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BACKGROUKD | : .

In a previous report, it was pointed out tha:t the Juveni'ie

Awareness Pro;]ect at Rahway S ate Prison in New. J ersey provides an

o,

excellent opporhm:.ty for tes’cmg the efflcacy of one form of" de’cerrmg

*
juvenile delmquency. "‘he L:L:t‘ers* Group of :mniettbs who created %he

Projéct' J‘.n 1976 have emphas:Lzecl that its objective is Y. . o to

enlzghtnn *hhe you'bh of our communn.hes to ’rhe i‘ac*hs of what involvement.

in cxinme, prlsbn or its ramifications will lead ’chem :_n'ho." The Llfers
f
econvey information specli‘lcally aimed at .mc:neas:.ng the perceived -

magnitude of the probability ancl losses of :unprlsomnent for juveniles . . o

(Gilman and Martin, 1977). This evaluation is grounded in deterrence
theory on the premise that deterrence provides the P:;oje,c% with its '

theoretical base. The guiding idea seems to be to detexr certain

Juveniles from commrl.t:.ng crlmmal ‘offenses.

5

Deterrence has 1o~'1g been one of 'l:he fundamen'bal goals of ‘bhe

criminal Jjustice system, end more recently of 'bhe Juvenile justice systnm

as well. Unfortxmately, 1::t’cle is known about the’ deterrenh effects of .

exposure to these systems. . For example, after an excellent review of

the literature on the deterrent effect of criminzl sanc‘hibns, Anderson

" concluded, ", . . there 15: not yet any cleaxr oxr cohesive support for

'd

deterrence, At this point it remains an uwnverified criminological

‘truth,'® (1978). She cited a number of deterrence studies involving
1 '

e // = B
%

Juvenile Awaxreness Project Help, Evaluation Report Yo. 1 (D=c-
ember. 1978)
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Juvenile eubjects which have beeﬂn carried out over the last ten Years,

e.g» Jensen (1969), Burkert ancl Jensen (197‘5), Teevan (1976), Chiricos,
et.al. (1977), Irickson, et,al, (19[7), Peck (1977), Teevan (1977),
Thonas (19'{7), Tittle (1977), e“l;c.' AL of these studies used ques*tmn»
naires o %nterv?fews o surveyv juvenlles.; who hed not ’been’subaected to

criﬁz‘mal sanctions., Most of the studies :belied. on seli‘-“:'éepo:c‘hed behavior

as their outcone measureJ A11 of them used pe::cep‘&:ual neasuxres of

sanctlons followmg ‘bhe belief that perceph.on oi‘ :m.sYc of swu‘.‘t, certain .‘
and severe :reactn.on by pollce, court and correcﬁlons officials is wvhat |
ac’ss to deter or not de&e::, as 'l;he cz.se nay be, 'hhe con%:empla.‘hed c:r:lmmal
act, ILittle- de'berrent effecc was found in these studa.es for er!:he:r: p°r~ ‘
ceJ.Ved sevemty or ;percelved sm.fmess of legal reac'blons. Some suppor'b
was found for . the deterrent effects of percen.ved cer uain‘hy, This is

cons:o.stent, in gene:rel, with xrecent reseerch on deterrence whleh "sugges*hs '

“that :mcreas:mg the certainty of pum.shmen'h has consa.derably mora J.mpa.e'b

on crime than does increasing its severity" (Silbermen, 1978).

R
w»

A number of substantial differences exist belween the aforementioned ..:

research and this evaluation of the Juvenile Avwareness Project. However, °
following a deterrence model based upon perceptions of swiftmness, “céexrtainty
and severity, it seems reasonable to assume that the Lifers! Group camnot

influence perceptions of swiftness and "certainty. Cne must come to the

attention of the poln.ce, be apprehended, "oe referred '[:o Juvenlle court,

by.daudlcated /a.nd 'be sentenced io & correctlonal mstltutlo*x before one .

faces the pain dv* J_mpﬁ.nsonment. The delinquents, both those whoge

I

" delinquencies have not come to the attention of legal authorities and those

who are officially ¥nown, ave already aware of the swiftness and certainty

bf, being caught and punished from their own perscnal exreriences. These

“2-
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/you't.hs know that the cb&;}@es of being caught are small, . The official

delinguents are also personally aware of the severity of sanctions Sy hav.mg

been subjected to them, They know that these sanctions are not very severe,

and ‘that there is a good chance of getting off lightly even if they are

caught, ' | ‘ o . ]

: i R L . "
\ o -

The only part of the deterrence model left is pexceptiors of -

é;eve:ci't:y, and the only youths who are not personzlly familiar with sanctions

‘are ‘the non-delinguents and the hidden délinquenté.’ The Lifers'- Cz:oﬁp

mist confront this reality and attempt to convince those juve.z;iles who

are amenablv:e to convinc:mg that confinement in a maximum securn.'by pra.son

¢ L

~is a reaponably likely consequence of their i‘uture :mvolvemenu m ‘,

fdel:mquent 'E),ehavs.or. Not only is fh:.s a2 difficuls and perhaps :.mv»bssn.ble
task, but its potential success flies in the face of the prev;ou_sly cited
research evidencé which shows; thet ptar.ceivéd severi't;y has no iﬁaxticula:cll
de‘cefcre;n'b effect, | |

The Juvenile Avareness Project was designed..to enlighten youth '

about the effects of their involvement in crime through 2 *shock- Coe,

confrontation" é.pproac‘h The style of the inmates 1s aggressive ancl

dramatic, and is intended to :represent ‘o the youth. the most nega:hn.ve Q: v

‘aspects of p:clson life, Since the first evaluation report in I)ecem'ber,

1978, a £ilm about tl_le Project entitled "Scared Strzight" ha:s been shown
nationally, The response to this film has been widespread and generally
positive. | In a munber of states and several foreign countries, consider-
ation isi?beigg given to implementing similar programs. The question
gg.xiding this evaluation, namely does the Proje.ct wvork, thus assumes even

greater and more far-reaching import. There is serious concern that

expectations for this and similaxr projects are 'Becoming lmreéliéticly high.

-3 -
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A "sCared Straight" bandwagon is developing, and this mlght be detrimenta
to the interests of the meates and the juveniles imvolved., . . . .
The goals of the research reportgd here were to evaluate the be-—
havioral outcomes of ju?eniles exposed to the Lifers, and 1o compare this
behavior with that of a comparaﬁle control group. ' ‘The basic hypothesis
underlyln the evaluation is that the Juvenile Awareness Proaect has no

)

sign ficant effect on the juveniles partlclpatlng 1n texms of deterrlng

‘kheir future delinguent behavior. This report concerns only the second

ﬁhase of the evaluation which attempts to test that hypothesis

LAY
.
. Y

] . -
* . LN .




METHODOLOGY

0 e ob,jv‘ective of the evaluation was‘ to select a sample of
::tpproximately 100 juveniles designated for attendance at 1.:}'1e Juvenile
Awareness l’roaect. These juveniles were to be randomly assigned tc; .
eypemmen'hal and control groups - 50 youths to each, . The ‘e'xpfariinenteﬂ..
group would aﬁ:’cend 'bkie Project; the contrel group would not..

. ‘A stratified random sample of 21 sponsorlng agencies was selected
to :cepresent agency type. Each oi‘ 'bhese agenc:.es was 'l:hen con'l:acted and.
asked to provide the names of auvenn.les selected to at'hend. The des:u.gl
called for random ass;gnmen"c to expexrimental- and con'h:col grou;ps w1’cha.n |
these designated ln.sts. Ultimately, nine sponsoring agen sies pa’rtlc:.«-

pated :m\\ the study.

Fz)r redsons beyond 'bhe control of the evaluators, 'the experimen ual

. design became 2 quasn.-—experlmental design in which.assignment to experi- -

mental and control groups was not purely random for all aéeqcies. ‘ How-‘-;
ever, each ju;renile in the sample was designa‘heé. by the referring agenéy
fox pai-ti;:ipat.ipn in the Project in accordance wiﬁl the selec'i:'ion“

criteria employed by that agency. Thus, the experimen‘t;.ls'and coﬁtrols |
are assumed to be equivalent in terms of those criteria. A total of 46 °

experimentals and 35 controls was studied,

—

TN
~

. Juw}enile court records were surveyed a pinimm of six months a.fter
the experimental group visitéd Rehway and after the control group was

pre-tested. This was done to determine whether or not there was any

-5 -
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' delinguency scoxre for each juvenile was developed., Non-delinguency was

reéorded delinqpeﬁt behavior for either expexrimentals or coh%rols. ‘Where
records of délinqueﬁcy were found, tbey vere reviewed for type .of delin-
quency (vefare and after visit or pre-test) and nﬁmbgr o& delinguencies
(vefore and af%er>; Type of delinghency was weigh%ed'acQOIQingﬁto
seriousness by élassification“ag a juvenile in need of supe?vision (ymis)
offense or a juvenile delinquency.(criminal) offense. This pexmits a
determination of no% only Qhether one group coﬁmifs ér has commitfed more
offenses than the othex, b&t also whether these”offensés are or were

more or less seriougf For'eomparative purﬁosgs, a meén seriousness of’

O

.
.

weighted as zexo, JINS sffenses as one and JD offenses as two. The score
. : 7 , N

.
3

"results from multiplying each offense by its weight and then adding them:

for each youth. TFor those experimental juveniles having prior offenses,
subsequent offenses can be considered a measure of recidivism, R : )

L] . ' .
> . .
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FINDINGS

| Beéauge\\the reseaxch was unable to aziihere sfrictly to an
expeximental c}esign with random assignment, it ;;'as necessary to test for
gomparability of the expeér::i,mental and control groups. Significance tests
vexe conducted .’ti‘or four independent variables: sex, race, deiinquency ‘
pro‘na.bl.u.*y, 'and age, There 1"-eré no significant differencés ‘between 't;he
&roups, -t;ht;.s they can be cons:.dered compa:ca'ble on these factoxs.
Bramination of Jjuvenile court records :t:e’vea.led,m that ‘19 of 'h'pé
46. you'bﬁs in '!;he exprexrimental group (41 percent) had no record of prio:r:
oi‘fenses.. This is con‘brary to what appears to ‘be a wvidely held view that
all referrals to the Juvenn.le Awareness Project axe dela.nquents. The nam-—
Yer of offenses among those with prior wecords in this group :ranged from
m:xe to eleven. The seriousgness of delmquency scores :canged from 0 fo:c
’hhose with no pI'J.OI‘S to 22, 'I‘he mean seriousness score was 4.26°
excludmg the 19 non~delinquents, it was 7.26. Among ‘hhe controls, 21
of the 35 juveniles (60 percent) had no prior re'cérd.. The numT?ei' of
offenses xange ‘from none to nine; seriousnes; scores /,f:\/)om 0 to 18, 'The
mean seriousnesé score was 2,51; excluding non-delinguents it‘ wvas 6.29.'
This descriptive background information raised some concein -
about the comparability of the twa grox;ps in terms of their cmmmal .’
histories, and it was decided that this should be tested. The resnlts
which are shown in Table 1 indicate that the two groups do not differ in

a significent way with respect to having a prior record of delinquency.
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TABLE 1

((’ el
COIIP.NRA.’BILI’I‘Y OI‘ EXPERD{ENTAI/ CONTROL GROUI’S
BY PRIOR DBLJJ!QUBI\CY RECORDS

o : ’
B N .

<

- \P;;l‘ors : No Priors . Total .
F:&perlmentals 27(58.7% 19(41.5%) . 46(56.89%)
cOntrolo | 1440..0%) . 21(60. 06) - 35(43.29%) ¢
Total S DY Y | 40 81 |

x2,= 2,785 1 df; n._é.

It vas decided to furthey test %11eir comparability by using ‘the

#

mean sexioufness of delinquéncy scores. A difference of means test showed
W .

no significant difference between 'l:he mean so:r:.lou ness score for.the
mxpe:r.unental group and that .for the conirol. group (t = .43, = 79;
n....) This :r:esult further confirmed Jche conclusa.on 'l:ha.t overall the two

D

g:noups are similax, \!hen theﬂqon—delmquen“hs were excluded. ~fxrom 'bhe L

s
)

analysa.s, the difference 'between the mean semousness scores fox eype;m-
mentals and controls was even further from belng s;gn::.flcant (+ = .37;

df = 40; n.s.)., The juveniles in the group whlch a.utende\;. the Juvem..!.ef,,

Awareness Project were somewhat more delmquent than the com:par:.son '

. Juveniles, but not sxgnlflcantly SOe

Outcomes: Success or Failure

. Each juvenile's court recdid was trabk;ad for 2 minimum of six -
mor;'ths after th.e visit or after pre-testing in the case of the controls,
Using any i‘urthér recorded offense regaxdle_ass of disposition as the
definitionw of, failure, the resu)its are shown in Table 2.,; .

This 'tg.ble indicates that a significantly higher proportion of the *

juveniles who did not attend the Project did better in terms of

8
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 subscquent offenses then did the group which attended. The relationship
between the variables of group and outcome is ‘a moderaztely strong C = .44.
Thig surprising and unexpected finding seemed to call for further examin-

ation and analysis of the data,

' TA:Bm 2 ‘
- CCMPARISON or EXPERTMENTALS/CONTROLS
BY OUTCOME
) SuCCéss -: | Failure Total B
Feeptinentals C2(58.7%0) 0.5 '\’“’556 86)
Controls 31(88. 6) 4(11.4%) 35043, 2%)
motar 58 : 23 B Y

%P = 8.,73; 1 af; p < 015 C = .44 (corrected)

.Am‘ong the experimen*bél éroup, the success‘x"ate wasb27* ou:'h o.f.‘ 46.
(58 T9%). This is certeinly a far cry from the 80-90) success rates ba;.iné
claimed by the supportera of the Juvenlle Aua:r:eness “Pro;]ect. Amoﬁg-‘the -
/27 yﬁuths vith prioxr records, 14 (51 8%) were successes; conversely, 'tl-xe
recidivism rate was 48.2%, . This is not 6n1y ’not bettexr than, 'bﬁ".: :m some

instances is worse than, recidivism rates from othexr programs'designed %o

by

R

prevent ox treat juvenile delinquency: (Martinson, et.zl., 1975). In
4'fairness-howevé_ri, it should 'bé emphasized that this is no:!:, a typical .
prevention or treatment progrem which ér{gages its clients over some -
period of time. It is strictly a “one shot" effort for tl';e most pa'rt,‘ and
as a result there are problems of ;:ompai:ability. One need ‘only :c.eview

/ ﬁle categories into which programs were\‘n(\'classified for purposes of com-—
pax‘ative evalua*&;}on by Robext liartinson to get a sense of the éompa:_c-
ability promeméf (riaxrtinson, 1974). These cé.tegories included education

v ,-9-
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and vocational training, indif/iidual cownseling, group counseling, psycho-
therap" in community sei;tmg#:, prodvation, mtensme coxmrum.iry “upe:c'vn‘.sién,

etc. Into uhlch of these categories coulcl the Juvem.le fvareness Pro¢ect

P
S

be classified? Its wnicueness mekes comparisons to othe:r: projects
unténablé. Therefore, the use of a control group for comparison purposes
is‘of considerable inportance., | '

An interesting outcome with the expenmental g:r:cup was that six
of the 19 youths (31.6%) with no priors had subsequent xecoxds of delin-
gquency., This result cén be used to test the assumption that :1:{: is with
' this hon-del:ing_u?nt‘ or hidden delinquent group. tﬁé.ﬁ the Lifers can perhaps
be most successful, A comparison of their outcomes vith-those for the |

non—-delinqﬁen‘hs in the control group leads to the results illustrated in
~ Table 3,
TABIE 3

COITPARISOT\T OF NON-~-DELINQUENT EXPBR]IIENTAIS/ CONTROLS

BY CUTCOMBE
Success Failure - Potal
Non~delinquent : ‘ : o .. _
Experimentals - 13(68.4%) . 6(31.6%) 19(47‘. 5%
TNon—delinguent | - ’ - ) :
Controls 20(95.2%) 1( 4.8%) 21(52, 5’)\\
Total 33 i ’ 40

522 ='\‘3.3 (corrected for con‘kinuity'); 1 df; n.s.

*More. of the non-delinguent controls wexre successful than t’hei:c"
counterparts in the experimental group, but not sigmificantly so. The
Lifers were more. successfl;.l vith non-~delinquents alone than with 'bi:xeif

" overall group (68.4% vs. 58.7% z:uccess?{w Yowever, this success rate ¢

D
- R - ‘ .
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in ptill congiderably chort of the eclaimed osuosees rateg, It is even
1ess fovorable whon compared with the success wate of 'hhe.non-—deiinquen%
controls (95:2%). The TLifers hove o xough fypology of the Juvenilen
peforsod to  their project in vhich the youthe are classified as the
"good," 1.0, those with no involvement dn cwime; the "bad," i.e. those
wi'(;h minor infractions; and, the "ugly,"™ i.e. 't':ho:«m wvho have ’llseén away
pr gxae horderline ocagep. Does the Juvenile Avereneps Project scaxe the
go~oalled "good! kKide straight? Phe answer appears “to be no. .
What about the "bad® and the “ugly kids? A comparison of only

{hoga with prlox n:@po:x:éla of delinquency ipm shown in Teble 4.

L]

PABLE 4
~ COMPARTSON OF DEIINQUENT m&mmmmm/co*mom
L BY OUC oM
{ Sucoess © Tailure . | Potal
i)elinqueniﬁ ' ' ”
Experinontals 14(51.8%) 13(48.296) - 27(65.89%)
Dalinguont ' ' B ' L
Conbrale 1(78,68) 3(21.4%) . C14(34.29%) .
Total 25 - t 16 S VT

:zc"2 B 2.76; 1 dfy n.s, ” Sl

Agoin, smore of the controls were succeani‘uﬁlﬁahan expez::nmen*&als
(76.6% vs. 51.89%), but the diffewence is not .mgfzimcan‘b. fhe canclus:ion :
seoms Yo be that the Lifers are xelativel,y moxe successful with the "good".. .
| ; Jids than with the "bad® ox Mugly" kids, but overall the project is not '

succesaful with any of these youth whenfoutcameg are compared to those of

the contro) group.

¥
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Serionsnesy

The next step in the comporative analysis of the owtcomes of the'

exporimental and control groups was a. diffewrence of mesns test fox the

mean sewiousness scoxeco of 'the two pgroups. _These were the scoxes fox

subsequent offenses committed within the minimun pix menth foldow-up

pexiod, The xzesults shown in Pable 5 compuxe mean sexfousness of

dolinguoncy sdowgs for all exporimentals omd controls, for the failures

only (those wii:h subsequent of.t‘énzses), and, for the non-delinguents only

(’bhbse with no :p:t:io:cs>¢ ' The lotbexr comparison again teste the theoreb-

for the Lifers' efforts,

PABLE 5

COMPARISON OF EXPERIMIAICALS/CONTROLS |

BY SERYIOUSNESS OF OUTCOMES |

 Leally based ‘;;ﬁaseump%:ian that these youths awe perhaps the 'béarﬁ targets

*®

LY

' Mean

4 velue

ar

au“ttai.i
Probability

By

Expexrimentale ‘
(N .= 46)

1.2

Controls
(M = 35)

0.5

2,67

18,19

Y
*

+009

Non-delinguent
Experimentals
(0 =19)

0.6

Non-delinguent
Contxals
= 21)

0.09

1.84

+08

Bxperimental
Failures
(% = 19)

Control
Failures
W = 4)

< =0,19
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The results illustrated in the above. table réiﬁforcekthe earlier
finding that the experimental gréﬁp did significanlly worse thaﬁ the
control group in terms of outcomes, lore experimentals than controls
committed subsequent offenses and their mean seriousness of subsequené:
delinguency scores ‘was significantly higher. As a subsample, the non-
ﬂeiﬁnquent experimentals did significantly worse than their non-
delinquen% ccunterparté in th control group. Once zgain, the Project
does not have better results in a cohpara%ivé sense with those who are
most likely to be deterred. .

Th; only finding in the table where there was no ;ignificénﬁ
difference was in the comparison of mean seriousﬁess of subsequent © .

delinquency scores for the failures in the two groups. The seriousness

of the subsequent delinquency was substantially the same.

~

- 13 -
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CONCIUSIONS

)

In a recent article in Crime and Delinquency, Richaxzd J, Iundmen
and Frank Scarpitti reviewed forxrty past or continuing ztiempts to pre-
vent: juvenile delinquency (April, 1978). Indicating that the results

of these projects have not been particularly encouraging, 'bhey conclude,

. 4 o OUXY OWN resea:rch and the research of others lead to the nea:::ly

J.nescapable conclus:.on that few, if any, of these effor hs successinlly
prevented delmquency." I;undman and Scarpitti outlme a pumber of
recommendations for future project design, :unplementau:.on ancl evaluation,
These reco.nmlendations prow.;ide a useful analytic s;bructure for su.mmarlzmg
't};is evaluation of 'thé Juveniie Awaxen‘essm Prbjept .and for spelling out:
cohsequences, both in texrms of the Project itself and in terms of the
xesea:.cch on the Project.

Their first recommendation is that, "researchexs sh.ould .expasct

- future projects to be unsuccessful." In hypothesizin‘g that the Pg:qjec'h

would have no significant effects on the auvem.les attending, 'the

researchers have proceeded in a manner consistent with this :recommend-—

.'atn.on. The expectation of absence 01‘ success which has teen emphasn.zed

by the evaluatoxrs was and .is realistic in view of the fazilure of past
attempts at delinquency prevention, and in view of the co:splex nzture

of juvenile delinguency., Zealous Project supporters and "media. hype™

specialists h ave failed to take account of these realities, and con— .

sequently have raised unrealistic expectations and goals for +the

»
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Yroject. A rethinking of‘ these goals and expecta‘hions’ would seem to be
in ‘oa:der'giv"en the findings from this study, - °
Mothpr'recomméndation is that, "future delinguency prevention '
programs mus*t be sensitive té and protect the rights of ithe Jjuvenile
subjects involved." Project sponsors and the Lifers themselves mus.‘h
recognize t};a’o the potential for eithexr social or emotionzl injuxy_té
participating juveniles exists, A “delinquenc;} fuli;illihg prophecy™ maj :
be sq‘b in motion in which the Project actuall%r‘;.;;increases the p::;é;babi‘lity
of delinquent behavior. This possibility camnot be dismissed in light of
the findir;g that experimental group juveniles, including the non-delin-
quents, did consid‘.erably worse than control group juve'niles. in terms. of
their behavioral outcomeé. . Follow-up intervievws w‘ith each juvenile‘should .
help determine whethex the Pr'c);ject' may actually be counterproductive in
- any sense.-
" A third recommendation by Jundmn and. Scarpitti is that, "the
'bhfaore'bical foundatioﬁs of future deli;}quency prevention _pr.ograms shouid-
be e>;panded to iﬁclude sociological as well as psycholoéical undexr-
stan&ings of the causes of delinquency." The 'theoretidal‘foundation .ofb
| ; the Juvenile Awa”rer.less Project has been assumed to rest in deterrence
.theory, al't':hough there is an argument that it per.h.aps s_hould be viewe‘d‘
in ‘her.ms of conditioning (Eyéenck, 1977). ‘Either éf 'hhesel theoretical
perspec;tives are cnnsistept with.’the sp_irit of this re;:ommenda.tion which
is to broaden t_hoe understanding of the causes of delﬁnquezécy..
o Als;o.‘:recomended is that, "all future delinquency prevention
projects shoulq be experimental in designd' The Juv'e;xile Avareness

Project itself did not have a built-in evaluztion design, but this is

neither surprising nor unuéua.l., The .Project began in 'Sep‘.:ember, 1976_; L
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the eveluation began in ”.Iﬁ)ec‘ember,, 1977. . The oxiginal prerimen;al design
for the eveluation becam? & quasi-experimental ciesign, bat 11 & wsefil |
alternative undex the circumstances, It is felt that the ‘W}P ETOUPS wexe .
Sufflulen’hly well—matched as to 'be comparable. Theﬁ:efore, the wesults

can be viewed Wl'th confidence,

Other Inndman and Scarpititi recommendations are to assess changes

in delinquent_ﬁeﬁévior in order to measure the achievement of delinquency

prevention goals; to objectively measure delinquenéy; to i:s_e seli‘--re?o:rt
measures of delinquéncy; to insure the presence of different "cjrpes‘ of

subje;:ts (females, middle class,‘ rural, male, lower class, urba.n, ete,)
in both projects and s‘midies§ and, to publish the 1.'esu_1*bs of all pro— .
jects, This evaluation has focused on delinqﬁent behavior 'measu:ced ob~
jectively by means oi‘. offenses recoxded in juvenile c;ou:c'b recoxds. The |
Proaect serves many dli‘i‘erent types of ;}U.’Venlles, and the sample S‘tudled

was constructed in such a way as to 'be closely rep:cesentatn.ve of ‘these S

' types.-- Finally, it is :m’r.e‘nded that the resulis be publlshed~and 'l:he

fact that you are reading them may. be proof of zccomplishment of -that’

intent, Self;report measures are being used in 'the_'hhird .phasé of 'bhé

evzluation, | s ' ' : . T .o

There are probably going to be supporters of the Juwr'énile Avare~
ness Project, and of the concep:h em'bodied in it, who are going to be
very dis appom’ced with the resultis in 'bh:.s report. There'may even be
some who will feel compelled to try to discredit these findings. It is
suggested that both the disa‘ppointec'i supporter; and the:pofentia.l dis-‘
exeditors harken to'the comments of ex-Lifex Frank ias_napaumer reported :
in Humen Behavior (April, 1979)3 '

e admits that the program at Rehway in no way attacks
poverty, a poor education, family difficulties, unemployment

N o | I [ S




oxr racial discrimination-the real causes of juvenilc crime,
Wbat it does do, he, says, is to get the kids' undivided

// attontion so that counselors, probation officers and teachexrs

7 at least have a chance of reaching them with alternatives to

a life of deviance, The lifers, in fact, are trying to staxt

a followup program to help the kids they see stay straight,

‘ : . The findings here are not entirely inconsistent with these reported
vemarks which suggest a very different goal for the Project than that,
vhich has been the basis for this evaluation., The comment suggests that
the Project could perhaps be a beginning rather than an end in itself, .
thus the need for rethinking goals and expectations,

Juvenile delinquency‘is an incredibly complex behavioral phenomenon,

There are no penaceas; no cure-alls., There are no simplistic solutions,

It is not possible to simply scare kids straight.
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