problems

of a collaborative field study.

VI. Assessment of Implications -- Once the program and
rescarch have been completed, the final component of the model
would include an assessment of fLindings for basic theory,
for the conduct of rew or similar programs -- i.e., for public
policy ~-- and for other scientists and practitioners who may
wish to collaborate in future studv and field experimentation.

The working model juét described might be used for two
nurnoszs: (1) 25 a sui’e for Lhosa vho ér@ hooing to oraaniz»
new action-research progranms; and (2) as a kind df checklist
for those who rust decide whether a potentially new‘program
chovs presize. IT stens have eon talen to insure that Loth
Inowledge-building and programns needs have been met, then the

potential program siay well merit support. If, however,

3 ave e de PO .- 1 da 0. - . ) R 1 - ] [} -
imnortanc gass onilot, then peraans they shoull Le filleld

-~ - -

before the new program is put into the field, especially if

-one of its avowed purposes is evaluation as well as intervention.

o ? L Y - v o LA - . 4 . - - p
Othoreisa, the chanens mav b slis Lhat mach will Be loarne .

)

Effective collaboration requires advance, not post hoc,

planning.
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