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:rn a previous report, it ... laS pointed out that the Juvenile 

Awa:reness P:r:oject at Rahl'lay state Prison in New: Jerse,y provides an 
.... -~":::::, 

ex~ellertt opportunity for testing the efficacy'of one form o£deterring 
- * .: .. . 

juven5.,le delinquency. The Lif'ers" Group or :Uutl~tes who' created the 

P:r:oj~ct J.n ~976 have e~:ph~si~ed that its objective is Ir ••• to 

" 

',. ~ enlighten the youth of OUT. communities to the facts of.what involvement. 

" 

" 

in c:dmel, prison o~ its :ramifications will lead. ~hem into. tt Th,e Lifers 
o 

"convey info:rmation'speoifically aimed at increasing the perceived, 

magnitude of the probability and losses of imprisonment .for' juveniles 

(Gilman and J.lartin, 1977). This evaluation is grounded in deterrence 

theory on the pr€.lllise that deterrence provides the P~oject with its 

theoretical base. The guiding idea seems to be to deter certain '. 

juveniles from coInIIiitting criminal "offenses~ 
. . 

Deterrence 11as long been one of the fundamental goals of' the 

.. • • • 

criminal justice system, and more recently of' the juvenile justice s,ystem 

as well. Unfortunately, little is known about the" deterren'l; eff'ects of 

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

the literature on tho' deterrent effect of criminal sanctions, Anderson 

. concluded, It. • • there is not yet anY clear or cohesive support fC?r 
,/0.' 

.~- deterrence. At this point it remains an unverified criminological 

'truth. t II (1978). She cited a number of deterrence studies involving 
II 

" 

*// 
~;, Juvenile Awareness Projec,t lYelp, Evaluation Report lio. 1 (Dec-

ember. 1978). 

'" 

--



juvenile subjects which have been carried out over the last ten yea:rs, 

e.g. Jense:n (1969), Burkert and Jensen (1915), Teevan (1976), .Chiricos, ~ 

et.al. (1977), l!..-S:ickson,et~al. (197,1), Peck (1977), Teevan (1977), 
, 

Thomas (1977), Tittle, (1917), etc." All.,of these studies used questiop-

pa~res or interviews to survey juvenile~ who had E2! been subjected. to 
o 

criJhin~ sanc"Mons. Nost 0:1} the studie~ :relied. on self'~~eported beha.vior 

as their outcome measure~) 'All ot them used perceptual measures 0:£ 

sanctions following the belief that perception of risk of swift, certain 

and severe reaotion by ~olice, court and corrections of£icials is what 
, . 

acts to dete~ cor not det~r, as the case may be, the "contempla.ted criminal 

act. Littledeterr~nt 'eff'ec1; was"f'oimd in these stud.ies ;for either p~r-

ceived severit,y or perceived swiftness of legal reactions. Some support 

was foupd for. the! deter1.'ent effects of' perceived cert:ainty. Thi~ is 

cons,istent, in general, with recent re13~archon deterrence which".'!~ggests 
. 

'that increasing the certainty of' :punishme~t has considerably more impact 

on crime than does increasing its se¥erity" (Silbe~an', ~ 1978). 

'A number, of substantial differences'exist between the' aforementioned 

research and this ~vn1uation of the Juvenile Awareness ~rojeet.' However, ~ . ('; . 
:follo\dng a deterrence lIiodel based upon perceptions of: swif'tness, 'certainty 

and severit,y, it seem~ ,reasonable to assume that the LUers' Grc;>up camot 

influence' perceptions of swiftness andc~rtainty. One must come to the . 
attention of ~he police, be apprehended, be referred to juvenile court, 

I \l 

be~judicated,~d be sentenced to a correctional institution beXore one 
t1 ( '\ ' 

:faces the pain chy' :ilnp~:isonment" The delinquents, both those' ,.:hose . 

delinquencies'have no~ come to the'atterition of legal authorities ~~d'those 

who are of:ficially kno\m, are already al-lare 'ot the s\.,.:Lrmess and certainty 
(-' ,.. 

o~ being caught and puniShed :from their own persQnale,~eriences. These 

-2-
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",youths know that the 

delinquents are also personally aware of t~e severity of sa."1ot:to~s, h~;ril:ig' . ...." . ,,' 
been su..bjecte'd to them. They knOH tha.t these sanotions are not very seve're, 

" 
and that there is a good ohance of getting off lightly even if' they are 

caught. 
,.... .. -. 

The only part of the deterrence model left,is peroepti9ti~'pf 

~eve:d ty, and the only youths who are not Personally familiar w~ th sanotions . 
. . ~ 

are the non--delinquents and the hidden delinquents.' The. Lifers '. Group ... .' . , 

must oonfront this reality and attempt to oqnvince those juveniles who 

axe amenab1@ to convincing that oonfinement in a maxtmum seourit,y'prison 
" , 

(.:. '-

, .. is a rea30nap1y likely consequence of their future' involvement :in 

fdelinquent behavior. :Not only is this a diffipult and perhaps imp;bssible 

task, 'but its .potential suocess £lies in the faoe of the previ~u~iy oited 
, . 

researoh evidenoe whioh shows that peroeived severity has no paxticular 

deterrent effect. 
. 

, ' 
The Juvenile A,·rareness Project was designed to ~nlighten youth '. 

about the effects 'of their involvement in crime through a !'shock"': 

conf:rontationtl approach. The style of t.lJ.e :inmates is aggressive and. 
. . 

dramatic9 and is intended to represent to the youth. the most 'negative ....... . -
aspects of prison life. S~ce'the first evaluation report in De~ember, 

197,E}, a film 'abou't t~e Project entitled "Scared Straighttt has been sho .... ~ 

nationally. The response to this film has been wide~pread epd generally 

positive. In a number of states and several foreign countries, consider

ation i~i'ibe~g given to implementing similar programs. The question 

tfliding this evaluation, namely does the Project ,",o:rk, thus assumes even 

grcate.r and more far-reaohing import. There is serious conce:r.n that 

expectations for this and $imi1ar projects are becoming unrealistic~y high~ 

.. 
-3-
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Ji. "Scared Straight" bcmdwagon is cleve loping, and this might be detrimenta.l 

to the interests of the j,{tma.tes and the juveniles involv~d. 
\.! 

The goa.ls of the research reported here were to evaluate the be-

havioral outcomes of juveniles exposed to the lifers, and to compare this 

behavior with that of a comparable control group. ' The basic hy,pothasis 

underlying the evaluation is that the Juvenile Awareness Project has no 
.. I) 

significant' effect on the juveniles parti~ipating in te:cms of deterring 

their future delinquent behavior. This,report concerns only the second 

l:~ase of the evaluation "1hieh attempts to test that hy:pothesis. 
" 

!'I • 

• 

. . . ' 
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HETHODOLOGY 

, , 
l? Ole objective of the evaluation 'Was to select a sample of 

approximately 100 juve'hiles designated for att'endance at the Juvenile 

Awareness ~roject. These juveniles 'Were to be randomly assigned to 

experiment~l and control groups - 50 youths to each •. The eX:pf):r:=imentaJ. 

group ,V'o~ld attend tne Project; the control group 'Would not ... 

'A stratified ;random sampl,!3 of 21 sponsoring agencies wa.s selected 

to represent agency type. Each of these agencies was then contacted ~~d. 

asked to provide the names of juveniles selected to attend. The design . 

called f,or random as!~ignment t6 experimental· and contro~,grou:ps within 
l) 

these designated lists. Ul timatelYf nine sponsoring agenl!lies partici". 

pated ~\ the study., " ' 

. FJr' rea.sons beyond the c6ntrql of the evaluators, the experimental· . ' , 

. design bec~e a quasi-experimental desisn :in' which, assignment to' experi- . . . 
, , 

mental and control groups was not purely random for all agencies. Hm,l-

ever, each juvenile in the sample was designated by the referring agency 
, . 

'Eor participati~n in the Project in accor.dance with the selection' 

criteria etD.ploy~d by that agency. Thus, the exper;tmentals' and controls 

are assumeil. to be equivalent in terms of' those c:d teria. A total of 46 

experimentals and 35 controls was studied. 
(~, 

"'1/ 
, Juvenile court records \-lere surveyed a cinimum of six months after 

the ~xper:ilnental group visit~a Rahway ahd after the control group was 

pre-tested. This ~las done to determine 'Whe'hher or not there 'ola.S any 
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recorded delinquent behavior for oi ther experimentals or controls. \·lhere 

records of delinquency were found, they ... ,ere' revieHed :for type ,0£ delin': 

quency (befQre and after visit or pre-test) and n~b~r of delinquencies 

(before ~d ar'ter ~. Ty:pe of delinquency was weighted' accQ~j.ng to 

seriousness by classification a~ a juvenile in need oX supervision (J~HS) 

offense or a juvenile delinquency. (criminal) o~fense. T:~is permits a 

determination of not only "'Thether one group commits or has committed mo:re 

offenses than the other, bu'\; also whether these o;f'f'enses are or were 

mor~ or less serious. For oornparative purposes,. a mean seriousness of' 

. delinquency score fOl: each juven:ile was developed. lIon-deJ.:inq\lency ,,,as 

'Weight~d as zero, Jn~S offenses as one and JD offenses as toilO. The score' . 
if 

"results from ~lti'Plying each offense by its ,,,eight and then adding them', 

for each youth. For those e:x:perime~tal juveniles ha.ving prior offenses# 

subsequent offenses can be considered a measure or rec~divism. • 

Ii , 

.. 

-6-

. 
" 

() 



" .. , 
• p 

. () 

. . 

Fnmnms 

l3ecause~he :re search was unable to adhere strictly to an 

experimentctl design with :random assigruaent, it wa.s necessaXy to test for 

rComparabil:i:t-y of the exper:;mentaJ. and control groups. Signi.fic.:mce tests 

"1ere conducted for four independent varia.bles: sex, race, delinquency 
, 

probability, "and age. There ,~;ere no significant differences' between the 
J ' 

groups, thus they can be considered comparable on these .facto:cs. 

E>:;aminat::bn of juven;i.le c1)urt records xeve~ed that 19 of the 

46 youths in the expe:cimental group (41 percent) had no record of prior 

Offenses. This is contrary to what appears to ~e a widely held view that 
-. ... 

all referrals to the Juvenile A~areness Project are de1inquents. 'The num-

ber of J>f£enses among those with prior :records :in this group ranged from 

one to eleven. The seriousness of d~linquency scores ranged from 0 for 

those with no prioxs 10 22. ~le mean seriousness score was 4.2G; 

excluding the 19 non-del:inquents, it was 7.26. .Among the controls~ 21 

of the 35 juveniles ~60 percent) had no prior re'cord. The number of . ' 
, . 

offenses range from none to nine; seriousness scores from 0 to 18. '~he 

mean seriousness score was 2.51; excluding non-delinquents it was 6.29. 

This descriptive 'background informatipn xaised some conctf'in, 

about the compara.bility of the w,o groups in terms of tbei~ crilD.inal. 

histories, ru\d it was decided that this should be tested. The results 

which are shown in Table 1 indicate that the ~~o groups do not differ in 
Jj 

a signif~cant w~ with respect to hav~g a prior record of delinquency. 

-7-
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Experiruentals 
, 

Controls 
f:::·r 

Total 
, 

o 
\\ 

,'If "" 

Cm'IPMAl3ILI'l'Y OF EX}?EHll'lENT1lI/CONTROL GROUPS 
BY PRIOR DELmQU:@WY RECORDS 

" 

Priors no Pxio.rs 
-",- ~ --=~.;;;;. 

, 
. . Total 

", 

.27(58 .7%) 19(41.3%) ~ 46(56.8%) 

14'(40~O%) ~ 21(60.0%) 3~(43.276} 

41 40 
" 

81 
, 

. . 
It was decided to .furthe~' test their comparability by using the 

, . 

mean seriou~nes~ o£ delinquency scores. A difference Df means test showed . \\ . 
nosignilicant differen6eobet'-,oIeen the lllean se:r:iQusness score .:rDr,the 

,~-<) 

experiIl),ental. gro,up and that for -the control.group (t := 1.43, df ,,= 79; 

n.s.). This result i'urther cDnfirmed the conclusion that overaJ.l the :m.,o 
• ~." • ,7) ~ 

groups are similar. '.,then the=non-de linqlients were excluded .4:xDm the' 

" ,. 'analysis, the difference between the mean seriousness scores .:rDX experi-, , . , 

mentals and controls was even further from being significant (t ::: .37; 

df'::: 40; n.s.). The juveniles in the~ group ~hich attended. the Juvenile 0 

. 
Awaren~ss Project. were somewhat more delinquent than the com~arison 

juven~les, but not significantly so. 

~tQomes: Success Dr Faiiur~ 

,Each juvenile's court rec&td was tra'cked for a. minimUm of six 

. '.' 

o 

months after the visit Drafter pre-testing in the case of the contro~s..,. . 
. . 

Using any further recorded offense regardl~ss of dfsposit~on as the 

definition of, .failure, the results a:re sh9\m in Table 2." 

~is table indicates that a significantly higher proportion o£ the 

juveniles who did ~ attend the Project did better in terms o£ 
-8 
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" 

flubooquent ofronsco than dld the gJ?~>Up "rhich attended.. The: relationship 

bat~/oon the variables of group and outcome is'a moderately strong C = ~44. 

Tbia cttrp:x:'is'~g a'1.d une:r.:pected finding Geemed to call for further, examin

ation and analysis of the da·ta .. 

-
......- ./. J 

.)?.xp'e±imentals 

.Coni-:r::ols 

,Total . 

TABLE 2 

Ccr1PARISON OF EXPERIf1ENTALS/CONTROLS 
:BY OUTCO!>lE 

. . 
Success Failure 

21(58 .1%) 19(41.3%) 

31 (88.69~) 4(11.4%) 

58 23 . . 

x2 :: 8 fl 7;; 1 d:f; p < .01 j C = .44 (<?ol.'rected) 
.. 

", 

Total 

, ~~tiS 56.8%) 
/ . -: . 

35(43. 2%) 
81 

" 
\' .. ) 

.Among the experimental group, the success' rate was 21 out or 46. 

(58. 7~6).. This, is certainly a fro:: cry from the. 80-901~ success rates being 

olaimed by the supporters of the Juvenile A,'raxemiss Project.· Among ·the . 

27 rouths with prior records J 14 (51.8%) '\-Tere successes ; conversely,' the 

recidivism rate was 48.296., This is not, ~nly not better than~ but in some 

instances is worse than, recidivism rates from other progr~s'designed to 
• ~~!/. 

prevent or trea-c juvenile delinquency' (Haxtinson, et.al., 1975). I:n 

f'ai:rness' hO\'1ever" it should be emphasized that this is not a. typical . \ 

prevention or treatment program which engages its clients' over some· 

pe~iod of time. It is strictly a "one shotn effort fC?r the most part, a."1d 

as a resul~ there are problems of comparabilit.y. One ne~ only review 
\ .\ 

the categories into ''1hich programs nere cla.ssified for purposes o;f com-

parative evaluation by Robert Nartinson to e;e~ a sense o;f the com'p~-
~.~;~i 
(',' 

ability problems (Hartinson, 1974). These categories included education 

-9-
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c:md vocational t:cain:il"lg, indi1lidua,1 co\tnselil1g, g:r:oup cotU'l.selll1g, psycho ... . 
therapy in community setting/$, p:coba:t;ion, intel:sive community superd,sion, 

etc. Into "lhich of these categories could -the Juvenile Awareneos PrQ,ject 
. (,). IJ (.' 

be classified? Its ~iQ.ueness ma.'I(es com:parisons to other p:cojec'bs 

untenable. There~ore, the use of a control group for comparison pur~oses 

is ',of considerable inpo;t'ta."1.ce. 

1m interesting outcome with the experimental group was that siX 

of the 19 youths (31.6%) . "Ii th no priors had subsequent records of de~in

quency.This result can be used to test the assumption that it is with .. 
" this non-d.elinquent' or hidden delinquent group, that the Lif'ers can perhaps 

" 

be most successful. A comparison of their outcomes "'rith=t~ose :tor the 
. 

non-d.elinquents in the control group leads to the results illu~trated in 

Table 3. . . 

TABLE :; 

COHPARISON' OF NON-DELTI-!QUENT EXPERIHENTALS/CONTROLS 
:BY OUTCONE 

Success Failure " . Total 

Non-d.elinquent . ' 

E>::perimentals 13(68.4%) , 6(31.6%)' ~9(47.5%) 

l!on-del inquent 
Controls 20(95.~~) 

() 

1{ 4.8%) 21 (52. 5%)'1\ 

Total 33 ~l 40 

"'2 x ='\~ .. 3 (corrected I'or continUity); 1 elf; n.s. 

·J·lore, of the non-delinQ.uent controls were success.ful than their 

counterparts :in the' experimental group, but 'not sjguif'icently so. The 

LiI'ers were more successful \-lith ~on-delinquents alone than "With their 

" 

, 

overall 'group (68.4~ vs. .1Iowever, this success ra.te \j 

q I 

I) 
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io uti1l oona;.da:r.-o.bl.y ohort oj: tho cl£'1.itllcd ClU{JI~OOS :catofh It is avon 

lc'Uls ;1'cwo:cablc ",han cOlnl'D:cod ,ri'uh tho sucoc:wo ~a.te of' 'bhe, non...aalinqucnt 

oontrols (95; 2%).. [110 Litora hONO LL :toueh 'L-ypology oJ: 'bhe juvenileo 

:rJl!J£a:r.:J:od -be. :thoir project in \-'hich tho youths ~a claElsi£iec1 as 'bhe 

"BOOCl," i.o, 'bhotlo \Of;! .. t;b no ;tnvolvomont'in crime; tho "bad," i .. o", those 

wi'lih mino:r. :tn!':ca.o'~iono~ and, tho "ugly--? II, i.e. 't}1ose \>/110 ha.ve 'been awa:y 
_-;:J 4: • 

or ~a 1)o:r.o.o:r.lino oaoetl. :Does 'bha Juvonilo A.,.ittxeno/:ls, Project sca:co the' ' 

,tlo-oa.l.lod.. "€Sooa" l.dd.~ r:vhl1a.:t6ht? Uihe anS1ilelZ appears "be 'be no .. , 

\<Jlu'J.t l:l.'beu'b ill!!! "bad" tind. tnG! IIUB'lyll kids? A com:va.r.-i.~on 01: only 

'bho/JO "r;f:bh :rmio:c !Caco:ct!ts o£ do:IJ.:nqueltcy :to £lho\.ffi in. Ta.b:Le- 4. . 
['lU3IE 4 

cOtolPJUltSO}l Oll' ))EU.rNQU:ruWl' EXl?mI1n1.l!l!:~n:'ALs/cctN~:aOLS 
,I, l3t OOTCDMl!1 . . , 

'\ ',--

..... ~ "I,.. io U " '''''' ....... " 
, Ii . -- • .: ,"-"'-oII.-u ... UI , ~ I ........ • ~.. ~ II . - .. .. 

"'..... 1 Ct 

f' SucoeSlil , Failure , Tota.l 

. , .'. 
~t. , P '? ~.'IIIW;I q' - ............... 

• 

J)ol:tnq'\.1.~nt 
, 

:mxporimorl'b~ s 14(51.89$) 13(48.2%) . 27(65.8%) 
, 

• llal.:!.nquon'{j 
,II . 

Oorr~:coln 11 ('(0. G9~) . ;(21 .. 4%) , 14(34.2%) . . I 

Total 25 • 16 41 
. 

i" 

'i ~ 
• 

.Ago.:i.n, 'more 0:£ the controls '¥10ra SUcooll)afu),,/;than expe:cimentals 
,j' 

' . 
..... 

(70.6% "Is. 51.8%), ~ut the d1tto:t"enoe is notsign.t:£'io311t. The conclusion , 

seems to be tha.t the Lirers are rcla.tiv~~!ir mora Duoooss£u.l with the "goodtL. 
'.,i 

Jdds than \-7ith the "bad" or 'Jul;lyU kids, but oVQx-all the projoot 1s not' 

suooess£ul "ith any ot these youth when ;outocII'lles are corapareCl to those of: 

the oontrol Gl'OUp.. -~ 
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outcm~~I'.l: .......... SoX'iounnaotl ., .. .. 
'l'ha noxt atep ;tn 'bho compoxat:tVQ nno.lyoio oj.' tha" oU'boornos ot thQ" 

e:X:,POl,-imoll'bal. Mel cont:rol £p:o\'1.l'~ '10.S a.. cHl'i'ol,'enco oi' lnotu:'la 'boot !o;r tha 

)'lleDl1 scmiousnoss £lCO:rCO o:C the two ep:o\.\l')O. . Thos(l wc:r:a tho flOO:rOtl to::t~ 

S\1.1H'J(l(lUOn'b o£:1'cmmao oorom:t:b'bod ,~~.thin 'bho min:tl1lull1. pix mcm:tih £oJ.lo\-l-tt.p 

1'0 X',iod, The :ros\\:\:ba ShO\ffl :i.rt \ruble 5 oompllX'o mean neriouonostl ot . 
" 

dolincluoncy SdB~S rox: all o:h.,]or.:i.mon'bals and. con'blZols, :for 'bbG £a.ilu;c(!:\il 

only (those ,'lith su'bsoquont o:t:£~nGos), Mel, for 'hhe 110n-dGlinq:t.\o).'l.'l:a only 

('bll'OSO vi th no ;p:cioX's) •. ']110 lo:b,'boX' oomparison asa:in '\i(Hl'bo the:> thooX'o'b .... 

ioally basad "aSS\trI11)tion 'bbe;b 'i:hose YO\l:bh~J nxo l'orho.ps 'the bos't 'bru:{£(ld~t::I . 
toX' the Id.fa:r.to. o:l:'£o:rts .. 
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Tho :reoults illuotrated in the above.tablc reinrorce the earlier 

.findil18' that the experimental group did significantly 'tTOr!3e than the 

control group :in terms of outcomes~' Hore experimentals than controls 
o 

commi'b-l;ed subsequent offenzes and their mean seriousness of subseq~ent 

delinquency scores'was significantly higher. As a subsample, the non-

• delinquent experimentals did zignificantly wors~ than their non-

delinquent counterparts in th~ control group. Once again. the Project 

does no-{; have better :results in a comparative sense with those who are 

most likely to be d~terred. 

The only find:i.ng iri the table where there ",as no significant 
. , 

difference was in the comparison of mean seriousness of subsequent . 

delinquency scores for the failures in the t'tl0 grOUps. The seriousness 

of the subsequent delinquency ,.,as substantially the same", 

," 
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CONCLUSIONS 

In a recent article :in Crime and Delinquency, Richard J. Lundman 

ana: Frank Scarpi tti r(:lvie'-1ed forty past or con1iinuing attempts to pre

vent'juvenil~ delinquency (April, 1978). Indicating that the xesults 

of these projects have not been particularly encourag~lg, they conclude, 

.. • • • our Olm research and the re~earch of7 others lead to the nearly 

inescapable conclusion that few, if any, of these ef.for'bs successfully, 

prevented delinquency. tI liundman and Scarpi tti outlme a number of 

recommendations for i\rI;ure project' design, implementation and evalua.tion. 

These recommendations provide 'a ~seful analytic structure for summarizing 

this evaluation of, the Juvenile A1'i'areneSS Project .arid for spelling out, 

consequences, both in terms of the Project itself and in te:x:ms of the 

~esearch on the Project. " , 

Their first recommendation is that, "researchers should ,expect, 

.futt'l,re projects to be unsuccessful. 11 In hypothesizing that tlJ~ P~ject 

would have no significant effects on the juveniles attending, the 

researchers have proceeded in a manne~ consistent with this recommend

ation. The expectation of abselice 61: succes~ which has been emphasized 

by the evaluators was and .is realistic f:o view of the .failure of past 

attempts at delinquency prevention, and in view of the co;;iplex nature 

of juvenile delinquency. Zealous Project supporter~ and "media hype" 

specialists have .failed to take account of these realities, and con

sequently have raised unrealistic expectati~ns p~d coals for the 

14 
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l'};r.oject.. !.rethinking of these goa.ls and expectations would seem to be 
, 

in orda).< given the [indine-sfrom this study •. 

.Anothpr recomr.ncndation is that, "future d,e1inquency prevention 

. " 
progT.a.:ns must be sensitive to and protect the rights of t..l-J.e juvenile 

subjects involved." PrC!ject sponsors and' the T .. ifers themselves must 
. 

~ecognize that the potential for either social or emotional injury to 

participating juveniles exists. A "delinquency fulfilling prophecy" may 

be s·ti::.t in motion in \>1hich the Project actua11y.,iincreases the probability 
I,: , 

of delinquent behavior. This possibility cannot be dismissed in light of 

the finding that experimental group juveniles, including the non-delin-

quents, did considerably worse- than control group juveniles in terms· of 

their behavioral outcomes. Fo11oH-u.p :interviews with each juvenile should 

help determ:ine whethe:r.· the PJ;'oject may actually be counterproductive in 

any sense, : 

A third recommen'dation by Lundman and. Scarpitti is that, "the 

theoretical foundations of future delipquency prevention programs should· . " 
(; be expanded to include sociological as \>lell as psychological, under-

standi.."1gs of the causes of delinquency." The theoretical foundation ,of 

the Juvenile Awareness Project has been assumed to rest in deterrence 

theory, although there is an argument that it perhaps should b~ viewed 

in terms of conditioning (Ey'senck, ,1971) •. Either of these theoretical 
. 

perspectives are consistent with. the spirit of this recommendation which 

is to broaden the understanding of the causes o£ delinquency • 
• (> 

Also recommended is that, "all future delinquency prevention 

projects should be experimental in designJ' The Juvenile A\olareneSs 

Project itself did not have a built-in eval~ation design, but this is 

neither surprising nor unusual. The·Project began in September, 191~; 
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the evaluo:tion began :in Decembe:c, 1977. 'l'he original experimental desiB11 

for the evaluation becmn~ n. quasi-expcrimel1"bal design, ~t still a. u.s~Nl 

alternative under the circumstanceD. . It iD felt tha.t the t\~~ groups were • . '._', 

sufficiently well-ma.tched as to, be comparable. 'l'herofore, the ·results 

cem be vie"red ",i th confidence.< 

" other lundrnan and Scarpitt~ recommendations are to assess changes 
", 

m delinquent l:ieliavior in order to measure the achievement ~,f delinquency 

prevention goals; to objectively measure delinquency; to use sel:f."-:r:eport 
, , 

measures of delinquency; to insure the presence of dif!erent t,ypes of 

subjects (females, middle class, rural, male, lower class, urb~.n, etc.) 
. . 

in both projects and studies; and, to publish the results of all pro-· 
II 

jects. This evaluation has ~ocused on delinquent behayior measured ob-

jectively Qy ~eans of offenses,recorded in juvenil~ court records. ~he 
" 

Project se~es ID8.l\\r different i..-ypes of juveniles, tmd the ,sample studied 

was constructed in such a'way as to be ~l6sely representative of these 

'types.' Final'ly, it is intended that the results be published and the 

£act that you are reading them may. be proof of accomplishment 'of-that' 

intent. Sel£~report measures are being used in the thirn,phase of the 

evaluation. 

Thexe are probably goirlg'to be supporters o£ the Juvenile J.. .. '1~e-

ness Project, and of the concept embodied in it, "1ho are going, to be 

very disappo':i:nted ,dth the' results 'in this report. ,There may even be 
',) 

some who ,-rill feel compelled to try to discredit these findings. It is 

suggested that both the disappointed. supporters and the'po-fenti~ dis-
o 

creditors harken to'the ~rnments O,~ ex-I~fe~ Fr~~ Bindhammer reported 
o 

in JIuman l3eho.vior (April, 1979)': 

lIe admits that the p:rogram at Rahway in no wC'.y attacks 
povert.y, a poor education, £amily difficulties, ~~employment 
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or );'Llcial dhwrimination-thc real causes of juvenile, crime. 
Hhat .it does do, he. saya, is to eat the kids' 11ildivided 
attention so that cOtU1sclors, probation officers and teachers 
a;c leas,\: hi:wC a chance of reaching them "lith al teme. tives to 
a life of deviance. The l~fern, in fact, are trying to Gta.:r.'t 
a follo .... ru.pprogram to help the kids they see stay straight. 

The £indings here are not entirely inponsistent with these reported 

:remarks \'1hich suggest a very different goal :for the Project than that, 

''1hich has been the basis :fo'!: this eValuation. The COlI'JIlent suggests that 

the Project could perhaps be a beginning rather than an end in itself, 

thus xhe need for retbinkipg goals and expectations. 

Juvenile delinquency is an incredibly complex behavioral phenomenon~ 

There are no prulaceas; no cure-alls. There are no simplistic solutions. 

It is not possible to simply scare kids straight. 

. -

. . 
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