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ABSTRACT

‘The Lifers! Juvenile Awaxeness Project Help at Rahw;y State Pris;n7’
is designed tocdetgr youth‘from involvement in Jjuvenile delinquency.
The purpose of %he‘évaluation is to study ite effects and to address
the question of whether it is reasonable to expect this Project to
have a deterrent ef}ect on such a complicated attitude and behavior £
paitein.
Results from the attitude chenge component of the authors'
evaluation, while somevhat mixed, show ro consistent and significant .
differernces in pre and post attitude testing of a simplé of 46 Juveniles
attending the Froject éﬁd a like sample of 35 youths used as aicontrol
or comparison group. Nine differen§ attitude: change measures were | )

administered to both groups; on only one measure is there a significant .

difference between experimentals'aﬁd controls, Although it is not

" assumed that measurable changes in attitude are necessary and sufficient

conditions for bvehavior change, it is assumed that attitude change is
” * & ’

an intervening link to behavior change.
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INTRODUCTION

“ Qriminal deterrence has long provided one of the fundamental
ratioﬁales £of the use of puﬁishments and. ;anctions&in our séciety.
Tt has always been one of the basic means by which the criminal justipe
system attempts to prevent crime, DMore recéntly, in part because cf the
digillusionment thh the effectiveness of rehabilitation, detexrence has
also assumed a more imporitant function in the juvenile justice system
as well. Eérbe;t Packer defines deterrence as'follows: "The classic

theory of prevention is what is usually descrlbed ag deterrenc the
'l

inhibiting effect that punlsnment, eithexr actual or threaxened, will

have on the actions of those who are otherwise disposed to commit crimes.

Deterrence, in tumm, involves a complex of notions, It is sometimes

described as having two aspectsz: After-the~fact inhibition of the

/,persoﬁ being punished, specizl deterrence; and inhibition in advance

by threat or example, general deterrence! (Packer, %§68).

Deterrence works where the potential offeﬁﬁer, in deciding Jhether
or not to commit a crime, weighs the probability that he or she gight
be caught and punished and is, therefore, dissuaded from committiﬁg the
crime, Unforitunately, our knowledge of deterrence, either general or
special,is limited, For example, we do not know whichrvariables deterf
mine, in any particular case, whether deterrence will te effective,'nor
how téf;ake it effective. It is assumed that some of these variatles
include the individual's personality anéd meval and social values, his
knowledge of the law, the immediate situation (situational ethics might
intervene), the rotential rewards of the crxme cortemp’ated, +he
perce1Ved llxelinood of veing caught and punished, the severi+y ol the

runishment, etc,

b
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Much of the research on deterrence, particulalfy the early |

research, has been limited to studies of the deterrent effect of capital
[\ :
S : . .
punishment, e.g. Damn (1935), Schuessler (1952), Vold (1952), Savitz
(1958), Mattick (1963), and Walker (1965). Morxe recently, other

re‘seachers, e;g%\\\Cham‘bliss (1966), Gibbs (1968), Gray and Martin (1969),

mittle (1969), Logan (1972), Ross (1973) eand Tittle and Rowe (1974)

have examined the relation of rate of offenses t¢ cexrtainty of punishment,

' Other studies bty Claster (1967), Jensen (1969), Chiricos and Waldo (1970)

and Teevan (1973) locked at the relaticn of perception of certainty oxr

severity of punishment and deterrence., Fenshel (1978) indicates that

G

public awareness of sanctioning outcomes is a critical dimensdion in

dg't;.errence research, It is alledged'by lotz, Regoli and Raymond (:/1978) :
tlia:b ‘only the 1967 study by Claster contains any information relating
to special detexrences “ .

The latter trio replicated the Claster research in the framework
of special detemen‘t.:e. The overall conclusion from their reseaxch was
that punishment, i.e. training school incarceration in their case, had
limited or no deterrent effect upon the juveniles committed to the

%

training school, Their speculations as to why this might be so were t}fa{: (o
adolescent béys awe not as calculating and rational as adults in weéighing

potential risk; that risk may be disregarded by adolescents because

engaging in devia.nt tehavior may be stat;;s enhancing; a#d,‘ that exper-

iencing negative outcé;nes xﬁay reduce the fear of such outcomes in the

future, F@.ch of these hyvothetical explanaticns are important fourndations

for the }protheses tested in tf.e Tesearch mevorted on here. |

The Juvenile Awareness Froject, which is the focus of this

evaluation, provides an excellent oppertunity for itesting the efficacy
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of one form of déterring juisnile délinquency; In‘the words of the
Lifers' Group at lew Jerseyﬁg Rahway State Prison, the inmates who
created and are carrying out JAPH, its objective is ", . « to enlighten

““the youth of our commnities %o the facts of what involveéent in erime,

prison or its remifications will lead them into,"

Prisoners as agents of attitude chenge

The.1960's witnessed the development in more than twenty states
of inmate grouvs formed to speak to religious, educational and youth
groups oa crime and corrections (Brodsky, 1970). Examples are "Operation
Teenagexr" in Texas, "Prison Profiles? in Illinois, "Don't follow Me® in‘.
Coloiado, and "COperation Crime Prevention!" in Tennessee. TheAprocedutes
followed in these Drograms have been fairly typical., The inmates teil
stories zbout their earxrly years and illustrate the sequeﬁtial relation=
ship of minor offenses through major offenses, The presentations atre
done w;th a2 sincexre emotional delivery that is- intended to bring maximum
effectiveness, Cne of the usual ggals of these programs has been to
change the behavior of the Juveniles in the audience, o

Evaluation of the programs, if there is any, has typiéally consizted
of collecting informzl remerks cnd letters;:~These come from parti;ipants,
from relatives or associateé of participants, fzom schools, etec, The
letters received by the Colorado program, to use én example, were examined.
It was rerorted, according to Brodsky, that that program was overwhelm~
ingly rated excellent and comsidered an impediment to. crime and
delinquency. However, Erodsky notes that the letters represented less
than one ver cent of the estimated audience. 'A field investigator's <
comments on the Tennessee Frogram vere as followd: "Ope;ation Crime

Prevention seemed well-regaxded bty the';ersohs interviewed, with

- 3
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responses ranging from almost unlimited enthusiasn to mild praxee. No v

2

N

one suggested that the program is not accomplishing its goals, which
iholude the prevention of juvenile crime, However, there has been no
systematic assessment of the effects of the program, nor is any such
I researc? under waye" | o .

In 1970, Brodsky :conducted a study "to ﬁqvestigaﬁe one of the
often~cited goals of the prison-speakers programs. 1t sought to
investigate if youth atiitudes toward the pu£ishment of criminas and
attitudes toﬁard prisons were modified:as a result of being exposed to
the programs." He studied attitude changes in high school pre-—delin-
qﬁents and forestxry camp boys, among others, who had participated in
the "Prison Profiles" program at Illinois State Peni%enti@:y,; Ee . .

“fourd that there was a sllght, but insignificent chenge toward less
punitive atiitudes in before and after testing among these groups.
Brodsky concluded that, " . « o the pre-delinyuents and delingquenis
are lzkely,&axget groups for changing attitudes and, hopefully,
behavior, The resulits indicate that they were not strongly

influenced,"

S
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JUVENILE AWARENESS PROJECT HEILP

The Lifers! Juvenile Awareness Project at Rahway was designed‘\ to
enlighten youth to the effects of involvement in cxrime through a "sho}\,k-
confrontation® sreatment modality. 'I‘héﬁpproadh is authoritarian in
s‘byle,,an‘\d:‘is inﬂ:eﬁded to revresent the most negative aspects of prison:
life, .

.. The Lifers' Group itself was founded in 1975, and its membership
cpnsisfs of apﬁroxima‘he‘ly 40 irmates serving sentences in excess of 25
yea:::s., - JAFH was, conceived and initiated on September 1, 19764 The Lifers
descr:.be the ope:c'é'tlon of the:.:r proaec"b as i“ollows.

We are shnwn.ng -hhese young peorle that the stories
dbout the big house (adult prison) being the places of bad .
men is in all reality the ple.ces of sad ‘men. We are using
ourselves as examples to prove the fact of what cmme and
its involvement is rezlly all avout,

' We are far from bteing experts on life and l‘bs problems,
“but we do feel that our prison experiences put in the proper
_pexspective just might turm a young person away from crime

and the following in our poor footsteps, In using ourselves '
2s exanples we are showing and explaining to them what 2
life of crime is really all atout. This is our main object-
ive. Ve are explaining to these young people that we who
have been through these difficulties and are vaying for
cur misdeeds a2re both willing to beln erd aze a.ale to undexr-
stznd their problems, :
Through our own experiences we feel ’c at ‘these young
peorle might bte apt t¢ heed oux advice wher#' they might
not listen to a pa.rent oxr someone in authority. '-!e ~can and
do expound freely on this, and we are able to reldte to their =
problems having lived them outselvés, Cver fifty tercent
of our membexship haz teen involved in a juvenile offence
or has spent time in a juvenile rrison. e are trying to N
destroy the rpeer relatmnsha.p of offenders a.nd ngn— S
offenders ¢« o o o a o
The young peop.Le are brought into tbe mstimt:.on W F
_and are taken on a tour which consist of showing and explain-
 ing wiiat an isolation cell . ds, {the "hole,- used to house
~men who have committed rule irnfracticns.) A showing of a. =
‘regular cell blcek with explanation. Then they are escorted
to the prison auditorium where we have a rap session in winich
we try tc cover the full® spectrum of crime and its non-
rewards, .In these rap-sessions we explain: uﬂirg ourselves

B
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as exemples ctout prison, crime and its ramifications. We
hive a group classification of the youngsters who may te
taking pert in our program. Ouxr conversation is geared
to our classification, or what we are told bty the authority

who may be escorting them, .
The Good (those with no involvement in crime) = The
‘Bad (minor infractions with the law or authority) - The
Ugly (those who have teen away or are borderline casess )
Quxr languzge may be that of the street or prison language
" or a discussion in a question and answex talk with high

school or college studentse.
RS

The eritical issue guiding this evaluation was does the project
work, 4nd, why or why not?
Previous evaluative efgorts of JAPH have pretty much proceeded
along the lines descxmited eaml%fr in the discussionr of other similar
prison profécts. Cre method of collecting fdllow~up information has
been a lettexr sentﬂby the Lifers' Group to parentéibr guardians of Jrve
e;ilgs vho have visited Rahwaf. The resulting very xough data, which
are generally very positive, have been reported in the news media and
other publications, Some examples of such reporting ére the following:

"Does the 'shock therapy'! work? In less than six months, the‘
Lifers have met with over one-hundred‘énd fifty-five juveniles, .o

}

nly one has teen taker into custody following the visit to Rahway."

The Police Chief, July, 1977

"Since the program started seven months ago, the Lifers' Group-

“has talked o 600 juvenile ex—offenders.u (nly nine have heen arrested

again after fhe valk:, all on minor offenses,"
?he Bexrgen gecard, Maxrch 17, 19??
FMring this period, some 8C00 young reovle hawé varticipated -
and we have teen able to reduce their recidivism rate from 86,2 per.
cent to 10,2 pei cent, ‘ =J

Newark Star-ledger, August 28, 1978

G -6—
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T?'gs'é reported data are of questionabi.e reliability andcvalidity.
Among other problems, ‘chey are suspect because of self-selection in 3
ot reporting, adequacy of kmowledge of juveniles' subsequent behavior,
differing definitions of recidivism, stc. |
The most rigorous evaluation of the project was carried ;ﬁt for
the New Jexsey Department of Correqtions in July, f977. It employed.a
literature review, interviews, and a telephone suxrvey. One.of the under~
lying assumptions in the evaluation was stated as follows: ' s
"Since the I.-i.fe:cs-' JA Program conveys information specifically |
aimed at increasing the peré:eivzé}i{‘)maéhimde of the probability and
losses of impris\\)b:\nmeht for juveniles, the deterrence theoxy provides it
with a sirong theorsiical ‘oaﬁsi;.. Deterrence theoxfiia‘roviﬂes this ‘oasié, .

however, only to the extent that the JA Program specificgilm;conveys

- . -
information.”

=,

Unfortunately, that evaluation could not or did not test. this assumption.ﬁ
The. main conclusion was that: "Although thexe is no conclusive data,

the progrem seems to be effective in changirg Jjuveniles'! be}zavior, o o o

=

Research cuestions and hwrothesis

The goals of this research wexe to evaluate the psychclogical and

behavioral reactions juveniles exrerience as a direct result of their

f}

involvement in JAPH, the recidivism rates of these juveniles, and the
extent to which the initial exposure ax(id the effects therefrom are mani- m
fested in the lives of the participsnts. : 7‘ o
The specific aims of the re.sea.;ch were "\to seek answers to the
following questions: o ‘
1. Eow is the "shock-confrontation" ireaiment modality received

Y

by the youth?' .
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2, Which youth ave deterrnd, if any?
3s Are eny youth negat ively affected w1th regard to both
psychological effects and future tehaviox patte:ns?
4, Does the experience have a lasting, constructive influence
on the participating juVeniies? -
5; vwhat contributing factors such as age, sex, race, socio-
economlc status, delinquency po%entla], ¢riminal history,

peer influences, etc. 1nf1uence recevtivity to ﬁhls apnroach°

X
Oox
L 3

Is there a typology of juveniles which can te defined in
accordance with potential amenability to involvement in the
Project?

The 5asic or key hyvothesis underlying this evaluatigﬁ is that
JAPH has no effect, either attitudinally or béhéviarally on the juveniles
attending, Consistent with firdings from other similar research, e;g.

Brodsky, there should be no significant differences in pre and posit-test~-

ing of experimentals and controls.

This report coﬁcérns only the attitude chenge component of the
evaluation, It is not assumed that measurabln changes in attltude are
necessary and sufficient condltions for berdv1o*al ciange, Iowever, it
is eassumed that attitude change may te an intervening varlable or link
to the dependent variable of tehavioral change. Absence of any evidence
of attitude charge will cast doubt upon the likelihood of flndzng behav-

ioral changes as the evaluation contlnues.



METHODOLOGY - DATA COLILECTICN

Cae objec?ive of the evaluation was, to select a sample cf
approximately 100 juveniles designated for attendance at the JAFPH,

. These juveniles were to be randomly assigned %o experimental and
control groups - 50 youths t; each, The experimental group would
| atténd the Proje§t§ the control group would not.

In order to select a sample representative of the type of
Juwenlles attendlng JAPH, monthly reports of snonsovlng agencies-
visiting Rahway during September, Cctobter and “ovember, 1977 were ob-
teined from the Lifers. vOut of state agencies and agencies serving o
national pofulation such as thke Job Corps wexe exéluded. The remaining
49 agencies were classified by egency tyre, i.e. counseling,fpolice;

educational, drug treatment, -employment and recreational. A stratified

4/

I

random sample of 21 agencies was selected to revresent agency type.
Bach of these agencies was then contacted and askéd to provide the names
of juveniles seélected to attend JAPH, Thefdesién called for random
assigrment to experimental and control groups within these designated
lists, Ultimately, nine sponscring zgencics participated in the study
(See appendix for further discussion of sampling problems).” The nine
agencles by tyre, were as follows.

Counsellrg

-  Youth“Guidance, Totowa, N.J.

- %yhite Rock Zaptist Church/Abraham Clark High School

Roseile, N.J.
'~ Juvenile Intake Services

Essex County Probation Terartment

" Newari, N.J. QKIf'//




~  Drobationfields .
Bssex County Probation Department
Newark, N.J. '
- Woodbridge Action for Youth
Colonia, NeJ.
~ *Mercer Street Friends/Trenton Police Department
Trenton, N.J.
Police
-~ Ridgefield Paxk Police Department

Ridgefield Park, N.J.

.

l

~ ¥%Trenton Police Department/Mercer Street Friends

Trenton, N.J. : L

Educational
- *Abrahem Clark Eigh School/White Rock Baptist Church
Roselle, N.J.

Emplovment

- Hightstown/East Windsor Neighborhood Service Center

Hightstown, N.J.

Recreational
-  CA
Orangey, N.J.

For reasons outlined in the appendix, the exverimental design
became a quasi-experimental design in which assiznment to exrerimental

and control groups was not turely random for 2ll agencies, Although

‘dictated by reasons of feasibility, the design is still considered to

be sufficiently rigorous o protect against the effects of extraneous

*Cooperative agency arrangement
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variables on the outcome measures. Each juvenile in the sample was

designated by the referring agency for participation in JAPE in

accordance with the selection criteria employed by that agency.. Thus,

the experimentals and controls are .assumed to be equivalents A total
of 46 experimentals and 35 controls was pre and post-test'ed. Saxpples
of this size are dongidered to be large for statistical purposes. The »
conventional division between smell znd large samples is m the range
of 25 to 30,
T.ﬁe instrumeni;s used in Athe 'testing were as follows:
1, The Attitude Toward Puniskment of Criminals. This 34~
item scale was originally develope.d by Weng and Thurstone
in 1931, The statements are concerned with the purpose oi‘ .
and approprizte use of runishment, as well as :wii:h the
question of whether or not to punish criminé-lé at all, The
simplified high school form of the scale, used here, is
deemed to be satisfactory with regard to both reliability
and validity, Tt was used by Brodsky in his stidy; thus,
there is a basis for comparing results.
2¢ -Semaxitic differential scales employing seven relev;nt concepts
and 10 paii's of poizr adjectives wh:rich are high on evalué.tive‘
loading, i.e, indicating suitability for use as attitude
me#sures,. SD :fs a method of observing and measuring the
psychological meaning of concepts (Osgocd, et. el.,. 1§57),
It has been shown to te reliable and valid for‘ many research
purposes. The seven conc:pt words used were C:ime, Justice,
Law, folicema%, Prison, Punisk‘.ﬁxen:t and I (=yself), |

3¢ The Attitude Towaxrd Cteyirng the law test,  This is a )

- 11 -




four—item subscale of the attitude measures used o evaluate
v Highfields ;pd Annandale Reformafsry voys (Weeks, 1958).
Rezults here can be compared with results from that study.
ATOL was adopted as a direct measure of the deterxence efrech
of JAPH, ~ o ©
4. The CGlueck's Social Frediction Table., This table was developed
by Sheldon and ‘Elean‘o:r Glueck in their 1950 Unraveling
Juvenile Delinguency study to identify "delinguency-prone
or delinguency-endangered children” (Gluecks, 1972). The
varticular version of the table used here was adapted by
K:zuner in 1961. It consists of the five family items develored
by the C—luecl%s‘; tut, in this case the subjects themselves
evaluate the condition described.‘ Kremer determined that,
Yhe C«iueck index, dealing with familj’ situations as pe:‘cei'?eé.
'by the boys, 'p:r:oVeci to te exceptionaliy powerful in its dis-
cximinating effect," and that, "the Glueck scale is a power-
mi differentiating tool « « o in determining delinguency
vroneness" (Gluecks, 1972). The weighted items which consti-
tute the table enztleone to eclassify subjects into low, medivm
and high probability of delinguency categories, These class~
ifications can be used as independent variables to further
delineate and differentiate outcomes. |
Tﬁe entire test package of nine attitude measures and the V'Socia.l
Predicticn Table (See Appendix) was pilot tested on 4 group of juveniles
from Independence High School in lewark, The results affirmed the feasi-
bllity 2nd suitability of the measures with a closely comparable g-:bup.
Pre-testing tegan. in Februaxy, 1978 and ;-Jas completed in Cetoter,

a
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1978, TFost-testing tegan in May and was completed in Novemter. .The

,,,,,

7

time lapse beitween pxre and post rarnged from one day for some juveniles

o

to a%most nine months for others. TIecause of this variation, time lapse

is classified into three categories: less thén one week, one to ten weeks,
an& eleven weeks or more, It is treated as an independent variable
possibly effecting outcomes; and, it is analyzed for measurement of

decgying effects upon attitude changés. ‘ o

-

b,
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FINDINGS

Beczuse the research was unable to adhere-strictly to-én |
experimental design with random assignment, it was considexed u
necessary to %est for comparability of the experimental énd control
groups, Significance tests were conducted for five independent
variabless sex,‘race, delinquency probability, age, and time lapse
between pre and post—testingQ

In the eiperimenfal group, there were 38 boys and 8 girlss in
the contxrol group, 27 boys and 8 girls, These differences are not
significent, There were 27 blacks, 17 whites, 1 Hispanic and 1 other
in the experimentzl group; there were 15 blacks; 16 whites, 2 Hispanics
and 2 others in.the control group, These differences also are not i
significent, . |

E&am tbe Glﬁeck Social Prediction Table resulfs, ‘the subjects

wexre classified dnto low, medium and high probabilit& of delinquency

categoiies.
TABLE 1
PROEABILITY OF DELINGUENCY BY GROUP
Glueck Exrerimentzal Control - - Total -
Low | 31(70. 5% 24(75.0%) | 55(72.45%)
Hedium  10(22.7%) ‘ 5(15.6:5) | 15(19.73
High 3 (6.8%) 3 (9.4%) 6 (7.5%)
motal _ 44 32 (3
<% = 0.68; 2df; nes.

The table indicates.that the two groups do not differ on the



Va

probabili‘y of delin juency dimension, Eeycnd thaﬁ conclusion, the
magnltude of the low pxubaoml¢ty category would seem io have seriocus -

implications for the owtcome measures. “Assuming that the Glueck table

is a valid predictor of delinguency = and this will be tested against

thé criterion of pre and post involVement in delinquent behavior - it

Endicates tﬁat{g large proporiion (70.5%) of the juveniles exposed to

JAPH were ébt likely to be or become delinguents in any event, If

this is so,\ié raises several issues: Wwhy do these particular kids

néed to at{end the Project? Why are referxring agencieslnot sending

more high probatility juveniles who mighf te more invneed of deterrence?

If the low prohability of delinguency Jjuveniles in fact do notvbeﬁomg |

delinquent, cen the JAPH claim credit? Answers to some of these

questions may tecome more apparent as the;eygluafion continues,

° (n the variatle of age, the mean age of the experimental group

is 15.4 years, ranging fﬁom 12 years old to 18 yeaxrs old, ;he mesn age

of the control group is 14.6 years, ranging from 11 to f8 years old.

Dichcﬁcmizing the sample by the median age (15.135 yaarsj and testing D

for 1nuep-“denc¢ btetween age znd experinental/control grouv,.indicates

that the two groups do not differ significantily in age. Thus, on

fdur characteristics, age,'delinquEnt probability, race ;pd sex, the

two groups are well-matched, R | o ,
Ihe rcmalnlng independent variable is time lapse cetweer pre and

post~testing. A chi square test of lrdependence tetween the lanse and

experimental condition (exverimental or control group) shows a signifi- . o

cant d@fference‘tetween.the tWwo groupse A “aaorl v of the experimental
1‘[
group (54.33%) had a time lapse of ome to ten weeks; a maacrzty (48 €34)

of the control ~rcup had a time 1apse of less than cne week, L
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Consequently, time lapse will be in{:roduced in testing foxr differences
in outcomes.,

The statistical teclmigue or procedure used to compare differences
for each of the nine attitude measures by group is analysis of variance.
This is a ibrocedure for testing the significance of the differences
among a set of means, in which every combination of means is considered
simultaneously, Tactorial analysis of variance is used when time lapse
is introduced as an additional independent variable, This method analyzes
the independen%; and in'teractivg effects of this variable on attitude
changes,

Each c:ai‘ the nine measures is treated separately begimning with

the Attitude Toward Punishment of Criminals.,

Attitude Toward Punizhment of Criminzls

TABLE 2

DIF.F’E‘RENCES IN ATTITUDE TCWARD PuNISHEMENT
OF CRIMINAIS BY GRCUP

Source of Variation conzres | op oean e

Main Effects 18,304 1 18.304 | 0.063 0.795
Group 18.3504 1 18.304 | o.08 | 0.795

Explained 18.305 | 1 | 48.305 | 0.06s | 0.795

Residual 21283.105 | 79° | 269.406

‘Total | 21301.470 | 80 | 266,268

This table indicates that the juveniles in the expérimental group’
who attended JAFH did not change their attitudes, as measured by this

sca.lg, more then did a comraradle control group of Jjuveniles who did

e
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not attend the Project. There was a very slight, tut insignificantv
shift towaxrd less punitive attitudes in post-testing. The mean
change for the exparimehtalﬁgroup was -0.67. Tﬁis ccmpares with
Prodsky's findirg of changes of -0.66 for forestry camp toys and =0.29
for high school pre-delinguents., The results are obviously very
qgmparable. The mean changé for the control group was 0.28, a very
amall shift toward more punitive attitudes in.the post-testsa

when time lapse tetween vre and post~testing is introduced as

a source of variation, the difference is still not significant.
Crime
TABIE 3

DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDE TOWARD
CRIME BY GROUP :

et ans Sum of Mean o | signir
Source of Variation Squares IF gquare - P of 7
Main Effects . 726,561 | 1 | 726.561 | s5.806 | c.o1e
Group 726,561 1 726,561 5.806 - 0,018
Explained 726,563 1 726,563 | 5.806 0,018
Residual 9886.715 | 79 125,148 | -
T '
Total 10613.277 | 80 132,666

Table 3 shows a significant (p.<:.05):difference ;etween
experimentals and controls in their shifts in attitude toward crime,
The juveniles visiting Rzhway tecame significantly more negative in
their outlock on crime +than did the comparisen group. The mean change
for the experimental group was =4.21., In ccntrast, the control group |

mean change was in the opposite direction, increasing 1.83%3., This

- 17 =
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chenge is cleaxly in the direction hoped for by the sponsors and

e

supporters of JAFH, It indicates that the Iifers' Group.did change the
4 v . .

attitudes of these young people toward crime,

-

DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDE TOWARD CRIME
BY GROUP AND TIME LAPSE

I Sum of Nean Signif

Source of Variaticn Squares DF Square F of ¥
Main Effects - 994,998 3 | 331,666 | 2.673 | 0,053

Group 541,587 1 541.587. | 4.364 0.C40

Time 2 _ 268,437 2 | 134,219 | 1.082 | 0.344
2-ijay Interactions’ 311,019 | 2 155,509 | 1.253 | 0.292

Group Time 2 311,019 2 | 155509 | 1.253 | 0.232
Eiplained 1306.020 5 | 261,204 | 2.105 | 0.074
Pesidual 9307.258 | 75 | 124.097 , W
Total 10613.277 | 80 | 132,666

Table 4 indicates hat the significant difference between the

exrerimental and control groups holds when tize lapsé is intrecduced as

a possible source of variation, Thé table also shows that there is no
sigﬁificant interaction tetween group and time lapse. Interaction refers
to the fact that variables, such as group (experimental or control) an
tine lapse may not act indevendently, + rather mafaact in concexrt to
produce the effect upon attitude change observed. This result adds to
the strength of and confidence in the conclusion abtout the effect of the
Project on this variahle: The fazet that tize 1apseﬁdoes not have a sig-

nificant effect is important tecause it suggests thai this attitude

change mey not te subject io decay, ai least over the period of time

studied here, : /

Y

I
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DIFFERENCES INZATQITUbE TOWARD
LAV BY GRCUP'

. Sum of | Mean | Signif
Seurce of Variation Sguares P Square T of F
Main Effects 0.654 g 0,654 | 0.004 | 0.9%0

“Group 0.654 1 0.654 | 0,004 | 0.950
Explained 0.656 ¥ 0,656 | 0,006 | 0.950
Residual 1 13174.395 79 | 166.784 .

‘Total o | 13175.051 a0 164,688

L]

. Thig table shows no difference in the variance between the groups
on th;ir attitude toward law., Both groups tecame mere negative in the
post—%esting. The meaéz change for experimentzls was «2,703 :or c:”ontrols
it was‘\"\;\'wa.SZ. Tay is verhaps a more esoteric and complex concept in the \
minds si‘ the young veople in our semple, As such, it is less likely
than som; othier concepts to te subject to change through e.t;ostre to
the :Lifers' Drogram. ecause a negative shift occured in both ETTUDS,

it cammot be considersd meaningful,
Justice

Table 6 shows no differerce in the vax;ance ‘ce;ween groﬁps on
their attitude towaxd justice. Eoth groups again shifted in the
negative direction, tut the change was more pronounced for tre :con‘crols
(mean = -2.03) then for the exrerirentals (mean = -0.67). Justice is

also a complex ard multi-faceted concepi, protably not subject to

i
o
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simple maﬂipulation. The fact that ro sigqifioant changes ocourced

in attitudes toward law and justice is not surprising, given the

nature of these concepts.

of variation.
. &

Time lapse again is not & significant souxrce

TABIE 6

Y

DIFFERENCES I ATTITUDE TOWARD
JUSTICE EY GROUP

. Souxce of Variation Séﬁimzi I SZizge P Sign;f
Main Bffects 36,475 1 36,475 | 0,157 | 0,693

Group 364475 1 364475 0.157 0,893
Ezplained' 36,477 | 1 36.477 | 0.157 | 0,693
Residual 18411.004 79 233,051 "
Total 18447.480 | 80 | 230,59
T (Myself

TABIE 7 ;
DIFFERENCES IN ATTITULE TOVARD
SELF 2Y GROUP

Source of”Va:iat;én Siﬁ?xgi oF Sﬁiﬁge F Sign;f
Hain Effects 55.570 | 1 55.570 | 0.233 | 0.630

Group 55.570 1 55,570 | 0.253 | 0.630
Explaired 55,570 1 55.570 | 0.2335 | 0.630
Residuel 18824,004 | 79 | 238.279
Total 18679.574 | 80 | 235.995

1
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or not the J&PH had amy e‘ffec'bs uron self-perception. The conecept
I (Miyself) was employed in the Semantic Differential scales as one
measure of such effects, Table 7 indic;a“!:es no difference btetween
exr,erimentais and cgz) trols on this v’a.i'?‘.able. lfean change for ‘
experimenta.l’s was only -0,04; for controls it was 1.63. ' The rroject

seems to have had no effect upon this measure .of self-perception.

Time lapse is a2lso not a significant source of variation.

Policeman

3

TABLE 8

DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDE TOWAED | .
POLICEMAN BY GRCUP , ‘

Source of‘yaiiaiion 'siﬁieiﬁ-*-"~“ﬁ%*' “*éiﬁjﬁe v ?ifﬁif

Main Effects | 35.677 1 35,677 | 0.162 | 0.68e
Group 35677 1 | 35.677 | 0.162 | 0.€88

Explained ' 35.686 1 25,680 { 0,162 { G.888

Residual 17379.125 79 219,989

Total ” 17414.805 80 217.£85

~

Table 8 shows no difference in the variance between groups on.
their attitude tovard the concept policeman, Time lapse is not a con- ///
tributor to variation., . Although less esvteric a concept than law and !
Justice, the concept roliceman is also somewhat removed frem the direct
influence of the Juvenile Awareness Project. ZIecause of its symbolic
meaning, however, it is not an ixrelevant concert, The resulis’

4 indic.:até that the existing attitude iz not su'c;‘ec‘bw to change ty the
Li.fers: i

G .
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TABLE 9

DIFFERENCES I ATTITUDE TCWARD
PRISCN BY GROUPZ

Souxrce of T_{:ariation Sigmar:: 7 Sﬁgze P Si.?n ;.‘,f

Main Effects 214,504 1 | 214,508 | 1.421 | 0.237
Group 1 214.504 1 | 214,504 | 1.421 | 0.237

Explained 214,508 1 | 214.508 | 1.421 | 0.237

Residual 11922,275 | 19 150,915

Potal R 12136,781 | 80 | 151.710

) One of the major purposes of the Juvenile Awareness Project is
to influence atiitudes atout prisen, Although there waé 2 shift zmong
the experimentals in the direction of becoming more negative about
prison, this’ shifi was not significantly different between experimen{als
znd controls as reflected in Table 9, This result is complemen'bar‘:'} to
that from the Attitude Toward Punishment of Criminals scale diécusseé.
earlier, The mesn change for the juven:i.les visiting Rahwey '.-,:a.s; =~1.46,

~ For the con’crql group it was 1,83, This change’is in the direction
desired by 'l:hé spronsors and sup;orters, tut it doesn't reach statisti-
‘cal siamificance.  Whether or not i% is soeially or behaviora.lly

important, is a separate issue to te decided by others. Time lapse

was nolt an important source of vai‘jf;&:iation on this measure.

Punichment
Table 10 shows no significant variance between groups in their

. [}

attitude towaxd ‘punisfggzent. Surprisingly, the overazll change was in

Ll
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tke direciion of tecoming slightly more rpositive toward punishment on

the post-tests. The mean change for the experimental group was an

almost imperceptible 0,043 for the control group it was 1,20, Mime

lapse is not significant,.
TABIE 10
DIFFERENCES TN ATTITTDE TOWARD
FUNISEMENT BY GROUP

; ¢ mr s g Sum of lean Signif
douree pf Variation Squares Ok Square r of ¥
Majn Effects 26,586 1 26,586 0.212 0.846 .
Explained 26,585 | 1 26,586 | 0.212 | 0.646
Residual 9897.414 79 | 125.284
Total « '9924,000 80 124,050
Attitudes Towzrd Qkeving the Izw

TABIE 11
DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDES TCWARD
OEEYING THE LAW BY GRCUP:

| L Sum of - Yean Signif
Source of Variation . Squares IF Square W of ®
Main Effects : 2,624 1 2,624 0.383 0.538

Group . 2.624 1 '} 2,624 | 0.383 0.538
i . .

Explained 2.624 1 2.624 |- 0.383 0.538
Residual 5413572 7° €.853

Total - 1 543,996 80 6.800

The-ATOL measure is a four-item scz2le emrloyed to

directly test

1%



the deterrent effects, attitudinally, of participation in JAPH., Zach
of the scale items was scored 1 -~ 4, resulting in a range of possible

I
scores for the entire scale of from 1 to 16, Ilow scores indicate more

" favorable attitudes towerd obeying the law, and high scores indicate

less favorable attitudes, The experimental group shifted very slightly
(mean chenge = ~0.06) toward more favorable attitudes aftexr partici-
pation in the Project. The conirol group change was in a similar
direction, tut of scmewhat greater megnitude (mean change = ~0,43).
Table 11 indicates no significant variance between the experimental group
and the control or comparison group on this measure, v |
When this scale was used in the Ybuthfﬁl Cffenders at Highfields
study, post-test results class;‘Lfied ty Highfields blacks and whites .anci
Annandale blacks and whites, indicated "a slight tendency for all but the
Highfields Yegroes to show 2 more favorable attitude towa&d obeying the
Jaw by the <ime the voys take their post-tests, tut the.differences
2re very small, ZExanination of the intermal shifts indiﬁates that
two-fiftﬂs or noxe of the toys change, and that relatively about as many
boys change favorably as wnfavorabvly.," Three of the four groups,
Highfields whites teing the exception, showed no significant change
from the pre-test to the post-test. The results from our zdminis-
tration of this test are not terribly diésimilar to these, Weeks
found further %hﬁt success rate was related to favorable or no change,
Since tbg 2ggregate result for oui expexrirental group is no change,‘there

is perhaps rezacon to be opiimistic about positive behawvioral outccmes,

-24 -
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CANCLUSIQNS

Conclusions from the first rhase of our evaluation of the Juver-
ile Awareness Project need to te presented and understood in the con'hex't
of two dimensions, The first dimension concerns the .mmo:r:tance of
measuring attitude change as a means of evaluatmg whe‘o'her or not the

;,v

Project "works," There are probably those who have concluded ox will

-

conclude that the Projest is not trying to change attitudes, tut is

rather trying to prevent or deter delinguent tehavior. Therefore, this

thinking goes, attitude change measurement is an academic exercise which .
bears little relationship to the real world. ter all, isn't tehavior

what it is all about? Isn't that what is "i.'eally‘important? Cux .
answer to these c_ues‘bionsf is that behavior is indeed imrortant, tut
that thexre must be some way of getting from here to there, IZehavicr
is the "proéf of the pudding," tut it is a function of attitudes, and
of the immediate situations in which an individual finds hinself at
kdifferent tires, Attitudes affect overt behav:.or, as well as percept-
ion, learning, ete, Since we axe generally not in a position to alter
the irmediate sitwations in which delinguenis or potential delmcuen ts
find themselves, we ordinarily concentrate upcn the attitude comporent
of the equation in attempting fo deter juvenile Q\elinquency. In ‘
nther words, we try to change tehavior ty changirig attitudes, This is

in fact the epproach teing followed by the Lifers' Project, therefore

evaluating its effectiveness is not only" appropriate ’gv;u necessaxy,
/
The conceptual foundation for JAPE rests in d./ errence ‘cheor&,
whether or not this was intended. The recent reseﬁ-jh on deteneﬁ‘ce\
has increasingly pomted to the imrortence o'f 4 e/:;r;:eptual proverties

of runishkments znd other sanctions, In other words, the argument is

-25- : .



that votential offenders are deterred, if at.all,.by what they rerceive
to te the certainty, swifiness, severity, etc. of sancticning, whether
or not that perception is accurate, The objective of the Project,
which is to heighten the awareness or percepﬁion of juveniles,'is
linked to this idea. ‘

Thexe is, therefore, a complek serieé of interactions among
attitudes, perdeptions, deterrence and tehavior. Attitudes influence
behavior; attitudes inf?uence rerceptions; perceptions influence
deterrence; deterrence influences behavior, and so on. It is there- .
fore critically important‘to measure attitude change as an initial
trigger in this entire process,

Orerating on this premise, the second‘diménsion of the

gvaluation conclusions focuses on the.cuestion of whether or not

the Juvenile Awareness Project in fact changes attitudes, The answer

to this question, as should be apparent from the f;ndings; is voth
yes and no. The résults are mixed,

The nine attitude mezsures mzy te logically grouped'iﬁto four
clusters or categories: crime/deterrence, prisen/punishment, law/
Justice/policeman, and self;percepficn. In the crime/deterrence
category, the semantic differential écale for crime indicéted signif-
icant effect upon attitude, The importance of this result rests in . W N
tﬁe possible interaction bYetween attitﬁdes towazd crime and inclinations |
to engege ini it. The ATOL results diminish this effect soméwhat beczuse
they show little or ro de?errent effect upon attitudes. Théﬁségantic.
differential is considered the'better measure of the two, btut the
results are mixed,

In the prison/puniskment category, the ATPC and the semantic

1 - 26 =
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differentiol indicate similar shifts towerd less iﬁunitive attitudes, | ‘
4 neither is stztistically significant, The punishment seiantic
differentiai is also insignificant. Leaming that prisons are vad may
generate a group of prison reformers, tut whether they are crime-{ree
Temeins to be seen. ‘ o ,

The law/justice/policemen cluster reflects no significant shifts
in attitudes., These are relevant concepts; but may sﬁmply Ee beyond
the scope of the Project's possible effects.

The self-perception concept - I (Myself) ~ also showed no
attitude chenge. This is neither 2 plus nor a minus, but mey indi-
cate that changing self-perception is also teyond the scope of the
Projecte. Self-perceétion cr self-image is a complex notion, .

* . The suthors find no overriding rezsons at this point to ;eject‘ !
our hypothesis that the Juvenile Awareness Project has no effect on ihe
attitudes of the Jjuveniles attendiﬁg. Consistent with most thecries
of delinéggncy caugation which indicate tha® delinquent benavior and .
its‘predisposi;g attitudes srise from a multitude of complex factors, a
we maintain, uﬁfil there is furthér,evidence to tbe contrai&, that it A :
is provebly simplistic and unrealistic to expect that & two or three
hour viéit to Rehway cen counteract the long term effects of 211 these

other factors. But then, 2ll the evidence is not yet in.
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