
.A' FD'w.s 

1 
.".. ~: ....... ,"'" 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



. . ~ . 
. :. 

. ~. 

'.I 
!", 

" : .. ':.,' .: .... 
, , ," .- , ..... 

" 
"~ . 

, " 
.. f' 

""', . 
"':" 

" , ,' .. 
,':' 0' . ':' '" 

" , 

" 
.,' '~.' ,:' ", 

.... , 

" . ': . .... 
...... 

'.' .... 

,;;>1,' 
'" . . " 

,,,. 
" 

" ", 

..... :. 

", 

«' 
\'/',.j ," "'~"':'r"; 

'.'", " 

\.', \~ :,: 

" ~ ' .. :' .. 
",.' : . '; 

" 

" 

" .. '.~ . ~'. '. 
, " 

, " 

" ' 

:' of 

' .. 

" . \ '. 

" , 
• ", t 

or, .•.. ". 

~ :" . ...• 

'" 

" 

... ' .. . ~ . 

, " 

'~: '.' ": .. 
, J ' ...... 

,'" . :. : .... .. : .. 
" " ", 

" ' 

"; . 

: 
,', 

. " .... 
• • t'" 

.", ", 

" 

. ... 
, , 

... 

•• , ...... to ", 

.) .: 

" ' 
" " ' 

..... 

.~; ~. " .. 
,',I .... . : . 

", 
" , " 

'·.:i. 

..... 
" , 

• t., 

. ... 
'''' . ",t, 

.. , .... "' ... , '," 

~--.-.------.~'------------------~~~-------------,~"--------

", ': 
" 

" 
,-., l 

'.; 

. . :"'~; 
',t •. 

',' 

',' 

. ; 
.'." , 

... ~ 

':,' 

" , 

•... 

.' - .... 
i, 

,,' 
I, .' • 

',:. ",' ".J 

~ I 
:' 

, " 
",:: 

" 

" ,', 

'" 

, -_ ... _-_ .. _ .... _._---_ ... _-_. __ ...... _------.. -........... ----... _'------------,-

( 

" 



1 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The EXc:,:p'! al'y Projects Prografi1 of the Nati ona 1 Insti tute of La\-/ Enforce­
mont and Ct'iminal Justice is deSignee to identify and document outstand~ 
ing ,crim'inal justice programs across the country I'lhich are suitable for 
replication. The Providence Educational Center (PEC) of St. Louis. 
~lissoul'i has been nominated for designation as an Exemplary Project. 

At the l'equest of the NILECJ) Urban and Rural Systems Associates (URSA) 
conducted a validation study of the PEC. This report presents the 
findings resulting from that visit and is intended to provide the 
Exer,iplQry Projects Advisory Boal'd with information beal'ing on the 

specific questions raised by the80ard and \-lith Rdditional information 
deSigned :'~o ht::lp the Board assess the extent to I-Ihieh the PEe program' 
mcpts t.hG F.xe~p 1 al'Y Pl'oj ect SCI'eeni ng Cl'i teri a es tab 1 is hed by the 

Adv'isory Soat'd. Findings al'e discussed in Section 2.0 of this report. 
Specific qu~stions posed by thE! Exc:mplal'Y Project Advisory Board arc 
acdresscd \\Iithin the context of the Screening Critel'l to Ivhich they 

appiy. Figure l.l-A consists of the Advisory' Boal'ds Questions tegard­
ing PEC. Qu~stions 1, 2~ and 4 are addressed in Sect~on 2.1 on Goal 
AChievement and Effectiveness. Question 3 is addressed in Section 2.3 
on Effic'iency. Questions 5 and 6 are discussed as part of Sectio~ 
2.4 on RepliC~bility. 

1.2 Soul'ces of lQ.fol':7:a ti on 

The information on which this repol't is based was ~ecured throu~h a 

reviGW and analysis of all available documentation on the Providence 
Educational Center (PEC) and through a series of interviews and 

observation conducted on-site between 4 December and 7 December 1973. 
Prior td the site visit, URSA staff contacted the Missouri SPA (MLEA) , 
by telephone to disucss PEe and the schedule for the on-site visit. 

Staff of. the MLEA coordinated the entire on-site visit and arranged ., . , 
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Figure 1.1-A 

Valid~tion of Providence Educational Center 

: Infol'mation Needed by the Exempl ary Project Advi SOl'y i30ard 

1. The Providence Educational Center appears to be achieving an 
impressive success rate with its juvenile enrollees. Are these 
statistics accurate? What is the comparative effectiveness of other 
for'ms of treatment for juvenile offenders, e.g. ~~issouri Hi'lls Home 
for Boys, ~lissouri State Training School at Booneyille, Boys TO\'/n 
of Missouri) probation, other? 

2. Hhat criteria are used by the juvenile court in determining which 
youth go to Providence and which to one of the other forms of trcat-

.. ment named above? . \'Ihat criteria are used by the Ptovidence staff in 
refusing to accept a youth into the program? What would hlve been 
the most likely disposition of youth in the Providence prosram if 
the Center did not exist? What is the percentage breakdown of crimes 
c;largcd to youth in the pl'ogram? 

. 3. Is the program run economically? Are ~he cost comparisons with 
Missouri juvenile institutions accurate? (See page 8 of the ExP 
upp1ication). 

4. Page 6 of the St. Louis application cites improvement in the 
average math and reading level of Providehce enrollees. Can any 
comparison be made with the average math and reading level of 
delinquent inner city populations in other parts of the countl'Y? 

5. Hhat has been the com:nunity reaction to the. prpgram? \'ias there 
any resistance to establishment of the" Center? Can lessons be 
dra\~n for other cOlITlluni ti cs? 

Go "that is the re1ative importance of staff .. competence al1d commit­
ment to success of the program? 
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for pertinent apPointments and interviews. 

The URSA site visit team was composed of Dr. Barry K"isberg, Senior 
Research Scientist at URSA and a faCUlty member of the School of 
Crimi no logy, University of Ca 1 iforni a at Berkel ey; and fir. Noel Day, 
an URSA partner and the URSA ProJect Manager. 

The documents revieWed by the URSA team prior to the on-site Visit included: 

1. PEC's Exemplary Project Application (August 1973) 
2. Final Narrative Report' (t·:ay 15, 1972 to ~:'r9h15, 1973) 
3. PEC Statistics 1972~73 
4. PEC Evaluation Status (Decc~bcr 5, 1973) 

Following the on-site visit URSA rlvilwed additional materi.ls 
supplied by PEC inclUding: 

1. Personnel Policies 

2. Assorted A~m~nistl~tive me~oranda 
3. All for,~s util i zed by PEC (each form Was annotated at URSA's 

,.equest to indicate staff originator and destination, purpose 
and fl'cqUenc,Y of Use) 

t. Assorted Progr •• ~aterials (Neoslett.,.s, Student Newspapers, 
Deicription of PhYSical Education Program, etc.) 

During the on-sit. Visit the URSA team conducted Inte,views with 
PEC staff, PEC BOlrd mo:bers, partiCipants In the PEC program, 
Juvenile Court o~icers, staff of the Nlssouri Hills Home f~ 
Boys, and staff of the NLEA (Region 5), and other key figures in 
jUvenile law enforcement and criminal justicc. 

PEC staff members Who Were interViowed included: 
- Tho Executivc Director 

~ The COOl'dinator of the "After-Care ll Component 
N The Educational Director 
N The SOcial SerVice Director 
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- Social Service Work~rs 
- Counselors 

- The Assistant Director of Education and Curriculum Coordinator 
. - The Reading Specialist 
- Team Tcachel's 

- The Physical Education Instructo}', the Shop Instructor) and 
the Arts and Crafts Teacher 

Informal interViews were conducted with approximately 12-15 
participants in the PEC program. Interviews with participants were 
conducted at tandem in r;;ost instances since the'URSA team enjoyed 
cOi:1pletcly open uccess to PEe staff "rod participtlnts: The pa}':-ici~ 
pants who were interviewed included the chairman of the student 

. council, contributors to the PEe student newsp~p0r, and youth who 
tha URSA team observed in classroom activities or encou~tcrcd in 
the be: 1 lI-lays of' the bu i1 c.: i ng. 

Juvenile Court officers and law enforcement and corrccticnal officials 
who were interviewed included the Director of the Missouri Hills 
Home for Boys, the chief of the St. Louis Police Department's 
JuvGni 1 e BW'euu I staff of the St, Loui s Crime CO:T,n; ssi on, Oond the 
Director of Probation SerVices for the juvenile court. Juvenile 
court Judge Gaertner was uanble to meet with the URSA team. He was 
the only significant local fi£w'e \~IJo URSA Vias unable to interview. 
Progr~m activities observed during the on-site visit included: 

- classroom teaching 
w group counseling 
- individual counseling 
- remedial reading instruction 

- phYsical education and arts and craft classes 

~ a PEC staff team meeting revimqing individual student progress 
and goals 

.. informal gatherings of students in the cafeteria and student 
'1ounge. 
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Fini:ll1y, the URSA team reviel'led the curriculur.l materials available 
for teachers to use and I'~T,edial education mat8rials. 

1.3 Proj ect Surr:na ry 
1.3.1 Structurc and Concept 

The sponsoring org~nization for the Providence Educational Center's 
pt'oDt'am ; s the Prov; der.ce Inne'r~Ci ty Corpora ti on--a pl'i vate non~ 
profit organization with a Board of Directors comprised of local 
businoss and civic leaders. PEe is the majGI' programmatic com­
ponent of t~e PrOVidence Inner-City Corporation \'lith current annual 
budget Qf $315 ~OOO and a capacHy of 75 youths.. The other component 

. of the Corporation's ~ctiVit1eS is the PrOVidence Group Home, 
a small rc:sidentia1. f~ci1ity I";th a current annual budget of $39,000 

and a capacity of 12 youths. Some, but not all of the residents in 
the Group Home are enrolled in PEC's program. The overall organi-
za t'j on structure of the Previ dence Inner,~City Corpora ti on is presented 
schematically in Figure 1.3-A. 

PECls program operates under a sub-contfact between the Providence 
Inner-City Corporati on and the St. Loui s City JuveDil e Court ~ the 
prime contl"actor fo)' the LEM funds through the t1i SSOLIl'; Law 
Enforcement Assistance Council. 

The PEC program is aimed at treQting delinquent youth 'and preventing 
juvcnil e recidivism--parti cu I arly in terms of s tl'anger-to-stranger 
crimes. Although it is not explicitly stated by PEC in any of the 
program literature reviG\~'ed by URSA, it is clear that the progl'am 
is conceptually based on the theory that delinquency, in many 
instances, is functionallY-Rand p~rhaps even causal Iy--rclated ~o 
school failure and lack of social and economic aChievement. In 
response to this theoretical stance, PEG combines a strong emphasis 
on remedial education with counseling for delinquent youths with 
previous histories of school related problems. PEC's approach 
focuses on the develop:r,ent of highly individualized and specific 
educational, attitudinal, and behavioral goals for stUdents 
enrolled in the program. ~, 
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1.3.2 Operational Approach 

Internally, PEC's operating structure consists of three functional 
components: the educational component, the social services and 
counseling component, and the IIAfter-Care" component. The educa­
tional component is l'esponsible foY' a11 instruction including 
remediation. The social services co~ponent is responsible for all 
individual and group counseling, social service referrals, and ' . 
liaisons betl'/een PEe and families and bet'n'een PEe and relevant 
public and private agencies in St. Louis. The After-Care c6mponent, 
begun in June 1973, is responsible for assistin,9 "gracuates" of the 
PEC program in making the transition back into th~ public schools or 
the job market. Figure 1.3-8 illustrates the organization of PECls 
staff in these comp,onents. 

Youth ar~ referred to PEC from three sources: 
~ The St. Lou;s Juvenile Court .refers youth aftel' they are 

adjudicated on the recommendation of pl'obation officials~ 
Probation officel's--at their' discretion--r.:ay refel' youth vlho 
are encounteting difficulty in school \'iithout prior court 
approval; and~ 

- The Missouri Hills Home for Boys refers some youth and transports 
them to PEe each day. 

The Juvenile COUl't system is th'e largest source of referrals to 
PEG. 

After a preliminary diagnosis of need, PEC staff develops an 
individual treatment progl'am for each student. An individunl trent-
ment progNm sets forth goals related to educational nchjevements, 
and social, attitUdinal. and behaVioral adjustments. Each indi-
vi dua 1 treatment plan is revi e'ded every two I':eeks to one month and 
updated. 

The results of the initial diagnostic battery of tests given each 
student at the time of entry into PEe are also used to guide class 

7 

-";0 .• """'V _""'"_~_ .... __ • __ ~ ______________ ~, 

------:--~--------- -.~-. . . , 

" ' 



~ " 

.. 
I ' 

Figure 1.3-8 

PEG Staff Organization 

Providence Inner-City CotpOratl0n 

Executive Director 

Providence Educational Center -=r-
After-Cal'e D1 rectOI' -l \ Di recto\' \ 

Education w.:\---' Social Service (1 )1-- )...::.::':::":'~~::':::':"-I...::.Li 
r " 

UIss;stanr-\ 
Director Counselor 
!Edllcation(l)! (1) 

·---·-·--·~s p-e-c...,c;'-a ::-llr-'Z Gdl 
Instructors 

Reading \ 
Specia1ist, 
Shop, Phys. \ 
Ed. ,etc. Li~J 

Cl]ssroo,? 
Teachers 

1') 
'. 

1 t.'\,.'~~!~'()f- t. ... I.\:u, c..Jo. l • .. 

, " " " :r.rJs7/.V~' . 
" 

I 
\ 

Social Service 
'.':orkers 2 

Aftel'-Care 
Assistant ., 

\ 
Voluntc2l' 
Tutol'S 

~~Figures in pal'entheses indicate number of each categol'y of staff . 
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assignments. Classes are limited to a maximum of 12 students. A 
team consisting of 2 teachers \~ith ancillary assistance from a social 
worker is responsible for each class. In addition to basic instruc­
tion in reading, arithmetic, and lansuage skill dcveiopm'cilt geared 
to the needs, learning styles. and skin levels of Cuch student, the 

classt'oo:n teams provide instl'uction in Black h4stOI'Y, science, and 
social stUdies. The core curriculu~ ap~roach is utilized wherever 
possible in order to integrate learning in each of the various 
subject areas, Students in need of sustained l'er.;edia1 assistant:G 

'in reading al'C assigned to the feaGing-laboratory one-half hOU1' 

per day for individual assistance or progra~~ed instruction. In 
addition to the Reading Specialist, twelve volunteers ~6 from the· 
Junior League and 6 Christian Brother nOVices) provide 'intensive 
one-to-one assistance for students in the reading lab. 

Other elements in the Educational CO::1ponent of the PEG program 
include: phYSical education) arts and crafts, a \i'ood\~ork shop. an 
electron'ics shop. ,,~,d a student ne'(lspv.per. 

9 

Counseling is provided on an individual basis in one-half hour weekly 
sessions while group counseling sessions are scheduled once each 
vleek fOI' each classroom g)'oup. S:aff of the social service cOf,',ponent 
are also responsible for agressively following up on each absencG-­
either by telephone or, in the case of repeated absence, through a 
home visit. ,.In addition, social 'service staff undertakes other 
1iaison 'functions bet\':een PEC and student's families including 
parental counseling. referrals of students and their families fot 
ancillary services, and--;n some instances--an active advocacy role 
in assisting student's families in their relationships and ~ 

dealings with landlords. health agenties, the wclfare department, 
and other public and private agencies, 

The After-Care component of PEC begins its iQvolvement with youth 
several n,onths prior to their anticipated graduation from the 
program. In consultation \~ith the c1assroom team (teacher and I 

social li'orker) and other significant persons (e.g, Deputy Jllvenile ' 

..... , .. - ..... - ... - __ "' .... _,...., .... .... o.t ... - • ..----'- .... - .. - ..... ....... -~ .. ,..-' - .... ---.. -------.----.-.. - _._ ...... __ .. - ..... --.,----,,---........ -" ,. .... _-

f 



10 

officers, PEels rcading spdcialist, etc.) the After~Care staff begins 
to layout a plan desisned to assist the student to make the transition 
back -into public School or into a job or vocational training pro.9l'am. 
Suitable schools or potential jobs are identified and as-part of the 
After-Care plan, staff may accompany PEe students'on visits to the 
school--for instance--or studcnts may be assigned to attend classes 
at tht! pub 1 i c school for a \'leek or blo on an i ntcl'im bilsi s. After­
Care staff also typically contacts guidance counsolors' and teachers at 
the proposed nel'l school) alerts them to the history and needs of the 
students and offers them assistance in insuring that the transition is, 
successful. Aftcl' the student graduates from p,Ee the After-Care 
st,d'f maintains liaison "11th the school or the employer until the 
transition is assurod. 

StlldGn·ts "graduate" fl'om PEC \'lloan they have achi eved a 5th grade 
achiovC:~,ient level ij) j'eading (the level of functioning required for 
High Sci-,col adf:1ission in St. Louis) and/or they have demonstrated 
adequate fun:tioning in terf:1s of attitudes and interpersonal behavior. 
IfGrac!uates" 1n2.y be l'eferred to programs including: 

- Public High SChOOls 

Public Gl'ade Schools (if age or social factors suggest that the 
youth is not ready for High School but has IIlearned to behave in 
I'I;':ys acceptable to the pub i i c schools II ) 

- Pl'ivate High Schools (PEels Board of Directors has raised funds 
for sevel'al scholarships) 

- Jobs in the private sector 

- \o!ol'k programs (Job Corps, or SHAP-Schools l~ork Apprentice 
Progl'ams) etc.) or. 

- Proprietary schools (technical) vocational, etc.) 

1he 6Vel'age length of tin;e in attendance at PEC is less than nine (9) 
months at the present time. However, PEC staff feels that a period of 
one yeaI' to eighteen (18) months would be mOl'e b~neficial for most of 
the students cUl'rently enrolled in the pl'ogram. 
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1.3:3 Develop~ental History of PEe 

Since receipt of its initii.ll feceral funding in 1972 and its 

coincident commitment to serve delinquent youth, several significant 
modifications in concept, scope, and s~affing have occurfed. 

11 

In May 1972, PEe received an LEAA grant to serve 36 delinquent youths. 

Ry November, 1:'72) rEC had un enro lbent of 75 dpl i nquent youth. Gl'OI'lth 
hctl'.'cen ~Iay and ~:ovcmber Wz.s rapid and uncontrollec., Staffina \,,'as hUI'I";cd 

und non-deliberate. At this point the current Executive Director was hired. 

In January 1973, PEe staff attended a one I'Jeek planning \'lOrkshop 
Ilhich led to the development of the social service dE:pi1l"~ment. 
further clarification of staff roles, and an approach to discipline 

. based on behavior modification theol'Y. At the time, PEGls pl'ogl'am 

l'!t;S based on a "pathological" conception of delinquency l'athel' than 
a "sociological" and "funct'ional" theol'y of causation. 

In June 1973) the Aftcr-Cal'c co~ponent I'las added to the pl'ogl'am. The 
creation and implementation of the After-Cal'e component 0as catalyzed 
by the fact tr,at some 50 students I-/e)'e "graduating" from PECls 

"pl'o'Cected
ll 

enVil'Onm8nt ~r.d returning to public school or entering 
the job market. 

During the same period, (June 1973) ,PEC established a clear set of 

Cl'iteria for staff positions; terminated a substantial numbel' of those 
who staffed the first'program yeal', and hired new staff.with mote 
exp2rience and pl'ofessiona1 training. All members of the new staff 

I-/erc required to have degrees in their area of speciality or related 

areas. With the hiring of new staff, the conceptual basis of PEGls 
Pl'Ogi'll:1) was also redef; ned to emphas i ze I'functi ona 1" COncel'ns and 

behavior modification was de-emphasized. The program's cxpel'ience 

with behavior modification indicated some success with younger children 
but little success with older youth. PEe staff theorizes that the 
t'G\-mrd system h'as inadeqUote fol' older youth and that staff members 
Were inconsistent in application. 

h' 

--..., ... -..--.. "'-..... ---.... ---*~ ... -... _--
-~----

, , 
i 

iI, 

t',' ',., 

:,. " 

" ".' ,,' . 
'!'.,' 

' ... , .' 
, .; :.: 

t, . " 



II 

In July 1973, the "t·justCl~ Teachcl'~I',<;sistant Teucher" concept Vias 
changed to a "Tcil.Tn Teacher" approach. 

As of December 5, 1973, the Executive Director of PEC mc~tioned his 
concern with developing a vocational program ~odu1e including an 
orientation to the "\'iOl'ld of wOI'k, II mini",colJrses geared to r;~~et 
eXisting nlUnpo','lel' nec"ds in the cc::-;nunity, and on ... site job tndning 
for an estimated tl'ienty (20) studonts I'lith cont·;nuing SUPC)'v1sion 
provided by PEC staff. 

F)'om a peak of bet\~cen 75 and ~o youth at anyone ,time bct\'I~~en 
September 5. 1972. and J u n e 30, 1973, tho PEC e:1)'O 11 mont as of 
December 5, 1973, was down to 58 students although an additional 
50 ex-students were also being served by After-Care. The drop in 
em'o llment I'las a ttri buted to the fo 11 Old ng factors: 

-' in June 1,973, 50 students II graduated frc;;] PEe, 

- 28 students of 78, thel'ofore l'eturned aftcl' the surr:i1er vacation 
'peri od, 

- 30 new referrals were accepted bctween August end Dece@~er 1973 
to br'lng the current enrollment to 58 as of December 5, 1$:73. 

The Executive Director also attributed his enrollment to a trend 

towards ~ore severe sentencing in the juvenile court--particularly 
f r r . d' ..... d .... 1 f "- r "'h....· '-h'" b ... • n o eCl 1V1SI.S--an ~o a seasona ,acl.o --I. ,a\. 1S, \., a\. pro lhl0, 

Off';Cel"S identify and refel' the largest nur.;bcl' of youth \'/ith school 
)'elated problems to altern<.lte progrcriS like PEe mid-l'laY through the 
school ,Year. 
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2.0 FINDINGS OF'THE VALIUATION STUDY 

Findings regarding the PEG's suitability for Exemplary PI'oject status 
und replication al'e organized in this section according fo the 

criteria established by the Exemplal'y Project AdvisOI'y Board. In 
addition, specific questions raised by the Advisory Board are also 
addre,ssed in this section. 

2.1 .Goal AchievCf,1ent 

2.1.1 Program Objectives ~nd Performance 

PEG's gonls as stated in 'upplication for Exe::1plllry, status read: 

"1) to I'educe stl'eet ct'imes ar:1ong students enrolled (in PEe); 

"2) to reduce truancy and improve educational skills, especially 
in reading; 

"3) to engage students in a thernpeutic prOGram \'Ihich \'iill 
rehabilitate students ~y develoDina a more Dositive sPlf­
concept and thus increase social adjustment; 

"4) to \'lo)'k Vlittl parents of 'all enrolled students; 

tl5)' to orient each boy tOl','arcs a successful placement in publ ic 
schools, vocational schools, and/ol' employment." 

In URSA's opinion, Goals 1 and 5 as defined above represent 
"primary" pl'ogram gOi:l.ls related to impact I'lhile goals 2, 3, and 4 

are \\'hat might be called "operational" or "instrumental" 90('.ls. The' 
program's intrinsic logic seems ~o imply that if the operational 

goals are achieved--that is if truancy is reduced, if reading skills 

are improved, and if more positiVe self concepts are developed, then , 
the primary goals of reduced street crime and SUccessful functioning 
will be the result. 
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This suggests that the 6egree to which these different kinds of 
goals are met might be productively explored separately. 

~.1.1.l Oparational Goals 

One of the Exemplal'y Project Advisory Boc.rdls questions directly 
~ddresses one of the operationQl goals of PEC. The Advisory Board 
$ta.r~ed : 

liThe St. Louis (PEC) application cites improve­
ment in'the math c.r.d reading levels of Providence 
enrollees. Can any comparisons be made with 
average math and reading levels of other delinquent 
'inner-city youth arOUnd the country? ". 

The clata aVuilable from PEe ShOi','S that students enrolled in PEC made 
g.::ins in math and reading achie'"e~ent levels that appear to be modest. 
The average m~~h level was raised from 3.6 to 4.5 while reading levels 
increased frOM an average 4.4 to 4.8. It rray be useful to establish 
a context in whiCh to interpret this data on ~chiQvement levels. 

Fil'st, c.mount by 1'lhiGh ! .. ath and reading levels increased dUI'ing 
enrollment in PEC is undoubtedly skel"ed dO'lm~lard by the fact that 
il~itial testing of students \','as performed at 'time ot· entry into the 
pro0r~m (from September 5, 1972 to April 1, 1973) while the re-test 
was p2rformcd uniformly for all students in April. 1973. Thus 
c.ch'ievf::nent h'uS measured fo)' some students Over a s.even month period 
whi1e for other students re-tests o~curred over a shorter period. 
In some cases. less than two months elapsed between initial test and 
the re-test in April. 

Secondly, II norr..a 1" progress over the sevon month peri od from September 
to April would be an increase of .7, so that the .9 increase in math 
achieveir.ent exceeds II norma 1" expectations, and greatly exceeds them in 
light of the fact that not al I students were enrolled for the full 

. seven month period. The ,4 increase in reading might be easily explained 
by the fluctuations in elapsed time beh/een initial tests and the 
ro-test. In this statistical context, the increases in both math 
ar~d reading'achievement SGGr.1 to be relatively formidable. ' . 'f 
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During the on-site visit the URSA team requested data on students of 
(; similar age and bac,kground in the St. Louis .public schools. 
Although public school officials agreed to prcvl02 such ~ata it has 
not been forthcoming. However, a· negative indicator of ~verage 
achieVE:iT:ent levels in the St. LOllis public schools is the fact that 
a 5.0 reading achieve::ient level is suffic'ient to secuY'c entry to 
high school. 

Finally, in national terms although there is no data on the reading 
and f,12,th achievc;r.lent levels of "delinquent" innet-city youth there is 
,;n abundance of data on achievement levels in inr.er~city schools. In 
r:~ost ir.stancGs average reading levels in inner,·city schools increase 
until the 3rd or 4th gt&de and then fall increasingly behind grade 
level until the 9th or 10th grade when average reading levels increase 
somewhat--an increase larsely attributable to the frct that latge 
nu~bers of the lowest achievers drop out at that grade level. In 
other words, the increase in achieve~ent levels during the first year 
of PEe's operation see~s to represent Significant progress in 
comparison with public schools serving similar po?ulations. 

15 

PEe's goal of reducing truancy was also clearly achieved. PEC's records 
indicate a truancy rate of 14% co~pared to a previous rate of 55% ' 
for the ~arne students when they attended public s~~ools. The 55% 
rate was based on pupil personnel r~cords prepared by the publit 
schools and submitted to PEC at the time of the initial referral. 

PEC's progress in achieving the other tl'IO operational goals that are 
specified is ~ore difficult to assess. The program has had some 
contact with the parents of all of the students. However, the extent, 
character, and quality of the contacts with parents is impossible to 
ascertain without an indepth review of the progt6m, Similarly, the 
data needed to assess whether the selT-concept of stUdents is 
improved during enrollment was not available. However, the docUment 
titled "S.t. Louis High Impact Anti-Crime Program: EValuation Component_ 
Pl'oviccnce Education Center '{S-I-lP23-72-C3) indicated that all students 

-t should receive a pre-and post-test using the Bristol Social Adjustment 

--"-"-··-"·'-·--~" .... -e _______ ...... ··------_____ .. r.~._ ....... _. _____ . 

..... ., ....... -...... -~ .., .. ~ .. -;... ~ ... 
. ,. ·_..,t ... •• ..... ,.., "",., "'1".' ..... ~ .. ,"" ...... 

'. 

f1<\?l< r' --------------~.<--------~~~~------~ 



------------c--~ ~ _~~ .. ~_ .... 

16 

Guid~. Presumably, then, 'this data will be availab16 in the future. 

2.1.1.2 "Primary" Impact Goals 

The tl'IO p'rimary or impact goals of the PEC progl'am - as noted above _ Bl'e 
to reduce ~treGt crime among students enrolled in PEC and to help thorn 
successfully adjust to public schools, vocation"l prograr.ls, or emplOYiilcnt. 

In this rc£)ard, the Exerr.pl"ry Project AdvisOI'y Soard asked: 
liThe PI'ov'idence Educational Center apPQal'S to be ochiev­
ing an impressive success rate .. , art:: thesG stal:;s­
tics accurote? ~hat is the comparative effectiveness 
of othel' forl.:s of treat.';;cnt for juven'ile o7'fenc!ers) e.g. 
Missouri Hills Hc~e for Boys, ~issouri State Training 
School at Boonevillc, Goys TOI'In Ol~ i'iissouri, probation, other?" 

PEC scems to have the only accurate data on recidivism in St. Louis. PEG 
hc..s apparently taken great care in foilowing up caS2S and collecting data 
on outcomes fOl~ ex-students. The high quality of the data and the f,asti­
diousness displayed regarding its collection m~y be a function of the small 
num~er of youth who have been e~rolled in the program to date (N=135). How­
ever, whatever the reason! co~parable data is not available for the other 
trQat~ent alternatives. There is no systematic data collection on juvenile 
court dispositions in St. Louis. According to court officials an effort is 
being ~ade to compile such data) but it is not yet available. Thus, hard 
comparisons between PEC and other programs will have to wait until the 
~LEACRegion 5 staff implements its evaluation plan for juvenile services. 

Nevertheless) it may be possible to make some rough comparisons on the basis 
of PEC's data and the estimate~ supplied by the juvenile court officcirs the 
URS,; team interviel';ed. 

To compute recidivism rates for PEC, URSA used data provided by PEe staff 
during th~ on-site Visit. This data updates the statistical information 
l'clatcd to l'ccidivism included in PEC's applicatoion for exemplary status 
in tl-/O I-lays: 

~I 
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1. Data fur the period from 9/10/73 to 12/3/73 ~as provided 
to supple~ent the data fpr the pe~iod 9/5/72 to 8/8/73 
that \~as previ ously submitted to the Exempl ilry Pr?ject 
Advi s Ol'y Board; ane!. 

2. Data was provided on the After-Carc co~ponent for the 
p~riod from 6/1/73 (date of inception) to 12/3/73. 
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Thus. it was possible for URSA to compute recidivism ratos for both PEC 
students and ex-students for the entire 15-month period of opcration from 
9/5/72 to 12/3/73. This date. is su;;-:narized in FigUl'C 2.1-A and the complete 
sat of upd&ted data is attached as Appendix I. The method URSA opted to use 
in co~?uting recidivism was based on the total number of youth referred to 
court while enrolled at PEC or within the 6-month reporting period of the 
Aftcr-Car~ com?onent. This means that the recidivism rates of 28.1% for 
all offenses and 11.9% for straGger-to-stranger crimes are slightly over­
st~tsd siGce they include referrals that were dismissed, as well as 
r0ferrals that failed to result in the issuance of a warrant. (Figure 2.1-8 
is a schematic flow diagram illustrating the volu~e and pOint of occur~nce 
of recidiv'ism in the PEC pl'ogram between 9/72 and 12/73, and Figure 2.1-C 
provides detailed information on the character of offenses resulting in 
referrals during cnrol'~ent in PEe). 

In contrast) JUVenile court officers estir~at.ed that their formal repetition 
n:'~e -- a sor.:e;','hat softer measure -- ap?rox'jmates 65~; to 70% for youth on 
probation and about 50% for those youth assigned to residential institutions. 
They did not have any way of estimating recidiVism specifically related to 
ir,~pact cri mes. 

, The supp1emantary data collected during the on-site visit by the URSA team 
includes information useful in assessing achievements related to PECls " 

other primary ir.:pact 90&1 -- that is, to enable the successful reintegration 
arod adjustment of youth to the public schools, vocational pl'ograms. and 
ernplo.'/1;1ent. Un7'ortunately, no comparable information is uvailc:ble for 
youth on probation or institutionalized in o~e of the residential facilities. 

A, 
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Figure 2.1~A 
Sum;nal'Y of Recidivism Data 

Source: PEG Statistics 1972~73 and 1973-74 

I I 9/5/72 ~ 12/3/73 I , NU~I:;er I 
[ Youth ~l(!d in I i PEC 135 

" Ycuth. l'e';:el"l'od to COU1't 
35 \,,1~1 i 1 (! enl"011i:Jd in PEG 

YO:Jth rldei'rcd to CO:'ll't 
3 Gu)"lng j\ftct-C"1'\~ 

Youth referred for ir;;pact 
ci"irllGs* i'I'h i 1 (! er,rolled in 13 PEC 

Youth refC:l'rcd for ir.:j)act 
ctifi1Qs~' during Aftei'- 3 C" )'0 

:: r--- --'iot.: 1 i'cf el'rh 1 s';;'/-< to 
C'·H". dl'irrn';-::~\'o 1, ..... "n ... 57 ...... ..tl \.0 I ~ t.:1 l '.11.,.; v 
.., ~t· PEG and during After-"' ... 

3 Cate 
,- I 

rm;;~\ct ri:Jfel'I'u 1 S1\-

dUI'ing enrollment and 20 during Aftel'-Ca re 3 

stranger-to-stranger 
0).'* ' 

including (7) referrals that W2i'e dismissed or 
where no warrants were issued 

0-
I 

Total I 
135 I . 

38 

16 

( 

I 

60 

~ 

18 

<I 
/>J -

100% 

28.1% 
Total 
Recidivism 

11.9% 
Recidivism 
related to 
impact . 
crimes 

---

38.3% 
of all 
referrals 
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Figure 2.1-C 

Categorization of Court Referrals of 
Youth While Enro112d in PEC 

Offenses 9/72-12/73 

COli.7.0n Assaul t 

S\:8" 1 i ns U/$50 
Truancy 
S;,o~1ifting 

.- • 11/" I ilmj)2't1 no (I rIU'CO 

Ai'1,\ed RGbbcry 

Patole. Violo.tic:1 
Inco .. 'rigible 

Inh~~l ing FUIi12S 

Possession of Stolen Prcpe)'ty 
NG.glf:ct 
!3urg1t:.I'y & S'Cealing 
Possession of Marijusna 

Total Ref~rra1s* 

Num~er of Referrals 

13' 

1-
4 
6 
4 

3 

5 

2 
3 

'7 
4 
1 
2 

1 
1 

57 

'/,. 

Three additional referrals were made of youth involved 
in After-C~u'e after g)'aduation frc;:, PEe to bring the 
total to 60 referrals associated with the 135 youths 
enrolled in pee between 9/72 and 12/73. ' 
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Since Scptem~er, 1972 a total of 135 youths have bean enrolled by PEC. 
Of thtt num~er) 105 were enrolled during the p~~~r:m year extending 

21 

f~'(j:i1 l'/S/7? to 8/8/73. Of th~t numoel'. 27 \\'ere c!ischa'rged by PEe during 
the Y2~r eith~r because they w~re rearrested and institutionalized. 
b:::cZ:\1$o they lc-,~t the St. Louis arcC'q or because th2Y I'/era being SGl'vcd 
by another ager,cy. (A cetai1c.G bteakdc',ln of the "outcomes" of those: 27 
cfses is provided in Ap~Qndix r). In addition, another 50 of the 105 
students e:wo~18d during the first full progra~ yecx "gr"duated" in June) 
1973. Si nco thc:t time, thc:y have been sCI'veti by the After-Cara component 
01 PEe's program (detail in A~?endix I). 

Thus, 77 of PEC's students either gra~uat2d or were t8rminated by the end 
of th0 program yetr 8/8/73. The remaining 28 students were joined by 30 

ned aemi S5 ions Guti n9 the fail of 1973 bl'i ng i n9 totill anro 11 ment as of 
12/3/73 to 58 and -the cUi':','Jl&tivQ total of entol1ment to 135. 

Of the 135 studGnts. 56 or 41.5% are cutr~ntly enrolled in and attending 
P::C; 44 C\' 32.6;~ are enro112c -;n public r,igh schools and elerr:entary 
schonl~; C or 3.7~ atE either enrolled in vocational and job training 

In addition, 2 or 1.4% of the ex-stUdents are now enrolled in other non­
i'2sic\,;n·tial prograa'is, and 3 ex-students--ol' 2.2%-- r.lOved outside of-the 
Ci~y of St. louis. The present act1vities of 10 ex-students--or 7.4%-­
~l'e unkno ... m ar,d 15 or 11.1;~ of PEC's ex-stUdents are in othel' institu­
tio~al settings including Missouri Hills, Booneville~ Boys Town. and the 
Sta~Q Hcspita1. 

In SUi/-, then, a total of ';9 or 62.m~ of those discharged 0 r "graduated" 
from PEe ~re currently engaged in activities consonant with PEe's goals. 
("O:..rt.CO;]lO" C:a'~a is sum:t;al'iZ8d in Figure 2.1-D and further detailed in 
App~~dix I. Figure 2.'-E prcvides a schematic il1usttation of student 
nevIs thruugh PEe and theil' re1ationship to "outcomes",) 

"I 
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figul'e 2.1-0 

Outco:nes 01' Youth Enrolled in .. f:':C 

22 
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/ ., .-.' 
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\ l'\ui.lber \ % of Cum~lative 
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Cl of Ex-,. 
Enrollment Students I 

'i) Tot1:1 cu:nulative er.i'O 11 ;T.e::n'c. 135 1 OO~; 9/72 - 12/73 . 
.\ 

I 
2) Cllrrcr.t (;n)'O·11;;]211"'.: (12/3/73) \ 56 I 41.5% \ 

~- .- - .---~ -

1 

\ 
- .. -
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Figure 2.1-E 

Q~tccme Flow Diagram 23 
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The Exempli.\ry Project Advisory B02'~': ~iso l'aised ano~her s~t of G~cstions 
related to effectiveness and goal achievement when it asked: 

"\·lhat criteria are used by the juvenil e court in 
determining \:ihich youth go to Providenc~ and \';hich 
to one of the other forms of treat~2;1't for juvcnile 
offenders? Hhat criteria al'e used by the Pl'oYi­
dence staff in refusing to accept a youth into the 
progl'am? Hh~t would have been the most likely 
disposition of youth in the Prpvi~ence prosrarn if 
PEC did not exist? What is the pel'centage bl'eak­
d01'1n of cril71es charged to youths in the program?" 

The Providence Education Center seems to serve thl'ee functions: 
1. It is an enriched e~ucational program for some youth who are not 

charged with any specific offense, but who 'are sheltered in the 
Providence Group H~use (e.g., child neglect cases), or who have 
severe scho~l-related prob12~s. 

2. It is a "pl'obation plus" progl'am for youth chcrgod \vith truancy, 
in90rrigibi1ity, shoplifting, tresp~ssin9 and other minor 
offenses. 

3. It 'is an "aHel'native to institutional ization" 'for youth charged 
with more serious offenses including felonies and stranger-to­
stranger crimc:s. 

Figure 2.1-F details the charges associated with each youth's last referr~1 
to court prior to enrollment at Providence. Based on the data specified ~n 

Figure 2.l-F, 16 youths-~or 11.9% of the cumulative total enrollment of 135 
youths--l'/el'c assigned to PEC on grounds of "neglect" or \-:ere l'efcrrcd to 
PEe by a source other than the court. Another 35 youths--or 25.9%--were 
assigned to PI'ovidence for essentially minor offenses inclu.ding truwcy. 
shoplifting, parole violation (no~ally blo absences 7rO;;) a cor.:nunity I'!otk 
detail may constitute parole violation for a juvcni1eL inhalins fumes, 
trespassing, disturbing the peace, and incorrigibility. In the~e cases, 
PEG most clearly provided "probation plus" services. The remaining youth 
'in the program--84 or 62.2%--\'Iel'e refel'red to PEC for a vari-:ty of marc 
serious offenses ranging from steaiitig to armed rob~ery, simple assault to 
attempted forcible l'ape and homicide, and f)'om c!estl'uction of property to 
arson. It is probable that in a substantial propol'tion.pf these cases, 
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Figure 2.l-F 

Categorization of Last Referral to Court 
Prior to Enrollment at Providence 

Offense 

. Burglary 
N,H TO GB H 

Corrmon Assault 
Stealing U/$50 , 

Truancy 
Shoplifting 
Tampering 
{J,rmed Robbery 
Parole Violation 
Incorrig'ible 
Inhaling Fumes 
Possession of Stolen Property 
Neglect 
Burglary & Stealing 
Stealing 0/S50 
Robbery 
Peace Disturbance 
Possession of 80mb 
Destruction of Property 
Arson 
Flourishing a Dangerous & Deadly Weapon 
Attempted Forcible Rape 
Homicide 
Trespassing 

,'q 

Sub"total (Coud Referrals) 

3 boys'nevar known to court 

Grand Total 

\ 

't\Ui~:)er 0'; 
Rcfc~'ra 1 s 

19 
{~ 

5 

13 
8 

1 

2 

1 
1 

17 
I 

t, 

2 
13 

12 
6 

12 

3 

1 
3 

1 

1 

.) 
1 

1 

132 

+3 I, 
13S 
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PEG serves as an active altcrn~tiv0 :n institutionaliz~tion. 
All in .:\11, 

41 % of the 132 rCfel"rn 1 s fro:;] the court ac'Cepted by PEG l'I'ere fOl~ il::;;uct 
crimes. In addition, 69% of the 135 youth in the program were chnrged 
with impact crimes at so~e time prior to their referral to PEG. 

The c)'iterin used by the court in ceterii1ining \·thieh youth should be 
referred to PEG seemed vague, infor~al I a~d subjective. The ~ost Co~~on 
criteria mentioned by court officials referred to the ju~£ement cxerc~~~d 
by the juvenile offieers"~"a child is sent to PI"Ovidence if the Pl"O~\.ticn 
staff believes that he will benefit frc~ the prosra~ there." In the View 
of one juvenile court officer, the basic criter~o~ was the degree of 
aggt'ess ivcness of the youth--I,;ith "non-agl'CSS i veil youth bei ng s cnt to PEC 
and the "hard cases" being l'efcl'red to Sc:)r,eville 01' :'~i~.SOU1'i Hills Hc;:-;c 

. for Boys. The data sun~;narized in Fis~n c 2.l-F seerr:s :0 cull this vim'J 

into quest; on since a nUfilber of offenses <lSSCC; <I ted I':i tho a9gress hi:! 

behav'jour', (assauH \'lith intent, COr.~'I1on assault, and an:-,,:;d l'C~~el'Y) t':Cj'8 
charged to youth assigned to PEG. 

Nor did the Executive Director and staff at PEG have a firfil set of insi9ht~ 
about the criteria used by the courts, although one PEG staff me~bcr 
expressed the opinion that the jUvenile court vias beco:;;i~,g t:'i:)re "l

eg
i:llistic" 

and tending to refer mOl'e YOuth--particularly recidivists and youth ch~rrcd 
with impact crimes--to Missouri Hills and BooneVille. At the sa~e tirr:8, 

though, he mentioned that several PEG students had been at Booneville pr~or 
to their referral to PEC. 

The cl'iteria PEG uses in asseSSing the eligibility of youths 
the PEG program arc highly explicit: for entry ;n~o 

1: The program is for males 12 to 16 yoars old; 

2. Youths ad:nitted to the progra~ 'rr:ust be adjudicated and on Pl'obation; 
3. Youths admitted to the pl'ogl'am n:ust have had a history of Pl'ovious 

school problems; 

4. Youths who al'C severll rotal"ded are not accepted by PEG a1tho~:gh 
assessment of retardation is not based on standardl intelligence 
test Sco)'es; 

\ ~ 



~~~~u_· ,. "~~;.:;;.c;_" . ...:.;;.:...",~~ __ ~_"-....--..--'-,~,""-, •. ,~ .. ,==".==c.."~,,,,~,,~-,,~--,,-~-,-,,---__ ,_,,_,,_,,,~.,_ ..... "-............ .. 
.. . -~=,,=~-- " ...... " 

1 " ... 

5. Youths ,,!ho ate sevcl"elY.. handicapped are not eligible; and, 
6. Youths accepted in the progra~ must be reading on a "pre­

High School'( level (Tess than a 5.0 reading achieye111cnt 
level on the Iowa Basic). 
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Betl'lccn 9/10/73 and 12/3/73, PEC received a to:al of 34 ncl'/ COUl't init.;,tari 
l'erGrr'i:\ 1 s. Thi rty I'.'Cl'e accepted into the prograi.l. Of the if l'cferra 1 s that 
were refused, 3 were refused because the yout~s were too old and had 8th 
grade certificates from the public school) and 1 youth was te~used bec~~se 
he was too young. 

Critcria for acceptance to PEC are not based on t~e character of the offense 
or on the previous records of juvenile offenders. PEC has in the past 
accepted a range of different types of offenders and staff indicated no~ 
only openess, but an eagerness to continue to do so. 

2.2 Measure1'.bil it,v 

The ~lissour'i Law Enfol'cement ASSistance Council (t':LEAC), Region 5, is tho 
RPU "lith respons'ibility fot the St. Louis area. ;':LEAC Region 5 is ccvclcpili~: 
an evaluation deSign for the St. Louis High I~pact Anti-Crime Prcgrni.l. 
EValuation of the PEe will be concucted by ~LEAC's EValuation Unit as PQrt 
of the Overall evaluation of the Anti-Cri~e Program. The evaluation desisn 
for PEC has been d)'afted and a copy is attached as Appeildi:< II. The t\,.'o 
primary data collection instl'Ur.1ents that \dll be used, PEC-l and PEC-2, have 
been designed and are schedule:d fa)' 'use as of February 15, 197< •. 

The abil'ity of l'.LEAC's Evaluation Unit to COi:'lpal'c PEC's effectiveness \','ith 
.... , '1 t t· ('....c'... 'd' . )' ,! o~ner' JUvenl e rea :n:::n.: prograj;Js 1n ~erms 0, lmpac" on reCl 1Vlsm a:iu 

with the: public schools (in terms of impuct on achievement 10ve1.s) l'Ii11 
depend heavily on the availability of de.ta from those SOUl'CGS. ~:lEACts 
evaluation deSign seems cognizant of this fact; it mentions

t 

for example, 
that it may not be Possible to obtain standardized results from the 
public schools. 

However, CVen if comparative data is not available from other criminal 
justice, cOtrectional and educational agencies, it should be,possible to 

u ..... ' .... _ ............. _ .. <"~ ...... _.-. .. __ ._ ....... _-. ............ ,._ .. , .. ~,,~~ ... .......... _._ ....... _ ....... ~., .. _ .. _ ..... _" ______ ., ..... _; .. ,"' ... ___ • __ ... _ ;' ___ .. _ ........ ~_., .......... _~ .. 
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and achievement among PEe students on a lorgitudinal basis. 
evaluate--at the very least--changes in behaviOl', 

attitude, performance, 

In URSAls opinion, the eValuation co:npor.ent designed by ~:LEI'C Region 5 
for PEe is capable of yielding data on PEels effectiveness--if exogenous 
factors arc ignored and attribution is assu;;led. It is not, nOh'ever, 
sophisticated enough to establish the valicity of the'conccptual logic 
of PEels overall approach. That is, the proposed evaluation should be 
capable of measuring or--minimallY--indicating the extent to which PEe is 
effective, but it l'Iill not significantly advance the "state of the art. II 

Finally, URSA I'lould recommend sevel'al Gociifications .in the I'lay PEe nOI'1 

analyzes and displays its data that should allow for ~ slightly ~ore 
sophisticated assessment of intern~l effectiVeness. 

~ ~ 

1. PEels data on recidivism should be grouped by previous-offense 
in order to identify any internal tl'ends. FOl' exaNple, are 
youth referred to PEe for an "bpact cri;;;c" more 1 i kely or 
1 ess 1 ike1y to co;~:nit another II~N?act crime" than youth 
referred to PEe for a non-impact crime. Utilization of the 
matrix illustrated in Figure 2.2-A would display the Glta 
needed to analyze any such trends. 

2. Datu reported on the basis of "averages" (e.g.) lIaveragell 
number of days absent or II average" readi ng Scote improvement) 
should be reported as medians as l'Iel1 and ranges should be 

. established. In sorne instances, modes might be useful. 
3. Data should be reported and displayed by PEe in cumulative 

form as well as by reporting period since all of the datu 
presented is not Simply additive. 

4. 
Factor analYSis of some of the case data PEe now has might 
yield insights useful to PEe's administratol's in 9l'ouping 
youth, identifying charac'.:eristics associated with SUCcess 
at PEe, und in detetmining I','hich aspects of the p,rogram to 
emphasiZe in terms of resource allocations and allocations of 
time in the daily or weekly schedule. 

r: ,. , .. p. 
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Court Referrals Subs~quQnt to Enl'011ment in PEe 
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S. Utilization of a sim?le IIself-anchoring ll in conjunction with 
the Bristol Social Adjustment Gui~2 could, with 'little extra 
cffol't, yield infom.etion on the relationship b(:-~!,Ieen fluc., 
tuations 6nd trends in self-concept and similar trends in the 
socia1 adjust~ent of PECls students. 

2.:'.1 Effic'jane,\' 
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Th:: [:;':2I11plf,ry Projects Aevisory Soc.rd posed the fonol'ling quest'ions l'Gg<:;rding 
P:"00:'.:i:n ef' .. ~i ci Gncy: 

"Is the pl'ogra;n run econo:-i1ically? Are the cost com­
parisci:s I'/ith other ~'iissouri Juvenile, iQstitutions 
accun'~e?" 

PSCls' (,pplic2.ti'on for Exempl.:ry Project status included information on PECls 
co~~~s as CO~.ip"red tO~he' cos'::s of other juvenil e treatment and rehabi1 itation 
p~ogr~~$ in St. Louis. That data is presented as Figure 2.3-A. 

T~2 URSA t8am &skad MLEAC Region 5 for data on the costs of programs for 
j'0:.Jth in the al'G~ but ~·:l.EAC did not have that information available. The 
SCI.!tcc; of the ~r,~-o: ... ~;r.tion cited in Figure 2.3-A vIas the administrator in 
c~~r~G 01 e~ch of the institutions listed (Missouri Hills, Missouri State 
-:1'~111'iiiC) School c..~ BooneVille, and Boys To\'m). It is, thereforc) probably 
a rc~sonQ~ly accurate state~Gnt of operational costs per child. 

In f~ct, the data in Figure 2.3-A probably understates PEels position v~s i vfs 
oth0r juvenile institutions. The f{gures for Missouri Hills and for at least 
p2.r'C of the youth served by 80ys Tal"" \'lould be consider'ably higher if they 
provided ~n enriched, intensive edUcational program similar to PECls. It is 
not unl'

0Bso
nable, for example, to assume that if the cost of the educational 

pro:Ji"\~i:l supplied by th8 St. lOUis BOBl'd of Education "tere assigned a dollar 
v&luQ and attributed to Missouri Hills, the per capita cost there would in­
craasc by $1500 to $2000. And in order to provide a program Similar to 
PEG's) Missouri Hills' costs would approach the costs at BooneVille. 

.... - .. _ ........................ _- ..... ,. .. -- ...... ~ .. .. 
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Figure 2.3-A 

Ccm?arative Costs of Juvenile 
Treatment Institutions in the St. Louis Area. 

t.:isSOl:l'i Hills Hor,~c 1"'01' Boys 
Misso~ri State Training School 

at Booneville, Missouri 
Boys Town of Missouri 
Providence Educational Center 
Provid~nce Group Home 

11,000 
6,7002 

3,3093 

4,9534 

·2 

3 

4 

St. Louis public instituticns for delinquent m~lGs: cost 
~00S not include s~l~ries or operating expenses for on­
ground educational progr(;~s v/hich are paid for by tho St. 
Louis Board of Education. 

P'('iV,~t2 residential and c:c'Jcation~l pl'ograr.1s for boys 
loccted in St. Louis) Missouri: cost derived from general 
O?2ra ti ne exp~nses foY' C(;i. teY' inS. J 2.:::es and a gY'O'-l P 
he;;:::! in St. lO'Jis \~hich uses local public school fOi' 
educ~tion. 

Cost inclu~es all fcder~l and local dollar contributions, 
with th2 exception of ~ajor) one-time expenses divided by 
O~Q hundred clients. ~ 

Prov'j dGnCe House is the second cO;;1ponent of the Providence 
r nn3r-Ci ty Pro9ra~. The tl'le 1 ve i'es i dents attend Proy i denee 
Educational Center and receive residential and social 
sal'v; ces tl'lenty-four hours a day. 

~ .. 
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!ntQrn~11y) tha URSA tea~ found PEels program efficient. There was no 
eV'iei2nce of ~ny duplication of staff ser >~ ,:))' unde.,'utilization of 
staff--in fact, the full talents and resources of all st~ff seemed to 
be ~r~wn upon. For ex~mple) one me~ber of the maintenance staff conducts 
the elactronics worksho~1 ~nd the cook $ee~ed to be a major source of 
m~ternal affection and discipl~~e for the students. PECls record keeping 
~~occ~ures and procedures for exercising controls on costs were outstanding. 
I. 

t·:ost o'? tiIC infomation requested by the Ui\SA te~m during the on-site visit 
",e.s r2adny l'ctrieV2.ble and available in the format 'requested overnight. 
St~ff ~orale was high--although relationships were clearly established 
.,,,',....,,:), '"''' p,",o-=c,s"~c""l "''''''h~''' ~,h~n a soc,,,i L..,s,'s R lat{onshl'ps p.1",(.li ~ OJ, , •• ,(;.;; ... t.. ,Ci'",~, c."<", ,<" oJ"_ • e 1. • 

b2tw~~n st&ff and students sBexed to be warm. The staff knew a1l of the 
stUG':::-,ts by nc:.IT'.~ and stucants cc.11ed st~ff by their first names. Finally) 

. th2 &1~lcssn2ss of the stu~2ntS wan~ering through hal1w~ys or loitering in 
2r.~ .:rcu:-.d the bl;'jlcing thc.t is so chc.racteristic of many inner-city High 
Sch:J) 1 S \l~S not at z; 11 ev ~ (kneed at PEC. 

2 .It .r1Jl·~ c~~i 1 i ~v 

::--. "ss:.~;sin; PEels ?o~:c:ntial fo'(' re?lication in other cOlT:11unities, the 
U~SA ~C:~~ considered seven factors: 

1. The extent to which need for PEC-type programs exist in 
. other cC;:',~,1ui1ities; 

2. PEels organiZational structure; 
3. PEels location and facility; 
c,.. PEel s staff 

5. PEGls educational and counseling methods and materials; 
6. Ccr.-.i1unity suP?ort and cooperation; 
7. PEels fintncial structure tnd budget. 

In G:.lC;1 i:is tance the URS.; tea;;1 vt?s i nteres "ted in detei'mi n i ng \,Ih~'ther 
O'~h'::i' cO;':;.luni t i as lili ght l'easonab ly expect to dup 1 i ca te the contc>:t in 
v::)ich pt:e functions and dta\'1 u\=l0n simi lar resources Oi' identify 
C~uJlly effective alternatives. 

.., 
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In general, tn~ URSA teai concluded that PEe is a~plicable to and 
r8?lic&~le in most urban araas ~nd would b2 ralevant for rural areas 
with p~pulations similnr to PEels stud~nt body as well. The 
5?eti'Fics leading to this conclusion are discussed below'. 

2.4.1 Extant of Need 
Naad c~n b2 considered from two perspectivas; first, in terms of the 
;;~'ev"lGI~CC in Oth2:' cO:7::7.:.mitic:s of pOpulations sir.1il~~' -Co that 
s:::rved by PEC. ar.d second) in tGti;j$ of the nced for programs 1 i ke 

PSC to serve those po?ulations. 

?:C's target po?ulation consists pri~arily of 12 to 16 year old 
n;:.l e ,,(judi ca ted deli nc;uents \lnO nave a prt::vi ous hi s tory of SCil00 i-

. ralated prc~10~s. The prosra~ accepts both first offenders and 
rQcid~vists) &nd youth ch~rg2d with both ~isde~aanors 'and felonies. 
A srn~11 ~inority of the youth in the program have never had contaci 
w~th th~ court ~r are wards of the court who are not offenders. 

PZ-Cls S(;';'v~ce popull:~ion is al:nost E.ntirely black---(only t\'.'O \'Jhite 

ycut~s have ever been referred to the program)--although PEe staff 
a~d court officers attribute this fact to residential segregation 
;';:'~:I~'r' th~n court pOlicy. ',,:ith thc e>:ception of same classroo:il 
ho~r;,:; C:l:voted to black history "rod culture, hO'.~ever) there is 
nothinG in PEG's program that would ,restrict its relevance to any 
group of youths. PEels staff ch~racterized the youth served by the' 
pro0raiil (:s: 

- IIhungryll fo\' attention and direction; 
- 1imited to phYSical or other conflict based approaches to 

conflict resolution; 

33 

- lacking in structure and a sense of causation and consequences; 
~ "f~ilt;resU in te'('lT.S of their criminal c:ctivities, inter­

personal and in~rafa~ilial relationshipsi and in terms of their 
interactions with institutions; 

- "turned off ll and behind in schoo1 in terms of reading and 
math achitver.icnt levels and their ability to pert'crl!l 
t~csuately in other academic areas; 

.. 
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- orien~ed to delinqu~nt peer relationships; 
~ lacking sclf-confi~ence. 

t<:Jst of PEe's student body CO~i~a fror.1 10\y:','I;~~i:i? single p(\rent 

fomili2s--often dependent on public assistance. 

Youth populations simile.)' to PEG's student body c"n be found in every 
U"'iJan area of the country>--and in $o;;;e rural a\'c:0.S as \<:e1'l. XOI' 

c'oC!s the you~h pcpul ati on \'ti th these c~,an',ctori sti cs need to be 
'l<::'tg2 to justH"y the clevel o;x~ent and ir.~pl ementati on 'of progrc:ms 
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1i\~e PEe. Tho administratol's and staff of PC:C s'ti:essed the importance 
of both a s tudE:;,t body slI.a 11 enollsh for eV2)',Y student to be kno','m by 
CV~'tY stcdf rr.::l.'ber and a s::l~ll student to teache\' rc:tio (6;1 in PE:C's 

, cZ;.se). 

In instances where a large pot~ntial service popu1~tion exists, a 
s~r~es of se?~r~t~ terat~2nt modules--cach operating like a mini­
PEC--w0uld be ~Jre desir2able than a single large institution, In 
'~;'.2. c;>i ni on of t1-,G URSA tea:;-!, the up?e~' si ze 1; mi t I'/Olll d need 
to be d0f~,i1ed by level c·f effectiVeness but ,in no c<:..se \·!ould it 
bo:: (;xf-.Gcted to exceed 200 stl!Cents. The 1m-o'er limlt, on the other 
h~;:c ~ \-!::luld be c2fi ned I..ore 1 i kely by ecor.omi c feasi bi1 ity and 
would probably r~nse from a total of 50 to GO students. 

'The usu.11 alternatives to PEC-type programs for youth similar to those 

i. 
I . 

\ \ 
'bJ 

s:!l'nd by PEe are: 
-probation and continued enrollment iri a pUblic school; 
-probation and e~ployment; 
-incarceration in a residential treatment facility. 1 

PEe seems to offal' clear and substantial edvantag2s over each of 
t~ese options--primarily in the area of effectiVeness. The success 
r~t2 of PEC--in terms of recidivism-Mis significant1y better than 
thtt ~chieved by either prob~tion pro9~ams or residential treatment 

~~--- -
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programs. At the sam2 time, co~pared to residential programs for 
d21inquent youth PEe offers th2 advantage of major cost savings 
I'lhi le: it keeps youth in contact \·lith their fami1ies and corr.illunities 
and II trea\.s II the enti re faioii ly unit. On the other hand,' compared 
to probation programs based on use of the regular'public schools, 
PEC--~hile it is probably more expensive--offers an individually 
ori0nted'enrichcd remedial progra~ that seems to be much more 
eNec'~ive thZln the public scr.cols in l'aising achievciT.en't levels. 

In sur;'.!",~[,)'y) thc::n, the existence on a widespread basis of substantial 
tl pcpul2.'cions in need" and the limited effectivene~s of the standard 
;:;P?iO;:.c/'H;S to trGat"icr.t ~C'.y \'Iell justify the dissemination of 

infor~~ticn ~bout PEe to other- cO;-;:'Ti~;ni ti es tnd encouragement of 
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\

. . a ttW?ts to r" p,1 icc to PEe's prugram. 

~.~.2 PEe's Orgarizatibnal Structure 
?r.C is s?onsorec! by 0. private non-'profit Ol'ganization located out-

side of and indc?cndent of the aegis of the courts or other agencies 

\,/"I'.:hin the criminal justice system. Its relationship \·lith the court 

is contractual.--the court contracts for PEe's services, but the 

:1oc:;':'d of Di rectoi'S of PEe sets pol icy, es tab 1 i shes and app)'oves the 

budge~) and hires and fires the Executive uirector. 

After reviewing PEe's structure and the organizational relationships 
, , 

bet\'leen PEe and the COU1't) the URSA team concluded that there \'laS no 

particular advantage to bi~a~~e~ by structuring the program in this 
I'lay. And. in fact, in St. louis this structure (e.g .• the court sub­
contracting with a private non-profit organization) seemed fortuitoui 
rather than conscious. In the opinion of the URSA team, PEC- ~ 

type pl'ogra::is might \-Ien be sponsored by school systems) juvenile 

cgancies--including residential treat~ent facilities, other public 
agancies (e.g. ~ental health agencies)) or directly by the court 
itself as vlell as by private volun"Cary agenci,es. The major consi­

dGi~ations \'Iould lleed to be an assurance of rr.otivated and committed 
staff, counseling and after-care com?onents that are functionally 

'''~ ...... _.~ .. , ....... _ ··r"- --- -_ .. - ..... "" .... -." ......... ---.. -,- .. - ........ -.~ ...... --... -.-----..... -, .. -----
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well integrated with the educat10nal CC~pcnant, and a student­
ta~ch2r ratio approximatin0 that ~t PEe. 

Givan adharanca to these basic condttion3 programs pattetned after 
PEe's mi£ht be sponsored and ac;;)inisterec by a vlid2 variety of 
putJ'Jic ai,d ~rivate agcncies-weven \'Ii~hin the sar::e c1ty. 

2.,~. 3 Pi::C ' s ~C\:(1tidn' and Fe;cil i ty 

PEe is located in th2 preG0~iinailt!y black North St. LOLlis COi.'Jllurity 
nc;c.'(' the Pruitt-I£oe how;ing project. It is a typical mid-

v:2st0rn inner-city E:.Y'ea. The PEe building fronts .on a major sJ~reet 
~n~ ~oas ~Jt have Qxt0~sive gorund although there is so;;)e concrete 
p'i~ysP~c:; G:nd rJa~'king in the tear. The bl1nding itself--formcY"ly 

, a s~~11 Catholic High School is unpretentious and not subject to 
no~ic~. PEe b10n~s into the neigh~orhood well. 

The '?ac-ility is 0. typ1cal schoo1. It h;.;.s a lot of space insidE:!"­
probably more thJn PEe actually needs. There are a number of 
iG!\'C:': c1c.ssroo;,;s, the reading h.boratory, the cutricUlum center, 
ViOi':,s;,c;n, ~d;;]inistrc:.::iye and staff offices, a student lounge:, a 
ki'cchc:l and lur.ci,'roorr., and a full-sized gy;;;r.a$;u:I1 with a stagl.:. 

PEC's ptogrc:ra does not require: any particular GGsign features or any 

pcrticulai' types of space or unusual equipr.:ent. The program could 
opC!:I;:l'~e in "general purpose ll or "rr.ul'ti-purpose" rooms for the most 
pc:\~tw.~the gym,) for eXQi)"iple, is Useful but not neeessary. 

In o'~hel' co:r,Tiunitir:s, the P~'o9~'~m could be operated in a variety o'f 

diffJrcnt facilities and a range of different kinds of facilities 
(e.s. storefronts, schools, recreation agencies) houses or apartment 
bu~ldings, etc.) could ~e mo~ified to acco~odate the program. 

Most of the youth enroll~d in PEe do not live in the neighborhood 
·im:.;.::~i"tely around Pl:G so It 1$ not necessarily COi';'munity based. 

It could be in another location as long as transportation was 
convl::nicn~ or provided by the program. 
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2.~.4 PEels Staff 
The Exc;'/1p1ary ?N~E:C'': Advisory Soard expressed particu1ar interest in 
PEels st~ff a~d asked: 

'r' !~G 

nWhat is the relative i~portanco of st~ff 
cOi;1petence and co;;:;nit~~nt to the SUCCGSS, 
of the program?" 

URSA team consi~ered PEels staff from two vantage points: one, 

The st(.N consists of the Executive Director and ad;:-linistrative 
su??ort parsonnel ~~cludin9 clerical and s2cret~rial staff and a 
busin2ss ~&naS21'; t0~ch2rs. a Principal. a curric01um coordinator 
~~d 5p2c~alists (r2~ding, physical education, etc.); the counseling 
st~ff and a Director of Social Sarvices; and, maintenance and 
o?ernticnal personnel responsible for overall ~aintenance and care of 
>\"~,2 -((:ci 1 J '~Y c.nc for the OP8'('(. tior. of the c24feteri a. 

The ossenti~l cnar2ctcristics that PEe Executive Director) Joseph Ryan, 
rcporte~ that he considers in hiring new staff are: 

- releva~ce of 0ducational back£round and professional skill; 
- r~,:;turity (il"l tem,s of p:'.tiencc and an ability to serve as 

lIadu1t" oenul!iol'al Ii',ocel); 

a::dlity to be a role l~odel t~at youth in the pro9ra~ might 

1 'ide:ttify \'Iith O}' t21ate to; 

'relevant v;oi'k and III ife ll expencnce in terms of factors such 
tiS knO'.{1 ed£e of street 1 ar,guage) cultura 1 adap'~i vi ty. and 
tlcceptc;nce; 

- motivation and anergy. 

~; 

l\ "pl'ofi'l.:! of FEe,' G e'J)'ren: pl'ofess i ona I staff \Cfcmi ni strators D 

educntors. and counselors) indicJtes that it is!about equally 

';11,1'; dcd~ bctwE;en Ir~.:n ~nd I'[or;',en \'Iitn an ethni c coin?os i ",,1 on that is 
;i'ClIshli 55~ bla;c:< ~f\fil 1~5:~ \\'~it(!. In terms 01 c~'92) i~ is probably 

~kewad more to~~rds the 20lS ~nd 30 l s than mos~ public school 
fsyster.ls 'tlhii,h :f)'cC\'J~/nt1y sti 11 tend to be do:nil~ated by normal ; t . ; 
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sc>,oo'1 S't;:ouates 1n th'::1r late forties and fifties. PECls staff 
do\:!s t':;} '10 SC;:1e 01 c(!r s t~ ff as \','C; 1 I, hov,'\2ver. inc 1 ud 1 n9 one teucher 
I'lho 'C'8ti'tC:G aftGr 20 Y2ars in the public school system. 

All of th2 prof0ssional "' ........ :' .. ": 
~ .... c. t I have d2grees related to their area 

0';:- \·:v·i,~(,·-p~'imal'i1y ccgr2cs in r:le:::ent"ry c.nti secondary education 
for te~ching st~ff, a~d ~c;fe0s in the social sciences for counseling 

11'.'0 O~., the th\'E:<:! soci a 1 \~ork' staff members 
an~ ~h2 Executiv2 Director a~so h~v~ had experience as juvenile 
cc~rt o1fic2rs. C~G of the staff--the Principal--has a Ph.D. and 
S0\,(:l'~1 D'~\:2i' sta~~'f f;;O;;;):;cts including the Curric'ulum Coordinator 

p,G';C3S ~ ,;n~ 1 s t~ •. ;:-.:, ha "'2 he.d en 1 y orle to tl'IO years of teachi ng O}' 

coun~2~~n0 exp2rio~cc--pri~~rily at Providence. The remaining 60% 
is abou~ ~v2nly G~v~~ed ba:w~en teachers and counselors with three 
';-0 '~r,"V> \I~'""~ 0'" -.. ...,·' .... l·"'-C~ '''l've?o ""en y~"'rs a-I'd tellO" ""ore .... \ I,.n ... , ..Jt..~(';'1 ~ 't..:1\i-'~4 r..:11 c.!$> I \,0 l,.. t.:u.) (I J Iii 

eX?2rience. This distribution is related to the 
2~rlier and is ~lso unlike most urban public 

i.Ji.-::';r'S ~;':'2.i:·f is 2-ito hiShly r,:Jtiv"t2d. TIle URSA tear~ \~as impressed 
I,.l'i·cn 'c7:2 SC:tlse. of r;1ission and pC:tsof~al CO;TI:.litr..ent reVealed by all 

of tl'i:; s'C,df j';:~~b3rs \'Iho \','etc irlterviel'te.d. This attitude is also 

in ~ar~cd contr~st to the seneral atmosphere and morale levels 
C0:;-,:1~Oii;Y 'fo'Jnd a;;;or.g PL!J 1 i c s'choo 1 teach 2rs • 

Hc~aV2rJ ~Qspite t~cse clear and important differences between 
PZCls staff ~nd tha staff of p~blic school syste~s) the URSA team 
C ",~~1,"''''·! <,,,.,'. s'··,.c:: sl'''''';l~r «0 Q':'CI~ S~';;'';:.!;' 1'n term·s OT~ qua11'r.c1'c'·a-\i"\.tl"'~l...t.:""" \"il~l. l..Ct._ I,il c.. \.. f'- ~ "",,,,,,,II III 
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t~ ons) c:xpC:i'i ence) CO;:-,";11 tn:e:rrt) and .other l'e 1 eva nt personal ella ractel'­

istic:; cou1d be r.sscr.;;;led in most lIrban co~unities vlithout undue 
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2.4.5 PECls ~:Qthods ~nd ~~at~rials 

Tr.2 i;:::thccs una I;'.&.tc:rials used by PEe 2.'1'2 in ccm~Of) usa in numei'OUS 

pt:b1ic ~nd priv<:.tE! SCh001s and agencies ·ch'toughol.!t tne country. In 

f~ct, thare ara so~a ~ateriuls that woulc be potentiall) beneficial 
'70';" P;:C that the staf~ \Vas not 1:.\·:.::re of. Tir.,,\.. r.n'd funds for the 

ct:rriculu:7, coordinato:' to cond:.:;ct a I/search" fo)' relevant materials 

'~hiOL;gh the ERIC systei:1, "rod an o?portunity to con:i4ct E1 eili2ntary 

('l~J S.::cond&ry EGu.c.:-:'~icn he"'; Tit12' IV Reg~cm.l Lc:;boratorics ~nd 
the r;,::jot' cu)'ri eul Ui.1 C..:ve l'CP:1:2r.t efforts funded by triO RockeTe n a}' ~ 

C~r~~gic. ~nd Ford Four.d~tions could yield additional matcrial~ a~d 
12e;rning ~odules suit~b12 for PEC's students .. 

The intGgration of 
t2~chars end social workers into classrocm te~ms seems to be an 
effective w~y of addrassing in a coordinated way the total system 
IK:2c!S of'tht: yo~r(;h in the pl'c:;r,<Q. Secondly, thE: e;;'lphaFis that . 

Pie :)'1 ::cc:s on th2' G:!v-: 1 op:::ar.i: of very exp 1 i ci t short ter-m and 10n9-
t';:'f;:;a soals rei;:.tQd to C:f.ch of the -;:ive "prir.:z:ry systems ll that 
~-:or~1 the con'~3xt in \'ihich caC;l youth Tl:nctions is unusual. as is 
th2 cC;;'.:1\it:::ant ".:0 raS'J1a'f' Y'2vic'd of prof;l'2sS and updating of the 
'\:.~'0.zr~;~::nt pl::n TOY' each boy in the prograi.1. 

~ha ski~ls involve~ in effectively utilizing these methods can 

r~~dily ba dave1o?ed through in-se~vice or pre-service training 
?rv~r:':~I~s if ho'.revel" .. 

'r"'~""d "0 "el.,.<·,'onsh~'·<:: b"..t.\"·~,",,, P';:I'" ~nd ~'h" c~~""unl~ty' ~:.; ... \I 'I". \ '"',v 4 I I tJ~ t: ""~Ci.;:\\. ........., (...1 \.oil\; VII"" I • 

"\·:h"t h2.s been th2 cc;;;;-:ur:i~y·s Y'ec.ction to the 
progra~? Was there any resistEnce to the 
Gstabl~sh~Gnt ot the Center? Can lessons be 
dr.:.\'in ;:0)' other cc;r.";1~mi -ci es?H 

39 

Tn;:? C;~SA tCC;fI1 assessed Cvi~.~unity ree;cticn to PEG on two levels. Fitst~ 

~,t '~ho icve.l of thG 1")"8er St. Louis co:r.;nuni'ty) arid secondly) at the 

neiohborhood l~vel. 
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Pi'aisc for PECI s prosr:\:il is fai\'ly univc'tsal ".~ the largct' CO[f.:~lunity 

laval, L~w Qnforce~Qnt ~nd correctional officials all seemed pleased 
with the progra~ and cxpressad the opinion that it was effective and 
r::et 1".:;;.1 n2;:':cs, Tho Dir0c:or of the i'iissi)uri Hills Horr,e'Tor Boys-­
\':;:0 il1igtr.: 0:; vic:\'l~d t:s part of thQ "eo;;~petitionll--hcld the progrt<m 

1 n !ri gh rGga rd. 

Ti .... ~s support is ur.doubte:cily bc.S2C on p't.e I s repu'':~1 ti on for c.ffeeti vc­

nc:ss ~~r,d sooe c.d;ninis·;:.rat~cn, HC'",'ev21') 'i'~ is 2.1$0 undoubtedly 
encot.!;c.£;e:d by the fc.ct '~hat PEels Bo(;rd consists. of p20plc \'lnO al'a 

very t<.cti Vi:! an~ ~'2PUt;:.:' 'I e c i vi C 1 e&C:.::r'S I'/ith c:.eees,s to key cor"munity 
dac~sion ~:K0rs. Further evi~ence of the influence of PEe's Board.-­
in c..:c~tion to sL:?port C:X?r'essed by the laId enrorcC:lf.c:nt and criminal 

I jw,;t~cc CC:7.i.Uilitics-,.c"n be found in PECls abi lity to obtain 
volL:n~sers ~hrcugh the J~nicr l~Egua tnd donations cf goods and 
er;tli p~,~8i1t ·fr'0~.l a b','c:..d s ;)C;ct'f'u:-;) of b:.lsi nesses in the eor::;nuni ty. 

F.t the g'('assroots level )--that is, in the neighborhood ir.,;nediately 
st::'rcur,z.:i f',0 P:::C--CC:'.'.;i:~ni'Cy reacti on app8al's to be neutra i . Yhc:re 

~':~~S I~O t'0s~stllnC2 to th3 establishr.\(;nt·of theCe;nter. l~any rGsicents 
0'; th2 cc;;;;::.:ni'ly still S;;:::;,1 to think of PEC as z. p~'i'ochial school. 

p~c a~so @~intains a low profilc--it does not stand out phys;cEl1y 

fO;':7: tha' surroundi ng c:.l'i!c.--and 't.he nGi ghbol'hocd in s;enera 1 sc:cms to 
b.:: tolerant to anonym; ty. The fact tntt PEC \'/aS or; gi na lly a church 

raltted institu~ion and has gone th~ough its mQta~orphosis quietly 
ce',"c;:~ir,ly ht.s cDntribut~d to c;'c least passive acceptance by the 

cO;~.7;t.:tli ty as has the i nvo 1 ve~cnt. of sor;;e nei ~hborhood folk on the 

~~int~n~nco ~nd oP?ratiol1al staff. 

;~('$t of th~ s'~;:ff COeS not live in the jr.:::ediato cO;:';ffiunity, hO\,lever~ 

i::1~d a litl~,i~2l' of the s tuc~m:;s cO:Y:'ilute to PEG by pub 1 i C transpo\ tat ion 
>8i:ich day. To that extent) PEG is not a co:-:::nun'ity-based program. 

~, 
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N;;VG,"the:12SS. PEC's. top 10\'01 staff f()(~ls '~hat PEC should becorr.c 
more r.ctively invo1v2d in the i~~8diJtc cC::':.1:.mity and n;ora agressive 
in drawing upon neigh~orhcQd r2sourcas--particula~lY as part of a 
pro~asQd on-tho-job training program involving so~a local' businesses, 

URSA considered two aspects of the issue of accessibility: potential 
'(01' continuity. c:nd "f)'c:gi1ity~lIth~t is. the extent to which the . 
pro0rt~ is able to withstand functional disruption in tha face of 
de:T,2.f:':S for tifli2, attention. and information by ~m-site vis'itors 
intcfcst2d in replicr.ting PEC. 

URSA conclu~ed that PE~ will prc~ably continue to be funded by local 
, som'cc:s aft.1r th2'i\' LEP...n, g'l'c,nt pm'iod ends--particularly if they are 

dc:s':S;~t..t(!d "S "il Ex\::;r,?i UY'Y Projt:ct. 

PEe h~s thraG asse~s that led the URSA team to this conclusion: 
1. As note~ ~bove in tha section on Efficiency (Section 2.3) 

PEe seems to offer potential for substantial cost savings 
~nd incrca~Gd effectivenass when compared to fliOSt . 
~lternat~ve juvenile treat~ent progra~s. The high 
fliU'ltiplier involved in P~C's cost benGfit ratio should 
sel'Vc ti"12 progi'c.i7I in sood stead I'lhen 1 oea 1 func! i ng cOiT"'11i t­
L~nts have to be ~ade; 

2. PEels Board of Directors, as noted earlier) is influential 
among tho civic elite in St. Louis; and, 

3. PEe has the kind of co~?etent administrative leader­
shi~ required to cc;;;pc':,e vlith other agencies fm' tax 
funds. 

u:~s,.; l.1so felt that PEe is not fragile and \'Iould not be damaged by 
c::;.~t~nsive on-sitG visitations end observat'ions. There is staff 
evai1tbla at the c~ministrative and coordinativa levels of the 
?fcgr&m who &ro ctpable of handling visitors and providing basic 
in'forr.;~tion~ and PEG is \'lell enough organized to sttucture any 
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observations of program activities that might be required in 
u~obtrusive ways. 

PEC st~ff felt th~t th2Y had an investment in PEels app1{cation for 
Exe~,:?l,:ry status, ·~nd eXpi~essec a \':illinnness in a'nd enthusiasm for 
shari~9 their s~ills and insigh:s with others. 

.,; , , 

c_~" _'" _____ ."_",,.~l\t..t __________ _ 
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In this s(:ction, the URSA team 1'.'11 i attempt to iC2ntHy particular 
s'~r8iig-;:hs in the progrc,m ar.d to identify areas that might' be 
';mproved upon by co:t.i1un;ties r2p;lice.ting PEe's program. 

1"0"'" or. .,.'"" ~''''''''u":,,s " .. ) \.I I l,I,..... i we. l, \ \.;.; in PEC's progr&m that URSA considers to be either 
l!n;C;'..t2 c;~ pl'.:s.'arr:;;atic:llly sttong hav~ been men-.:ioned in earlier 
scctio:-ls of this r.:!port. They al'a: 

1, Th2 close i~tcsraticn of counselors with, te~chcrs on 

2. n.e strong focus on individualized tr0ttmGnt plans, and 
-ehe cO~':.'i1'it:1.2n'i: to l'CSU1&1' revie .... · of progress tOl'lards 
achi eve~2n·~ of sho'rt teY'il) £loa 1 s) and to updati ng of each' 
's"'lfd~'n;" C' ';''''''"'~'~c'n{' pl"r.' L.\,.\ ~I v ,;) 1.,,' \;~ '-'110"-" "" Q I:" 

? v. 

~~. 

[' 
:,). 

The eVident cc~~itmcnt and co~petance of PEC's staff and 

Tha ~~al1 SiZ2 of the total student enrollment and 
m~in"',:enc.nce of 10'0'1 stucent-teachet r~Lic~; 

The ability of PEC's a~~inistrators to use both the 
fin:ncial and the hu~an resources of the program 
cdfcct1vGiy \\';thout administrative ~'igidity. 

I~ ~~dition th8 URSA taft~ fe01s that there are severel other featur~s 
of PeGls program that GGserve to be sing1ed. out for at":ention. 

Ti',~ ,[dt21~-Carc co:cponen-c is ~ particularly strong feature of the 

progr~m th~t is unusual in juvenile programs, although it is 

concJptu~lly co~sistGnt with thG e~er9ing concern in adult corrections 
w~th axuoffendet progra~s and other progra~s ~~signed to ease the 
l't!)ntc~0;,ation of offend2rs into the:il' cor.;";1unities. PEG has not yet 

h;:;d Burri ci i?nt c:x;n~ri elice to detE:rmi no hOly long vari ous boys need 
support -r1'c.'7I the Mtcr-Cal'8 staff, bll'C it was estimated that the 
p:::riod 0-7 tn.r.sitic:1 and readjust;r.ent could take as long as one yea.r.. 

,,. t~.. • 

L~, ~ ______________ _ 
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G Tha G~S~ te~m f21t that th2 A~ter-Care CO~?On2nt probably did not have 
suf1~cicnt resources at pr~s~nt and if it ex?anded through new 
Ug:"(!(~.IJ~t·ionsli b~fo\'\~ a CO:l..ii2:~$Ur~te nu~:JJ.r of youth ~td~ succes·sful 
tr~~~itions b~ck ~nto the cc~~~nity the present sta~f co~ld be 
seva~Qly ovarload2d. The URSA tEam als~ f~1t thai the After-Care 
CC~pO~2~t might profitably ccn~~dcr ways of structuring activities 
::(l ill'lt, P:'t!t V\\'lllC:; tlIlt! mote;:; lkvl:lopc.:d during ci1ch studcnt(s eni'oll­
i;]:;nt ~;1 PEC CilD be C:,"2Mn u~on to s'Jpple:r.:ent the support for cx­

st:.:d::::.ts prcYiced by th2 st,,-;"';". Periodic "rGunions" of Qx-students 
'.:nG O'~h2't pl<:.nncd t.c'·~ivit1cs as \'Iell 2.S on·,going period-ie, but 
rc~u1a~) g~oup counseling sessions might serve to achieve this end. 

'r~~ ot~:r ~~jor strQns~h that URSA identified is the fact that 
, P:C's s~~ff ~nd ad~inistration view PEC as a proSram that'is 

stil~ ~~velo?~~g. Th&t is, in their mind~>'it has not yet taken 
f';;-;~i £i~Z.P2 ar.d they arc c0:1tinl:a11y ass2ssing data and information. 

"bc.~'c the ?i'vS\'2.:7l. the stucents ~ and the staff and r"od; fyi n9 the 
pro9r~~ in light of their learnings. The After-Care cO:7l~onent is 
one ex(::~,:)le of this kind of prograi ... T.atic res?onse to newly identHicd 
jlG2c!S, ;;;r.d the r,~cvC! to·te;::.;:; te<;.ch~r;9 is anothel' exarr.~le. This type 

of -nc.~~i;)ii-ity an::! cc;;;nit";1cnt to ai~alytic self-evaluation iJ.nd mod'j­

-?'ic;;.·~·;c:) ~s u stl'cnr; indicator of a progN:7. ' S vitality. 
, 

!,sz.ir.) U:1S'; hilS inC:icc:teCl I'Iha'.: SO;,18 of PEels current I'leaknesses are 
in e~rlier sections of this report. They are: 

1. Tha need for additional attention to the collection, 
displ~y) and analysis of hard data on the project. 

In URSA1s opinion S0~2 of the me~sures defined in MLEAC's 
c:valu2.ticn plan need to be expanded upon arid n6l'/ data 
d"is?1ay form~ts need to be developi:::d; 

2. The curriculum specialist--as noted earlier--needs an 
i cl ~:ri -:: ~j .;:,~ I '(" c~ (;"j .~ i ;j :.~ ~ II f"tl J;~::: Y'i 2..1 £ " 
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3,3 g,~n~:n 1 cC':;·~~ 

In Co~~~risen with the other mo~e traditional tr2atmcnt and preven­
tion programs avai)a~l~ for delinquent youth in ~~, Louis. PEe is 
cle~rly beth a more effective and a ~ore cost efficlent model. 
(:O\'''0VG:~ ~ it is still an o?Gn c;uesti on \'.'hathel' the PEe model is more 
c';-fQct'ivc: ancVoi' i:-:OI'G cfi'"ic~cilt anEl-/O)'l.-fficre ~l'fic':Gnt than other 
IT,cdc: 1 s of C.2) i nc:~ei)cy "'.:1"'::& t:;:.::r.·~ pr.o£;Y'(:I:;]s that 11 'te1:.1 so non­
t;'~d';'~'ion~l; bl:t that ai'e ccnc2;>:uc:ily differen'~ fro;)1 PEC c:s l'I'el1. 

1"1:&t ·is I if 'i::he Exeii~ple.l'y Project Adv'isory Board is intetested in 
i d2i1"~~ fyi 1":9 ar.d encour~gi:1g rep 1 icc: ti on of the one' or th'o p)'ogram-
m&~ic ~o~Q1s ~h:t arc mos~ effective in reducing racldivism among . 
·,,!·~, .. ;,~,,",c,:"~ c:1''''li'''~'',c'n'' \I"u-- h '"..h"r'" ~s '10 eI11'denc~ "·haol. PEC 1"'-e"s ,,'-'v"''-',I.. ... I, ...... ~""'-;,,~ I, oJ" ~"> 1,.,,<.; <;; I I • • t: "" I, "'~ I,. 

thz::: s·::c::;~dul'J. If~ On the: oth2r h(;r.d, th2 AdVisory 80ai'd is ptimarily 
1~~arestQ~ in i~antitYing c:: range of various effective mode1s th~t 
(::;0\', C0~,::i~Ulli,;:~cs in search of alternatives to select the model 
r.~os .. : \...P~,(,OP\"'i a ':::.:: for 1 OC& 1 cor,d'iti ons I needs> and aL:d i ences > then 
p~C should p~a~ably be one of the available altetn&tive models. 

!~ U~SA'S o;>inicn, tha success of the PEe program argues st)'ongly for 

That is, PEe see~s to represent the kind of 
P~'C;)'~.~,l tn.::·~ p:.:b1-:c school S'ys'cej,~S should inaugurut::: to serVe all 
yout~ with school-related problems and pOor achievem2nt levels 
\!he:'l:hc:l" they &)'~ Gel inquent 01' not, . If PEe is desirnated as an 
f):cr,l~la~'y Project, this !hay SL!g;:;esf: ~ha'( ... ::.:, :::~,._.,.:. '_i", ~,; ~~>i\'en to 

conscicusly ir.volvjn9 ::u~1~7~.,.;.vt Syst2~1S' as sponsol'S and Pl'ogl'am 
O;;8i~ators 'in SC::i:: of the cO~;.7iuniti::s selected for l'eplication. 
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