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Lﬁ~ ¥ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
L
‘; ~ PREFACE v |
- Proaect New Pride is an experimental Juven11e community-based treatment
j . ‘s ' anded with those
- This second preliminary report has been exp . Program originally founded in Denver Co]orado Juvenile offenders who
' ~ . . i14 i he evaluation of the

- , individuals in mind who may be unfamiliar with the : - wou]d otherwise be sent to an 1nst1tutwon are ifistead sent to Project New
- : :catd A short overview of the research |

New Pride Replication Program. -

Pr1de

. | ,

better understand the issues that the impact study is concerned with
examining overall, and our methodological approach.

The body of the report presents preliminary findings on the types
of youth served as well as assessménts of program impact, systemkimpa;t
and client impact. Nine of the projects’ twenty—twondata files have

‘ . , , o
been used in its generation. They have been cleaned, screened, an

g N

N R

| . '? 1nc7udes testing for ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es and if required, intensive supervision
not all of the ana!yses described there are addressed %n this Part1cutat;éé% . and JOb placement, and a set of sraded obJect1vee wh1ch the client agrees tq
1t report. A discussion of the theong pan which the New Pride concept 1s . ?E attain. The results of the Denver New Pride project were so promising that the
- besed s also included because it provides a backdrop for the interpretation , Office of Juvenile Just1ce and Delinquency Prevention provided funds for the
‘W; ‘ of study findings. By these additions, it is hoped that readers might Eg
-

Program to be replicated and evaluated in ten other Cities.

In keeplng with the 1nnovat1ve nature of the New Pride project in
Denver and of itg attempted rep?1cat1on across the country, the evaluation

of the rep11cat1on is likewise 1nnovat1ve

to address both 1mpact and process quest1ons related to the initiatijve.

Pac1f1c Instwtute for Research and- Evaluat1on is responsible for col]ect1ng

, \ ;; FE' ., the data for an evaluation of the rep]1cat1ons of the project, and for
analyzed in'mahy different ways with the assistance'of ]Qcal‘eyetuators L ; 8 ‘render1ng technical assistance to o 51te evaluators.
| tz and our research staff. Everyone invo]ven,has Workﬁd 1?“9 a"@ hard to . 35 iE Effective management of project information is the means by which
- produce it. Particular thanks fs due to s, Barvara Smjth’ hose ht ? ~ essent1al Project data are spec1f1ed collected, and retrieved to serve a
: administrative assistance has been invalhable. ”y_vf lg ) varelty of management needs PIRE 1nst1tuted a computer network1n0 system
‘jj 1f§ ,g : “de51gned to serve both the management 1nformat1on and data process1ng needs
e - ‘of the eva]uat1on and of 1nd1v1dua1 proJects
i « “3«
-

- Exp]lcwt 1n the New Pr1de servwce de]1veny system 1s the assumpt1on

‘that varrous k1nds of serV1ces W1]1 have d1fferent impact accordIng to the -

.

SRR b

- The national evaluation is designed

i ‘“

7 e R



types of youths being served. For this reason, considerable data relative
to the deve]dpment ofdindividua1ized treatment is generated and subsequently
stored inkthe data system. As of December, 1982, the computerized data

base contained over 3,058,303 separate pieces of'information on 977 clients
and 757 comparison subjects from the seven remaining active sites alone.

The aggregat1on of data related to types of youths w1th1n given proaects
is important to determine differences across the various rep11cat1on
populations. US1ng‘soph1st1cated data ana]ysws techniques, meaningful
profiles of serious juveni1ewoffendere within and across the replication
projects are being generated.
of the variables used in their generation (e.g., academic, psychological,
behavioral, etc.) are expected to provide valuable additiqns to the growing

body of scientific knowledge regarding juvenile offenders and.their treatment.

Preliminary MIS Data

The replications of Project New Pride are serving serious mu]tip?e
juveni]e,offenders., Clients average 7.8 prior offenées, 4.6 of them
sustaineé\by the time ofvprognam admission. They are dVerWhelmingly (91%)
male, minerity (68%) youth whose average age at~admissinnvis 15.7 years.
Clients come from families with high‘rates.of povertyu(63%), unemployment
(50%), and pub11c assistance (44%). 1In 309 of these fam111es there is

evidence of drug and/or alcohol Droblems, accond1ng tO the YOUHQ P30P1e

xlnvo]ved

The Nevf {;Pm'de program i designed to provide juvenile offenders fith:

!

‘o Thorough, professional diagnostic and needs assessment;

These profiles, because of the comprehensiveness .

A AL AR R A e

¢ Individualized treatment based on assessment;
8 Remedial. educat7on and increased school ach1evement

) Tra1n1ng in emp]oyment skills;

¢ Meaningful. employment opportunities; '

¢ Services to improve the participant's social functioning (i.e.,

intensive supervision, counseling, family intervention, and
advocacy).

Preliminary data show wide and significant variations by site in
the proportion of clients who are identified as Tearning diabled and assigned

to LD remediation. Overail,

however, the percentage of clients found to be
learning disabled (29.4) is similar to thatkof the original New Pride
Project in Denver as well as the ACLD Research and Deve]opment project,

both of which have identified approximately 30%.

For the replication projects,

is significantly greater than the number of needs 1dent1f1ed for non-LD ciients.

LD c11ents have a mean of 8.37 1dent1f1ed needs,

, in. descend1ng order

of checked frequenty' educat1on (37.9% of all” needs 1dent1f1ed), emotional

deve]opment (20.3%) , employment (20. 2%), fam11y (5. 9/), social (5.1%),

physical (4.7%), legal (4.4%), other (0.8%), and transportat1on (0.6%).

SerV1ces planned for the New Pride clients are c]ear]y related to

the1r 1dent1fled needs Educat1onai needs are fulfilled by p1anned educational

serv1ces, employment needs by planned emp]oyment services, and family,

o emot1ona1 and soc1a1 needs by counse11ng serv1ces

A pre]1m1nary analysis of de11vered serv1ces in re]at1on ‘to planned

serv1ces (based ot data fron three s1tes wh1ch had comp]ete records of

&

iv

the number of needs identified for LD clients

while non-LD clients have a mean
- of 6.52 1dent1f1ed needs. *Major areas of client need are

DN A e e
et
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both types of services) shows that the average number of services
planned is five. Clients receive an average of 23 different kinds of
services, far more than were planned. Seventy-three percent of all

services planned for clients were, in fact, delivered, and 84% of all

- services provided were not planned.

Preliminary Outcome Data

(( |

Nearly half of all clients had totally dropped out of schools by the
time they entered the program. Attendance at school improves from 54:7%
pre-New Pride to 70.4% during New Pride. The average percent of unexcused "
absenéeS’from school drops from 37.9% before the program to 20.6% during
the program, or almost by half. B |

Clients from all projects experience statistically sianificant gain
scores in areas reflective of academic achievement (ﬂoodcock and Keymath
tests). Average gain is that,expected of a normal population. For all
clients, IQ scores average 8.4 nationally.on the yISC-R and 91.5 on
the WAIS, which is giVen to older youth.

Considering the youth who remain in New Pride for‘three“mdhths or
lbnger, 64% arehemployed'while there forpvarying period of time. This is

Y

an excellent record for such hardiﬁo—place adolescents.

Preliminary Impact Data

Presently, research is in process to assess the extent tow .un
program clients continue to be petitioned into court and become adjudicated

for new offenses, the amount of crime they commit, the/time frame within which
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new offe i ‘
fenses occur, and offense seriousness, Early overall results show

on both recidivism measures clients are responsible for 25% less crime

than an appropriately matched comparison'group. They are also 109 more

likely to be petitioned and adjudicated for technical violations of

probation than the comparison group and 10% less Tikely to be committed

to institutions for the offenses they do comm%t. (This means there are

Proportionately more of them at large).

Overali, Program effects seen in time-series data indicate that after

fOUfumonths the percentage of clients both petitioned and édjudicated for

| new offenses becomes, and continues to remain, {ess than thai of the matched
group. nate o

t eliminate crime, it

does have a measurable effect on the amount of crime committed

by high-risk
youthful offenders. o

Looking at the abSplute“percentage of clients and comparison subjects
J

“w1th new petitions and adjudications after the match date, 3 complex pictur
s e

arises. I cities | ]
ses. In thosg cities (4) where there is an independent authority of
case * - . - - L&- -
review which makes charging decisions, such as a prosecutor's office
\ L]

data consistently show that New Pride clients are Tess 'Tikely to be processed

fo ’ 2 Q.. -
r new offenses. In those Cities (3) where probation officers screen
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P

DO i 1

B W



In the New Pride researth, such tensions may have resulted in a tendency to
file more frequently on clients, part1cu]ar1y as the v 151b111tx of client
behavior to probation staff is much h1gher as a consequence of part1c1pat1on
in the program. Projects have maintained excellent communication with court .
personnel. Future analyses will attempt to better distinguisn client effects
from the system effects of the New Pride program in different jurisdictions.
Considering the final measure of comparison, offense seriousness, there
have been no signffiCant differences between groups on this measure. Offense
seriousness increases with age and chron1c1ty for both groups, a common
finding in de11nquency research. !
From most preliminary indications, the New Pride program appears to
have a positive impact on the law-violating behavior of theJyound people in

its charge. No definitive conc]us1ons can be drawn at thls time, however,

because not enough fo]]ow up has occurred As the research proceeds, the

value of specific services to different types of clients will become clearer

as they are related to more definitive information on client outcomes.

o
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HIGHLIGHTS

The average New Pride clients has 7.7 prior offenses, 4.6 of
them sustained by the time he is admitted to the program.
New Pride is serving serious multiple juvenile offenders.

Aggregated across all sites, for matched comparison and
treatment groups the number of recidivists is half of the
eligibles, using new petitions filed and counts sustained
as impact measures.

In those cities where there is ah independent authority of

.case review which makes charging decisions, such as a

prospector's office, directional differences appear which
consistently favor the treatment group on percent of youth
recidivating.

In those cities where probat1on officers make charging
decisions as well as supervise youth, directional differences
appear which consistently favor the comparison group.

Recidivists in the treatment group commit fewer offenses per
person than matched comparison cases.

For both groups, the seriousness scores of offenses‘cherged
and adjudicated increase over time. There are no significant
differences between groups on this measure.

Time to the first recidivating offense for New Pride clients
who do have new petitions is shorter than for the comparison.
group. This likely to be due to the fact that many comparison
cases are not immediately at risk to comm1t offenses (they may
be 1ncarcerated) .

The time-series analysis suggests that there is a delayed
beneficial effect of the program because the percentage of
clients who reoffend, is over time, less than the percentage

of comparison subJects who continue to do so.

Treatment subjects have more counts sustained as a proportion
of all charges filed gr1o r to the program than the matched

‘comparison grotip. This is seen as an artifact of the eligibility

cr1ter1on of«three adJud1cat1ons
f2 4 Tn ‘1
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Of youth who remain in New Pride for three months or longer,

sixty-four percent are employed while there for varying periods
of time.

The average percent of unexcused absences from school drops
from 37.9 percent before the program to 20.6 percent dur1ng
the program, or almost by half.

Attendance at school went up from 54.7 nercent pre-New Pride
to 70.4 percent during New Pride.

Nearly half of all clients had totally dropped out of schools
by the time they entered the program.

Clients from all projects experience statistically significant
gain scores in areas reflective of academic achievement
(Woodcock and Keymath tests). Average gain is that expected of
a normal population.

Average IQ score for young people in New Pride is 82.4 nationally

on the WISC-R.
given the WAIS.
learning disabled.

It is 91.5 for youth aged 16 or older who are
Twenty-nine percent overall are cons1dered
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INTRODUCTION %
Over the last three years Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation
- has been engaged in a prospective study of juveniles who are serious multiple
offenders and who became participants in a comprehensive service delivery
. program designed to impact their behavior while on probation.’ Participants
in the New Pride Replication program, funded by the 0Office of Juvenile
and Delinquency Prevention,‘cqrrentiy avenage 7.7 prior offenses referred to
the court, of which 4.6 are sustained by the time of entny. With tnis Tevel
cf seriousness and chronicity involved, it was critical that each component
pf the program model be carefully measured and assessed for its effectiveness,
consideredkseparately and in combination with other eTements.
These chronic offenders, who would otherwise be sent to an institution,
are instead referred to New Pride. Each client is provided with an '}
individué]ﬁzed plan which includes testing for 1eenning disabilities,
intensive supenvision, and a set of graded objectives which the client
agrees to attain. Depending upon their needs, clients are pronided with
alternative education (73.5 percent), the remedjation of learning disabilities
(29.4 percent), and job p]acement (55.0 percent}), which is usually a supported
work situation. U
The program and its accompanying research is baéed on:
1. a theoretical paradigm‘or derived causal model which identifies
a set of variables (attitudes, relationships, or circumstances)
connected by a deductive process to criminal behavior;

2. the identification of a set of program activities or interventions
which are designed to affect these variables;

3. the implementation of the program with these activitie
operationalized as program objectives; ‘

3

I~

4, infcrmapion feedback during opération to determine if the program
activities are, in fact, occurring and the objectives are being
met (process evaluation); and

5. feedback to determine if theurealization of these program
objectives-is having the theoretically expected effects on
criminal behavior (impact evaluation).

The process and impact evaluations are expected to suggest modifications

both of the theoretical paradigm and of the program activities and objectives

in order to increase the effectiveness of such programs in reducing crime.

(E17iott, 1980:509)

While Specific elements of the model, successfully delivered, may have
a real impact on the subsequent criminal behavior of the young people as
a group, a definitive general outcome is not expected for all participants.
(see discussions by Glaser, 1980; Empey, 1980; Lipton, et al., 1975; and
Palmer, 1974.) vVarious kinds of services w111 certainly be more effective
for some types of offenders than others, and the conditions of effectiveness
may be contingent on a specific level of exposure. (WiTkins,J1964;:Lipton,

et al., 1975:223-229; Palmer, 1975)
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~ment of socially approved goa]é.

THEORETICAL APRROACH

The theoretical idea of differential opportunity originated with Robert
Merton (1938) who maintains that the social structure itself determines - that
members of society would have differential access to legitimate opportunities,
depending upon their socio-economic status. In societies such as our own,
there is a great cultural emphasis on pecuniarymsuccess for all and a social
structure which unduly limits practica1 recourse to approved means for many.
This combination of similar cultural emphasis for the wealthy and the poor
and differential access to opportunities sets up a tension toward innovative
practices which depart from the institutional norms.

Ohlin and Cloward (1960), building upon Merton's theme, suggested that
efforts to conform, to Tive up to social expectations often entail profound
frustration, especfé]]y under conditions that preclude the legitimate achieve-

Deviance ordinarily represents a search for

solutions to prob1em5«of adjustment. The particular deviant:solutions attempted

are determined by the alternatives presented by the structure of the social
milieu, and if no structured alternatives are present, the frustration wi]]

produce aggression. The s ructured alternatives for delinquent solutions are

set by the relative accessibility of illegal means. Thesevmeens are deter-

"mined by the degree of integration of age levels of offénders’and the degree

of 1ntegrat1on of convent1ona1 and cr1m1na1 values in the social milieu. Alien-

at1on which is the w1thdrawa1 of attr1but1ons of legitimacy from estab11shed

soc1a1 norms, is a necessary cond1t1on for dev1ant so]ut1ons to a1so be

delinquent. T e ) 2 ey

A

When a person is faced with a discrepancy between his aspirations’and |

his achievement, he can attribute his failure either to the social order or

o

4

vt

to his own faults. If he attributes failure to the social order, his mode

of adjustment to the condition of stress produced by this discrepancy is

If he attributes his failure to personal deficiencies, .

i
4
i

likely to be delinquent.
his mode of adjustment is Tikely to be solitary:
etc. Delinquents are persons who have beenvled to expect opportunities because
of their potential abi]ity to meet the formal established criteria of evaluation
and to whom multiple social barriers to achievement are highly visible.

It is often the case that§there is a large discrepancy between aspiration
and expectation among delinguent popu1ations when compared to non-de]inouent
controls {Spergel, 1966). Merton feels that this is likely_ to have been
caused by parents' unrealistic success goals which they, having failed, hold
out for their children. The reason for this is that the amount of stress
erperienced by children with high aspirations, finding themselves failing in
the opportunity structure available to them (mostly the schools), will be
correspondingly higher than that of the children who do not have unrealistically
high'aspirations, A major intention of the New Pride action programs is to
lTessen the distance between aspiration and expectation,ﬁwith the aim of
reducing the discrepancy. New Pride does this by providing educational and
work experiences in which the individual c]ient‘s:successfu] experiences are
maxihized. ’ ﬂ

Spergel (1966), among other researchers, has found some ev1dence in support

of the theory of differential opportun1t1es in field research. It is 1og1ca1

that if resources are 1n short supp]y, the individual would be driven by hﬁs

aspirations--which, in so far ‘as they ref]ect bas1c wants, are fa1r1y 1ne1ast1c--

to accept subst1tute resources. It is d1ff1cu1t to uncover, however, in one

research operat1on Just how d1fferent1a1 opportun1ty acts to produce cr1me or

&

other symptoms of soc1a1 d1sorgan1zat1on Th1s factor 1s 1nterwoven 1nto the

drug addiction, mental illness,-

P N
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fabr{e of people's lives in a fundamental way, but a way in which it is diffi-

cult to isolate from othér conditions which may themse]ves be results of biases

in the social] structure.

In the provision of an education and work experience component in the
program, New Qride projects are designed to forge a path (bridge some of the

distance) between clients and the legitimate opportunity structure. They
represent an aﬁiempt to bring client expectations in terms of career choices

and future earning power more in line with their aspirations. If so, partici-

pation in the prngram should stimulate better goal orientation, a greater sense

of se]f—esteem, and a new belief in these young offenders that they can make

a better life for\themselves.k

Ohlin and Clohard have suggested that the social structure of opportunities--

legitimate, i11egi%ﬁmate, or nil in a given area-edetermine the cultural mani-
: ) \
festations of crimeﬁ
i :
are unable, in termskof either achievement or the disciplining of behavior
necessary for achievément, to acquire the symbols of success of the wider society.
As a result, young pe%sons are exposed to invidious’judgments of those who

Persons in the framework of lower socio-economic classes

represent and\exempligykthe normsof’midd1e-c1ass'Cu]ture. Such persons sym-
bolize power and prestige”and are usually found in middle-class oriented
institutions snch'as so%oo1s.

NDne of the responsgs avai1ab1e’to youngsters in this situation is to reject

‘ |
the 1mputat1on of 1nfer1pr1ty and degradation by emphas1z1ng those traits and

o

act1v1t1es which d1st1ngd1sh them from these carr1ers of m1dd1e class va]ues

1

|
The common response 1naughrates new norms of conduct

\

of the'youngster in the h1@h delinquency area to h1s devaluation arises because

The host11e response

of the fact that the succe%s value, common to the whole culture, has va11d1ty e
A

for him (Short and Strodbeck, 1965). Seen in this Tight, vandalism, arson of .

]
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‘he can be successfu] in an area dhére h

- who feel that they have failed.

schools, and other acts of defiance are dramatic denials of a system of values
which the de]inquent has introjected, but which for the sake of perserving a
tolerable se]f-image he must reject. The mood of rebellion is created not only
by the negative judgments of the carriers of miod1e~c1ass culture, but by the
negative self judgment as well (Kobrin, 1966) .

Educators Staats and Staats provide a similar rationale for the provision
of special programs to youth. They state that, "the importance of producing
an environment which increases academic skills is that successfu] achievement
of educat1ona1 skills will serve to re-instate in the drop-out or potential
drop-out a promise that he can be norma] ‘Normal' 1in th1s case means that

nas been prev1ous1y unsuccessful.

Furthermore, this success w111 prov1de him w1th a means to re- enter the ma1n—

stream of the adolescent world - the school, and the choices of opportunities
to follow."

Delinquent youngsters are consistently characterized by low self-esteem.
They are youngsters suffering from social and psychological handicaps of con-
siderable magnitude. Wh11e advanced techno]ogy has made younger workers
relatively d1spens1b1e as a source of productive labor, it has also rendered
the types of occupations in which these younger workers are qualified to perform
(unskilled 1abor) relatively dispensible to society. Changes in the educat1ona]
and occupational patterns have increased the demands on young peop]e to conform,
to attain more formal education over a much ]onger period of t1me than any era
in the past. It has also proport1onate1yhe1ghtened the frustrations of those
For this reason one of society's major problems
is theLQUeStion°of hoﬁ to keep the Tosers playing the game. For this, adequate

rewards are needed. The reason for the emphasis on education and work as

3
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treatment components in the New Pride program is that achievement in both
spheres has been seen as essential to status in mainstream socity. The young-
sters involved must be taught not only how to read, spell, etc., but more
importantly, that they CAN. |

To accomp1ish these aims, certain assumptions are relevant to the New
Pride model:

e Most of the youngsters concerned are alienated from a student role

and from school. I

o Most are not alienated from the idea of educat10n (Spergel, 1966;
Short and Strodtbeck, 1976). ~

e Most are positively oriented towards work (ibid).

e The p%ogram must produce and maintain substantial education without
going to school.

o The program must have an extraofﬂinary capacity for individualization
(the youngster's ability level must be determined beforehand and the °
materials provided at his Tevel).

o Constant encouragement and successful work and educational experiences
are necessary.

Issues of Causality

E11iott (1979) demonstrated that in the area of delinquency prevention

N

~and treatment evaluation research, there is a critical need for the clear

articulation of sociological concepts and procesées into specific change -
objectives and activities. At the present time, it is impossib]e“to distinguish
program failure from theory failure, and it is equally difficult to establish
causal influence in those 1nstances where favorable outcomes are observea

for treatment groups E111ott fee]s that the lack of any clear theoret1ca1

rat1ona1e undermines the eva]uat1on of most de11nquency prevent1on and treat-

%

ment programs in several important ways.

7

. OGN “"““}C. o
A SR TR AR PN
H

9 1 4

rm— po—y
[ N [

Eecanaiuan )
|

The fjrst way relevant to New Pride research is that, "the lack of a clear
theoretical ratiena1e accounts for why so many delinquency prevention/treatment
programs have relied upon recidivism as the single criterion for'program success
or effectiveness. Projects with a theoretical rationale can often identify
multiple success criteria. These additional success criteria are typically
intervening variables by which program activitie§ are connected to a reduction
in delinquency. The 1dentificatien of such variables depends, in a large part,
upon the presence of some clear, explicit theoretical rationale. P%éjectsk
operating without a rationale have no clear conceptual basis for identifying
success criteria and use recidivism by default (E]Tiott, 1979) .

[}A second consequence of fai]ing to operate with an adequate theoretical
rationale is ﬁhat the interpretation of evaluation resu]ts becomes difficult.
"It is essential in any evaluation to determine that the intermediate program
objectives were, in fact, echiéVed. . ." This part of the total evaluation
is typically called the odtcome evaluation and is considered a test’of program
success, as distinguished from the impact evaluation, which is considered a
test of the theory's validity. But these two aspects of evaluation are“inter—
dependent (E11jott, 1979). Assuming that immediate treatment objectives are,

in fact, aChieved, it is still problematic to interpret impact findings without

the ability to speeify”a series of intervening variables linking those treatment

objectives to a theery which hypothesizes some reduction in de]inquency.
"The failure to operate from an explicit theoretical model Timits both‘

the strength of any conclusions that may' be drawn from an 1mpact evaluation and

) the ut1]1ty of the f1nd1ngs for subsequent program modification or development.

WJthout a gr1or theoretwcal rationale, causa] 1nterpretat1ons of impact

~f1nd1ngs are not wgrranted (H1rsch1 and Se]v1n, 1967), regardless of the outcome

= of the program evaluation and. the magnitude of the pre-post change,\or‘the

81
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experimental-control group difference cbserved. A compelling causal inter-

pretation requires a theoretical rationale (E1liott, 1979)."

Theoretical Linkages

The theory of differential opportupity provides an explicit rationale

on which the major program elements of project New Pride can be understood to
be based.H Consider education. SpecifigalTy;vimproving academic skills (the
immediate treatment objective) is viewed as a means for improving regular
school performance, which is postulated to 1ncrea$e a youngster's changes in
the system of existing opportunities in which he or she is now equipped to
opérate more successfully. In turn, this should reduce involvement in delinquent
behavior; thereby lowering subsequent risk of recidivism.

| If the program does in fact achieve its initial objective of improving‘
academic skills, in this sense it is successful. Assume, 6n the other hand, that
improvement in academic skills is followed by a reduction in recidivism only
for youths who improved substantially, to within two grades below their assigned
grade level in school, but that it does not result in fewer additional offenses
for youth whose skill Tevels represent a deficiency greater than two years. In
this case, we have theory support, program support, and we know what to do.

- I1f academic skill improvement is followed by,a reduction in recidivism

only for youths who do not return to pub1ic“school, either the theory is wrong
or the public schdol system does not”represent a meaningful avenue to existing
structures of legitimate opportunity. If work experience during the term df
the project is followed by a reduction in recidivism, with those still,emp1oyeé

. at followup showing the greatest redué%ion, there is support for the theory in"

* the area of work. That is, work can be seen as an effective means by which

9
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youth are linked to the eXisting legitimate opportunity structure.

If neither work experience nor academic improvement are associated with
a reduction in recidivism, and if the programs are successful in providing both,A
we have a case of program success and theory failure. ‘The most global prelimi-
nary findings related to theory validation show mixed results at the present
time. | '
In the aggregate and for all clients with any jobs in the employment file,
no differences were found:between youth ever employed in New Pride and the
presence of new petitions after program entry. However, those clients whd
indicated that they still had a job on the Exit Survey were significantly less
Tikely to acquire new petitions (53.3 percent) than those who did not (71.3
percent)€? Their time to petition was significantly longer (26 weeks) than
the time to petition for those who did not (17 weeks). This pattern was not
seen on a site-by-site basis because the number of cases was too small to
analyze.
| Academic achievement, defined by gain scores on the Woodcock Reading
Ma;tery‘and the Keymath tests, showed no relationship to-the recidivism
measures in this study. This finding of no relationship he]dcup‘on the

assessment of extreme scoring groups as well. o §

&
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

New Pride research is based on a very specialized subset of young
offenders known to be high risks, and Tikely to be among those responsible
for an enormous amount of crime. Crime attributable to repeat or chronic
offenders appears, in fact, to be a substantial proportion of all crime
committed in society The six percent of juveniles who had five or more
arrests contributed f1fty three percent of the crime comm1tted by Wolfgang's
(1978) birth cohort. ';3 found that, if a person is arrested four times,
the probability that it will happen a fifth is 80 percent. The PROMIS
Research Project in Washington, D. C., ana1yzin§ arrest data on over
45,000 criminal defendants, found that the probability of rearrest for a
person with five or more pricr arrests began to "approach certainty." The
RAND (1977) study of habitual offenders interviewed in prison found that
they had committed an average of 3.2 serious crimes per month as juveniles,
1.5 as young adults, and 0.6 as adults.

" The subjects involved in the research, on whom an enormous quantity
of information has been co11ected, are rapidly becoming adults. By the time -
Federal money for project support is scheduled to end (March 1, 1983), about
60 percent of all experimental and comparison youth will be e1ghteen years
of age or older, and by January 1, 1984, nearly 80 percent. Development of

a greater understanding of the crime control dimensions and effects of sanctions

~ to community treatment for this group‘of high risk youth will centribute

to our knowledge of when, for whom, and under what cond1t1ons a comprehens1ve
program of service delivery is 11ke1y to interrupt a cr1m1na1 career

Accordingly, the primary goals of the eva]uat1on are:

11
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o To develop information regarding c]1ent and service issues
which can be used to refine the New Pride model; and

¢ To determine under what conditions the program may be

implemented in different types of jurisdictions.

In order to accomp]ish these goa]s,'the nationa]'eva1uation has been
conducted by a national evaluation team 1n coordination with local program
evaluators who have been retained by the various projects. (Appendix A).
Following the Denver Model, each project is supposed to be staffed by one

full-time qualified researcher and a fﬁTTitdme coder.

Objectives of the National Evaluation

e To deve]op prof11es of the types of youths served by the
progects, and

¢ To document and assess the development, impTlementation, and
results of the prOJects management/self-evaluation comprnents,

o

Expiicit in the New Pride service delivery system is the assumption
that various kinds of services will have different impact according to the
types of youths being served. For th1s reason, considerable information

relative to the development of 1nd1v1dua11zed treatment is generated and

Subsequently stored in the data system. (Appendix B).

| The aggregation of data re]ated to types of youths w1th1n given
projects is 1mportant to determ1n1ng d1fferences acnoss the var1ous
rep11cat1on populations. Us1ng»soph1st1cated data analysis techniques,
mean1ngfu1 proflles of serious Juven11e offenders within and across the

rep11cat1on proaects are be1ng generated. *hese nrof11es, because of the

) comprehens1veness of\the var1ab1es used in their generation (e.q., academ1c,

psycho]og1ca1 behav1ora], etc ) w111 prov1de 1nva1uab1e add1t1ons to the
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growing body of scientific knowledge regarding juvenile 6ffendere and

their treatment.

Objectives of the Local Evaluation

Local evaluations, or self-studies, are_impo?tant.to the overall
replication effort. Project level research staff are collecting all data
on clients, case flow and service delivery via a Management Informarion\
System (MIS) similar to that used by Denver New Pride, as a part of a‘self—,..
study approach to program managément. The MIS for the fep]icatien program
was designed to provide ongoing feedback‘to the program's management
regarding these six objectives:

e To develop information on the numbers and types of youths served

by the project;

o To develop information on level and types of services provided;

® To determine the impact of the project on school achievement,

remediation of learning disabilities, and employment of youths

served by the project;

® To determine the impact of the project on the recidivism rates
of youths served by the project; ’

o To determine the impact of the project on the number of youths y
incarcerated; and \ p

e -To determine what types of services appear to be most effective
for what types of youth, and under what conditions.

¢ \}
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various outcome measures.

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY:

IMPACT EVALUATION

Impact measures that address program. objectives are based on data

collected from three groups of subjects in eéch of seven cities in which

the New Pride program is being replicated.

The first is the experimental

group which consists of all youfh actually enrolled-in the program.

- The second consists of those delinquents who appear on a retrospectively

created 1ist of e1i§ib]es who are not sent to the program. Those subjects

represent a non-random subset, a comparison group. The third group is

"selected from the non-random subset of adjudicated youths and is designed to

match as c]dse]y as possible the experimental subjects with respect to the

two key vaniables of the aée-at-offense‘and the number of prior offenses

adjudicated. These represent the two compar1son groups--the non-random

subsat of eligible subjects labeled a "qua11tatﬂve comparison group," andl?

the group selected to statistically match the experimental subjects, labeled

the "statistica]‘combarison group."

_ The evaluation is examining all Qf the outcome variqb]es from a dual,

yet jhtegrated and cbmp]imentary, Perspectiye. The firstsof‘these’épproaches

examines the differential outcomes of sUb4groupstand sub-types of the

experimental subjects only. This part of the eva]uatibn is an internal

analysis of the juveniles who receive the services provided by the program

The second part of the ana]ys1s is external in nature and will compare the

experimental subjects with the members of the two comparison- groups on

While these two parts of the study are logically

o=

distinct, they'are'c105e1y related and are designéd to provide a complete

assessment of program impact.

G .

14

ey s i s n v s 1 e s v iy SR

AIn'combination, this dual approach allows

e




e e ————— Y
a
ps
-
e
&
W
3
b
&
< \2 w
)]
- &
oy
o .
44
. i
= .
& : .
3 I,
& e
£ - L
~ L )
c.. B
S > e
- o
. T
o
? \ 2
o/
bl
P
b
- 4

ae

o~ ;
* - NP e s PR gy 7 o = e U8 T v e AR .
Figure 1 -- General Qutline for the Collection of Data
‘ Variable Clusters .
Groups -
Proposed Actual Intermediate :
Client Diagnostic Treatment Treatment Outcome Final Outcome
Characteristicyg  Categories Plan Plan Variables Variables
S . . Demographic Learni Alternative Alternative Academic Rearrest:
New Pride Clients Characteristicy Dis:,,lgﬁ School School Achievenent
Non-learning o ) ' Proportion of S's
Complete Disabled Employment Employment Employment | )
g;’{m""iﬂ | Counselling Counselling Status Number of
(Experimental stories - i . - Offenses
icols (all prior Family Family School Status
Subjects) affenses Counselling Counselling Seriousness
whether ) ) Remediation
5“5“1’)’8‘1 Treatment of Treatment of of Learning Distribution
or mo Learning Learning Disabilities | Over time
_Disabilities Disabilities . .
N < Program
ti "
Follow-up Follow-up Completion -
Services, etc. Services, etc.
: . o Indication if flearrest:
Limited lie
Demographic Alternate
: — Characteristics Treatment Proportion of S's
Qualitative hG_Iven; if so,
Complete ‘the Type Number of Offenscs o
Comparison Crimingl ) . "
’ Histories X Seriousness
Group X . )
. (all prior o .
offenses o Distribution
whether E Over time
sustained h
~or mot) E
E Y 4 T ’/,/)
Limited Rearrest:
Demographic
Characteristics . Proportion of S's
Statistical e ;
Complete ) . - .
i ar. of O se
Comparison Criminal Numbgr. ¢ v [fenses
Histories
Group Seriousness
. (all prior
offenses : R
Whether Distribution
sustained o Over Lime
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assessmeht of the overall 1mpact:of the program as well es the differential
impact of the project'for various types of youths. |
Figure 1 portrays the groups that are being studied and, in a very
general sense, the information that is Being collected for each of the
subjects. The first part of our discussion of the impact evaluation

describes the various components of Figure 1 and provides an overview of

the analytic model. Following this overview is a more specific discussion

©

of the design.

As we indicated earlier the inquiry ts based on three groups of
subjects—the experimental group, the qualitative comparison group and the
statistical comparison group. It is important‘to note that a complete data
set is beino created only for members of the.experimental group. Members
of both comparison group57w1]1 have a similar data set, with the exception
of the information on diagnosis and treatment. For'these groups the only
information on treatment concerns the presence of a]tern&tive'treathents and

types of such treatment, if any. It is also important to note that the

members of the experimental and compar1son groups are treated 1dent1ca11y in

terms of the collection of data on.the primary outcome varjables. Both

7 groups will be followed for identical periods of time and information on

the same recidivism measures are being collected to allow for a complete
assessment of impact. ’

The data set for the comparison: groups is considerably more Timi ted.
The major reason is that these groups can only be created retrbspective]y.

Federal guideTines on client eligibility (three prior offenses‘sustained

- in juvenile court), and careful monitoring'have'virtua11y assured that the

o
N

projects could not select part1c1pants from a 1list of e11g1b]es sent over by
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the court. A1l sites have had difficulty serving their proposed number of

clients because so few individuals meet the criteria. Therefore, the

information described in the figure that is collected from interviews
and testing could obvious1y not be collected for these groups.

Client Characteristics. Since the most complete data set is being

co]]ected for the ‘experimental subjects, we confine our discussion to this
group for the time being. Client charactertstics are measured in two general
areas—demographic characteristics and criminal histories. In the former, we
are interested in the basic information re]ating to age, sex, ethnicity;
educational level, family status, socio-economic status, and kindered variables.
Comprehensire and comparable data is being collected in this and other areas by
ﬁ;?ﬁﬁ of identical format in forms and files across the rep]ication
The second component of the client character1st1cs relates to

cr1m1na] hlstor1es For each subject we co]]ect data on all arrests that

‘resulted in new petitions and/or indictments, updating all files every six months.

‘Given this information offenses are grouped into those that occurred -before

during, and.after the intervention of the program Since"we also have all

~available data on the number and types of offenses for which these young

peop]e were arrested and referred to court, this information also allows
us to meesure the seriousness of the offehsés committed.

: Diagnostic Categories The second major block of information referred

to in F1gure 1is that of diagnostic categories. At'the onset of the
program a. d1agnost1c1an tests and 1nterv1ews each individual referred to the :

Dur1ng this phase all c]1ents are administered the Woodcock Reading

On the bas1s

'%. e

Mastery Test -either the WISC- R or WAIS, ‘and the Key Math Test.

- of. this test1ng and an 1nterv1ew procedure the areas of relative strengths and

weaknesses for each person are def1ned and subJects 1dent1f1ed in wh1ch
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‘remediation is required. About twenty-seven percent of the experimental

group are diagnosed Tearning disabled.

Post-testing occurs after’the intensive phase of the program (about

)

six months Tong) on the Woodcock and the Key Math .Tests, which provide
measurable outcomes in the area of academic achievement. Early results
indicated that substantial gains were being made particularly by black
and hispanic clients (Who started out with the worst deficits), and by
those classified as learning disabled.

In any event, we view the process and results of the diagnostic
period as important and worthy of evaluation. To this end we collect
detailed and extensive information on the results of the diagnostic phase
of the New Pride project.

Treatment Plans. The next block of information collected concerns

the treatment program that is designed for each of the experimental subjects.

We are dealing with a program that provides individualized treatment and the

actual plan varies from person to person. The service plan that is suggested

at the end of the diagnostic period is collected for each of the participants

and made a part of the data set used in the evaluation. In addition, -any
systematic changes made ip the plan during the course of the treatment is
also being recorded and added to the data set.

Services Delivered. Having collected information on the types of

treatment plans that are recommended on the basis of the diagnostic phase of

~ the program, we proceed to the next major data cluster—the actual treatment

~ that is provided by the project. It should be clear that an underlying

assumption to this part of the analysis is that there may be discrepancies

between the plan that is recommended and the one that is implemented. This

18
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discrepancy can be in either of two directions—either the addition of
treatment elements not recommended or in the deletion of treatment elements

originally recommended. (One of the reasons for collecting updated

information on the recommended treatment plans js to separate anticipated

from unanticipated changes.)*

To accomplish this part of the data collection, the actual services
that the youth receives are recorded for each subject on a daily basis
covering the actual amount of time clients spend in various activities.
Again, these include such things as attendance at the alternative school and
the genera]ysubjects studied, employment counseiing, family counseling,

e%c. (over 55 categories in all). |

In addition to noting the presence of thesé elements in the actual
service plan, we are a]sd interested in their intensity. Intensity is
’meésured by such variables as service frequency and duration‘as well as the
number of days in attendance and the distribution of those days across time.

Another dimension along which the clients vary:is that of total

~ exposure to the project. For a variety of reasons some clients complete

the course while others drop out at various times and for various reasons.
The times and reasons for termination are recorded for all clients and

this informatibn built into the assessment of programﬁimpact.

 Review of Elements in the Model. Thus far we have described the type of

informatioh that is collected on each of the experimental subjecis.: This is
a good't%me to recapitulate. Fér the experimental group members we collect
detailed information in each of four general areas of concern: C]ieht
Ehaﬁacteristics, diagnostic categories, recommended treatment plans, and

actual treatment plans. Within each of these general areas many discrete

* ‘Indeed early MIS data have suggested‘that‘many more service types (an average of 23) are actually delivered than are
planned (an average of 5), and that 73 percent of all those planned are, in fact, delivered. Both discrepancies vecur.
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variables are measured.
The client characteristics are focused on comprehensive demographic

characteristics and criminal histories, including the number and type
of prior arrests and the seriousness of the offenses. Diagnostic categories
include information on the results of the testing and the counselor )
interviews that are conducted, and focus on areas that are identified as
requiring remediation. The“recommeﬁded treatment plan contains. information
about the service plans that are recommended by the treatment staff as a
result of their diagnostic work. It includes information on the elements
that are recommended for each client, as well as the recommended intensity of
those elements. Finally, the actual treatment given to each subject
is also measured, using the service delivery records of the project.staff.
The clients' total exposure and continuitykof exposure to the program is
meesured, along with @n indication of the various treatment elements that
were actually presented to the participants.

| The information collected in this part of the evaluation provides a
rich background against whichﬂto assess and interpret the outcome measures.
It also provides rich informafion on what happened to these clients in the
program, in terms of desired”treatment plans and those"that were actually
implemented. Once the various outcome measures are collected we are in
position to assess the relative success of the program for different types
of people and‘for different types of services offered. |

Intermediate Outcome Variables. Several outcome ‘measures, the measures

of program impact, are viewed as being of a secondary nature and can be
seen as intervening variables, ,Among the variables that are included in

§

this class of events are the following: academic achievement (especially B
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for younger clients); net gains in educational test scores, controlling for /Jf

maturation effects; Tearning disability remediation; and improved employment
status (espeCia1]y for the older cTients).

These variables can be viewed as intermediate in two senses. The
first is quite simply that they are not direct measures of the primary -goal
of any de]inquency treatment program--the reduction of delinquent beﬁavior.
The second is that these variables can be viewed as mechanisms through
which the treatment offered by the program effects delinquent Behavior.

In other words, ooportunity theory suggests that a reduction in delinquency
may be related to improvement in educational attainment or Tearning |
disability remediation and it is only through changes 13 these intermediate
variables thaf changes in de]dnquency can be obserVed Because of this status,
the intermediate outcome Var1ab]es play a dual role in the impact evaluation.
They will be treated as true outcome measures and the impact of the program

in bringing about changes in these variables w1]1 _be assessed in the same
fash1on as changes in delinquent behavior will be assessed.

After this assessment, these variables become a part of the cverall
evd@uation model in our effort to assess'che impact of the program on the
primary outcome measure of recidivism. In th1s case the rate of change in
these 1ntermed1ate variables will be- used to interpret and explain observed

dwfferences in the primary outcome measure of recidivism.

. . Recidivism

This brings us to a discussion of the way in which we define the
key variable of recidivism. It is measured in terms of rearrests that héve 

resulted in new petitions or indictments in-adult courts, particularly those
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Y s

e



that occur after clients have comp]eted at least three months of the one-year

program. Given the central reole that recidivism plays in eva]uaéﬁon, we. employ

/
multiple measures of it in the analysis. Among these measures ﬁ@e foT}owing

can be speéified: T

Nsx'

y
e The proportion of subjects petitioned to court on new charges andK
the proportion adjudicated or convicted; j

{
o The frequency of new offenses as measured by the mean number of new,_
charges per subjects (all petitions and readjudications or
convictions); ‘ .

e The seriousness of the offenses for which the c11ents have again
been charged and/or adjudicated;

o The distribution of new petitions and/or adjudications over time.

~Of these four measures of recidivigm}fhe first two need nowexp1anation
since they are based on simple counts. The second two measures are not
as'easy to analyze, however, and require elaboration.
In addition to the number of offenses committed, information is captured

on the types and quality of the offenses that are committed. Assume for

the moment that the experimenta} and comparison subjects commit equal members
of offenses during the follow-up. Assume further, however, that the offéhses
committed by the expeﬁimenta1 subjects were all status offenses while those-
committed by the comparison group members;were‘a11 serious violent offenses.

Given this possibility it is necessary‘to measure the impact of the progrém

" in terms of the quality as we11 as the quantity of new offenses

The use of mean or c]uster scoring a]]ows an estimate of the seriousness
of the offenses committed by the subJects.of this research in a relatively

simple fashion. A variant of the seriousness scoring system originally

, created by Sellin and WO]fgang"(1964);ha$%been;appTied“to’juveqj]e Justice

history data. The index ites1f measures the amount of harm done in a

e e R AT 5o A Y 88 e
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criminal event as a function of modifiers such as the number of victims
of minor dr major injury, the number of victims of forced sex, the number
of victims of intimidation, etc. '

In cluster scoring éach crime type has a certain seriousness score
and this séore is applied to all offenses of that type. Mean seriousness
scores are based on scores from previous research based on similar subjects.
The most épproﬁriate source of such information is the series of cohort
studies conducted %n Philade1phia by Wolfgang and his colleagues. These
studies have generated a data base in which well over 40,000 juvenile
offenses ‘have been scored for their seriousness, each of which captures
the variatidn in seriousness that surrounds specific offenses. Such
scores héve been applied to the data co11écted in this project. The
availability of seriousness scores for experimental and comparison subjects
alloWs measurement of the impact of the program ih terms of the quality as
well as the quantity of delinquency committed. .-

The second measure of recidivism tha%i}equires discussion refers to
the distribution of new charges across time.' It is imperative that this

“Variab]e.be measured as accurately as possible. Prior approaches, in which

- the proportion of failures as of some cutoff data are. compared across

groups, are not satisfachry for our purposes. The basic problem with these
apﬁ?oadhes is that they re]x)on the sing]eepoint-in;time observation which
can be Eonsiderably misleading. The technique used in this research focuses
on rearrest distributions through time so as to improve our measurement of
the primary -outcome variable.

The basic measure of recidivism consists of

. Recidivism Measures.
rearrests that are referred by police to the courts for action and which

have resulted in new charges. There are two reasons why this measure was
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selected. The first is that the decision by the prosecutor to charge an
individual with a new offense was Tikely to screen out the more trivial
arrests and other arrests for which there is insufficient evidence to convict
(or to find a “determination‘of gui]f" in juvenita cgﬁrts). This was con-
sidered a worthwhile screening of the population under study because multiple
offenders are often watched more closely and arrested more often than others
in their age group who do not have records. The second reason involved the
difficulty of obtaining permission to access poTitce Tiles directly, particularly
in those cities in which there are muitiple police and sheriff's departments,
along with the concomitant strategic probiems of accessing such reports when
they are located in many offices spread over wide geographic areas.

Generally speaking, measures involving earlier decision points are

superior to other types of recidivism measures (Lerman, 1975:59). For this

reason, arrests that result in newyggégtions or indictments is the primary
measure of recidivism. However, more legally consequential measures of
recidivism, including new adjudications in juvenile court or convictions in
aduit court are also utilized. They are socio]oQica]]y relevant in assessing
system penetration and are a key part in the social definition or labeling
process for most offenders (Petersilia, et a].,’i978).

Information on new adjudications or convictions and on the diéposifions
of such cases are routinely gathered by follow-up documentation. Decisions
of the court are noted on forms covering each cr1m1na1 event in the client or

comparison group file which is updated every six months The 1s$ue of
interpreting the degree to which adiudication or conviction measures the
system impact of the program as opbosed to its impact on clients is assessed
by comparing the percentage of sustained offenses or convictions per total

number of dffenses charged, both pr%ﬁr and subsequent to the program
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participation, for each court. Preliminary indications are that client program

participation inclines officials to sustain fewer counts.* This reflects
an impact of the program on the‘juveni?e Justice system.

Incarceration Rate. Evaluating the consequences of New Pride on the

1ncarceratdoh rate of clients involves analyzing observations of the statistical
comparison group which has been matched to resemble experimenta1.subjects in
terms of two criterion variables: The number of prior adjudications and age

at offense. (See below) The incarceration rate is observed for this group-

“and that rate applied to the experimental group in order to estimate the

porportion of the New Pride subjects who would have been 1ncarcerated in the

absence of the program.

Comparison Groups

Composition. Two types of comparison §roups have been generated from

complete court fﬁ]e searches in each city. Both‘groups consist of adjudicated
youth who meet the individua? sites! criteria of eligibility for the program
as it has been operationalized for pqrposes'of client intake. The first
is comprised of the universe of all 1ndividua1s who meet the eligibility
criteria for the program and who have been =creened by at least one know]edge-
able person originally involved in the se]ect1on of clients. The official g
rq]e of this person has wvaried from city to CTt% ranging from the supervisor
of probation officers in San Francisco to the counseling sUpervisor or

evaluator e]séwhere.

Cn s R Sty e

This group is called the "qua]itative comparison grbup"
because it was designed to control for the discretionary decision-making of

projects and courts in the selection of possibie candidates for the program.

* See Lerman, 1975 for a discussion of a communlty treatment proaect that
,changed the behavior of officials, rather than youth.
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categories of numbers of priors. Hence, if five percent of the client

N e NN T SRR

The second group is a quantitatively derived set of comparison subjects

franne)

called the "statistical comparison group.” It is a subset of the universe Sroup enters the program with only one Sustained offense, five percent of

P ST 2
g B e :
3
%
2
i

‘e the comparison group is selected with one sustained offense Likewise

of eligibles defined qualitative]y. In order to define the matching
. v. : N . . f
procedures appropriate for this group, a number of substantial problems : ~ If ten percent of all clients entered with two sustained offénses, ten

were defined, evaluated, and addressed é& aT] core staff and the natjonal pereent of the comparison JTOUp are included who "start IR o sustained
offenses, etc. Comparison subjects for each category are selected on the

advisory panel. These issues and their solutions are dﬁfcussed in the
Gt

K4 R
[T

basis of similarity to the client group in terms of age at offense. This

following section.
procedure allows the comparison groups to be smaller while the offense

Matching Strategy. Matching is done on a site-by-site basis ] ’ K ' g
S o d
because of wide variations in court procedures between the jurisdictions , ‘ istributions remain the same,

‘ :

e o e {S seing replicated. For example, in Chiceqs. the Finally, an adJustment is made to control for the "1ntake lags" which
average number of prior counts sustained for the treatment group is three. ’ 2 ectir 1 the treatment Jrowp- After the '95% priar sustained offense

o P 1 e éix' the only way Hhese di#tereioec. ot ber ,; . _i occurs for a client, there is some period of time before he or she enters
the program. For the treatment groups at each site this Tag time is modeled

e

held constant is to control for them by matching comparison subjects from
\ and the ]ag times are assigned random]y to comparison cases from the resulting

the same cities.

B

d1str1but1ons The modeling marks the medians between the 1ag times as

Because of the known impact of the number of prior offenses and subject

i . o i c

age on both the amount of crime committed and the 1iklihood of new charges, omparable as possible. The point in time of each comparison group subject's

preference was given to a'matching procedure for the statistical comparison matched prior offense plus the intake lag assigned provides the hypothet1ca]
case dct1on date for that person,

frmm—y o '

group that would take them into account as well. Subjects have to be
Informat1on Collected. The fo110w1ng pieces of \\format1on are being

matched on age in order to insure comparability in the'maturity of ‘the

groups. The .number of sustained offenses in their criminal histories has, 8 . ) collected on every individual meeting program e11g1b1]1ty by local definition,
to correspond so that we are examining the backgrounds of equally serious | B . but not refereed to the program:
offenders. Therefore, watch1n rocedures involve estab]1sh1n for each o i . . : - '
gp g o . ¢ Name and court ID number (if available;) N
selected comparison group client a h othet1ca1 date of entry (or case - : 1 C «f
p group MY y ( . | 0l ) Probat1on Officer's name and te]ephone number
: | action date) after a sustained offense correspondlng, in terms of number of K | 'ka ) ) e, B1rthdate Yy .
" “ 7 priors and age at offense, to a subject of the treatment group : BT R o i ) e Sex
A v ‘ o i i - <y ’ .
; v To assure s1m11ar1ty in the age at offense distributions between the o - ; ‘e Ethnicity
T , treatment and comparison group, subjects are matched proportionally within . o L B ' PR o ; e
, v . . o | ; e R ) ' 27 : .
26. ;
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“with special problems, such as those where all or nearly all eligible cases

{

LW V [

e Complete juvenile justice history forms fil}éd out on all offenses
for which the juvenile is adjudicated or ﬁgk which a site-specific
alternative type of determination of gui]t&has been made.

A\

e A separate listing of dates on which other }etitions were filed which
did not result in an adjudication or otheg/determination of quilt.

S
"

For the most part, this data was collected on eligible cases occuring

within the same time frame in which the projects have been operating. Sites

are referred, collect the information on similar cases processed by the same

courts prior to progkam implementation.

Follow-up Data Collection

]jgjgg, A1l expérimenta] ;nd comparison subjects are followed up every
six months. Additional records are entered for each individual charged with
new offenses that have been referred to either juvenile or adult courts for
action. Regular updates include all offenses, their accompanying case action,
and dispositions that have been recorded by June 30 and Decembér 30 of each
year. |

The following diagram depicts the cohorts and their respective follow-up
points. Twé]ve months indicates that the cohort has been in long enough to
have completed both program phases, or 12 months of serViqua' Points beyond
12 months are designated as follow-up points. The gva]uatioh.design calls for
three points of.fo]low-up on each client beyond their completion of thé'ﬁrogram
in order to get an accurate assessment'of recidivism over time. Time in the
program is measured on an individual basjs, 5ut the following breadkown provides

a good estimate as to where various cohorts are invterms of the research goals:

»
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Points of

Fo]]ow-ug

Winter, 1982

First Cohort - 12 mos. + 6. mos. 1

Second Cohort - 12 mos. 0
Summer, 1982 (Projects have been delivering services for 2 years)

First Cohort - 12 mos. + 6 mos. + 6 mos. 2

Second Cohort - 12 mos. + 6 mos., 1

Third Cohort - 12 mos.

Winter, 1983 (Projects delivering services for 2% years,

Federal Funding ends)

First Cohort - 12 mos. + 6 mos. + 6 mos. +
Second Cohort - 12 mos. + 6 mos. + 6 mos: © mos. g
Third Cohort - 12 mos. +.5 mos. *
Fgurth Cohort - 12 mos. é
Fi#fth Cohort - .compietes 6 month intensive phase. No new cohorts
n%§1on$11z: If projects are not continued through
other Tunding sources, they cannot -
oo Ehase, Yy ot complete a follow
Summer, 1983 H
First Cohort - 12 + 6 + 6 + 6 +.6 4
Second Cohort - 12 + 6 + 6 + 6 3
Third Cohort - 12 + 6 + 6 2
Fourth Cohort - 12 + 6 1
- Y
Winter, 1984
First Cohort - 12 + 6+ 6 + 6 + 6 4 6 |
Second Cohort - 12 + 6 + 6 + 6 + 6 k5 |
Third Cohort - 12 + 6+6+6 . 3 %
Fou?th Cohort - 12 +6 + 6 g |
Summer{ 1984 | = j
First Cohort - 12 + 6 +6+6 + 6 +6+6 6 f
Segond Cohort - 12 +6 +6+6+6 + 6§
Third Cohort - 12 + 6 + 6 +6+6 ;
Fourth Cohort - 12 + 6 + 6 + 6 g
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Sources. Sources of follow-up information are the assigned juvenile

probation officers, juvenile court records, and adult court records when

indicated by virtue of subject age or waiver. Clerks of court, court

‘LE' 1

administrators and intake units for adult probation officers are other

sources. The entry of chronic juvenile offenders into adult criminal

=

justice systems involved a major change in career status. FBI records may

==

be available for many of them. If so, a more complete set of records might

T be Tocated through that office and &ttrition due to sample mobility could
- be minimized. (Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1980:102)
-

Type. In all instances of recidivism for both client and comparison

youths a juvenile justice history form is filled out. Secondary outcome

z measures, such as diplomas or GER's received and school attendan;é records
subsequent to program participation, are usually followed up by scho?l
{: re{ntegration coordinators for the client group. Such fb]]ow-up provides
w; [? before and after profiles as well as indicators of program achievement,

thé intermediate outcome variables.
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TYPES OF YOUTH SERVED

Client Profiles

As of September 30, 1982, the séven New Pride sites remaining in the
replication héh admitted a total of 928 clients. Project size ranged from
a Tow of 110 clients having been admitted in Providence to a high of 161 in
Haddonfield. The size of thé overall program has doubled since September
of last year, exclusive of the three sites which are no longer operating.
(See Table 1) ’

Sex. An overwhelming majority, 91.2 percent, of the New Pride clients
arq:male. One site, Chicago, has no female clients. The highest proportion
oflfemale clients is found at the Providence project where 17 females

comprise 18.3 percent‘of the clientele. (See Table 2)

)

CEaN

Ethnicitx. Over half (51 percent) of all the youth served by New
Pride replication projects are black. Approximately a third (32 percent)
are white, while 13 percent are Hispanic. Less than one percent of the
clients are American Indian or Asian. The "Other" category constitutes
3 percent of the tofal, and %nc]udes:some Portuguese and Jaﬁacian youth as
well as’some other Tess common ethnic groups. (See Table 3)

The ethnic distributioﬁ'among individual sites varies wjde]y. While
most sites have a majority of black clients, at Chicago and San Francisco
this majoﬁiﬁy,is greafer, comprising 62ipercent'of their respective
pobu]ations. At 6ne site Hispanié is a Targe‘ethnic group, constituting

40 percent of Fresno's clientele. In Kansas City and Providence white

.clients are in the majority, by,59 percent at the former site and 52 percent

at the.latter.}.

PLiving Arrangements. The most cbmmoh Tiving arrangement for New Pride

youth, in which 46 percent Tive, is in a single-parent family with their

31
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* Table l
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NUMBER OF CLIENTS BY SITE . o S | | | ~ D Lo E

Chicago
Fresno
Haddon%ie]d
Kansas City
*Pensaco]é_
Providence

San Francisco

Total N =

# Clients

131
119
161
113
’147

110 -

w7

928

Percent
14,11 -
112.82
17.34
12.17
15.84
11.85
15.84

99.97

| Table 2

NUMBER OF CLIENTS BY SITE BY SEX

Chicago

Fresno

" Haddonfield

E Kansas City

Pensacola

Providence

San Francisco

Total

u

-Male

131
108
150
107

133

124

846

:,§2uy

Female

0
11
11

6
14

: Total .
By Site
131 Q
119
-161
13
w7

e

| —— o

T
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Table 3

'NUMBER OF CLIENTS PER SITE BY ETHNICITY

: Amer- . Total
Black White Hispanic Indian Asian Other Clients

Chicago

81 32 . 14 0 1 3 ‘ 131 v

Fresno

oot it AP

49 21 47 2 0 0 119

Haddonfield

Kansas City

74 66 . 21 0 0 0 161

47 59 7 0 0 0 113

Pensacola

89 58 o 0 0 0o 17

33

Providence

41 52 7 10 9 110

San Francisco,

- 91 9 . 26 © 3 2 16 147

Total Count by
Ethnicity -

472 297 122 . 6 . 3 28 928

Percent

50.86  32.00 13.14 .64 .32 3.01 - 99.9
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¥
mother oniy. Only a small proportion of the youth, (4 percent) live with .
their father only. This brings the total who Tlive in single-parent homes g
to 463ﬂyouths, 50 percent of all clients. - { NUMBER OF CLIENTS BY LIVING ARRANGEMENT
& . . . ‘ J ; ‘
f t t ! ilat . 25 t, ; -
A far smaller percentage of the replication's population percen | ) | Living Arrangement Eount Percent
and half the number of those who live with a single parent, Tive with both i Mom and Dad 236 25 43
parents. ‘An additional 12 percent live with one natural parent and either . Mother Only 230 “ 16.33
a step-parent or a “significant other" to that parent. (See Table 4) 15 Father Only 33 3.55
Age. The replication projects have accepted refg;ra]s“of youth who , g Mom and Step-Dad 66 7 11
are between 12 and 18 years of age. The average age for éi1 New Pride Dad and Step-Mom ; 1 * 150
.clients at the time of referral is 15.73 or slightly under 16 years old. 0 i Mom and Other 26 2 80
The average age at the“individual sites is quite similar, ranging only '“
s Dad : : .
_ . ‘ . " br ad and Other 4 43
between the Tow of 15.3 years in Chicago to the high of 16.0 years in : i) Relatives _— 6.8
Providence. The modal age at referral, which includes about one-third of {ﬁ Friends ” 21
! o . . 1 L]
the total clients, is 16 years. Very few youths are as young as 12 - Independeﬁf ‘4 : 13
(0.2 percent) or as old as 18 (1.2 percent). Ninety-five percent of the {1 Foster Home 12 1 29
i N >
referrals to the sites fall within the replications' preferred age-range of , g . .
. o {o roup Home - 10 1.07
14 through 17 years. (See Table 5) Other 10 1.07
Grade-Level.~.Upon admission to New Pride, the largest proportion of - Missing Data ‘i7 1.83
youth (38.5 percent5 are in the ninth grade in school. (See Table 6) | ‘ . , o . =
: ‘ . ‘ o L . Total N = 928 99.94
The average grade-level at individual sites ranges from a low of 8.45-in S A [ .

Providence to a high of 9:46 in San Francisco. (See Table 7) This rangé
Lx ‘
of one full grade-level is greater than at that of client ages, where the

[l

difference between the two extremes is only 0.7 years. Too, in many
instances the relative average grade11éve1 at a specific site does not

correspond to the rélative average age, e.g., Providence clients withlthe

b

Towest avé}age grade-Tevel are not the youngest gfoﬁp,but rank the oldest

among the seven programs. T
: 35/»1
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12

13

14

15

N =16

Age at Referral

16

17

18

'NUMBER OF CLIENTS BY SITE BY AGE*

-No.

Clients

Average’

Age

Chicago
Fresno
Haddonfield

Kansas Ctiy

‘Pensacola

Providence

San Francisco

—

o o O

LW ot A~ s

11

21
19

18
7
15

48
31

41

29 o

36
22
44

49
36

49
33
46
37
49

9
29
54
37

- 34

43

- 36

[ B e A

131
119
161

113

147 -

110

147..

15.29
15.56
15.95
15.92

15.54

16.04
15.68

Total N
%

.2

31
3.3

92

251

9.9

27

.0

299
32.2

242
26.1

11
1

Total
Clients

.2

o928

Overall
_Ave.

15 70

* Age is age at time of referral to New Pr1de and is ca]cu]ated in N of weeks between
birth-date and referra] date, divided by 52.
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e

NUMBER OF CLIENTS BY GRADE-LEVEL AT INTAKE The corre]at1on of age at ‘intake w1th grade-level at intake shows

. this d1screpancy across sites. Typically, for every . e 2v of increase in
Grade-Level Count Percent

o . age students are supposed to achieve a year in grade-1eve]. Thus, ideally
i- i :g 2} one would expect‘agekand grade-level in school to be almost perfeet1y
? éz g:é I} | corre]ated. For every year‘increase in age'yeu would expect one year
! { g %ég %g:g increase in grade. If students fail to achieve as expected here, the
é {i u ig : : lgg zg:g E} correlation would be less ‘than perfect. For the New Pride clients the
o . Ungingd | ——gﬂ . __i;g‘ {3 relationship between‘age and grade-level is far frem perfect (r é .4984 ,
{‘ Total N = ;;; '100 o | J N =632, t =14.431, p = < .0001). It is significantly related to grade-

Tevel but not to the extent it should be. Obviously, many New Pride

13
I
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rno
o
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i : ) . . ) | : - clients have nbt”progressed as expected through school. In fact, on the
’ Table 7 ' ' ’ ' : '
; average, for every year of increase in age, New Pride clients progress

only .568 years in grade-level, far beTew that typiéél]y expected.

-

AVERAGE GRADE~LEVEL OF CLIENTS

I

Juvenile Court Status. In surveying the replication sites to

AT INTAKE BY SITE

kgl : | determine how youth are referred. to the brograms and how they haveﬁbeen
{: Average :\ ’ | processed by the court we found, as expected, a wide variety of judicial
“; v ’ | F@rggg;Lgxgl ) Lount . ) {} f procedures in operat1on Jurisdictions d1ffer greatly in the number of
'f ggggzgo ~g:;g i%é A . youth they detain (or incarcerate) prior to placement in New Pride, and
o Egggggfé?lg ~ 8M36 “ log {E the length of detainment. There is also some variation by Jurisdiction
- ; gigi?gg;ie g:zé 1?? ‘ ‘ ‘ o f£} , _ ~in the legal status of youth upon enterwng New Pride.
: | San Francisco “ 9.46- v 139 - N i e Of 864 clients for whom we have data on the1r deta1nment prior to .
I | : fotals = ﬁzeg:ge o : = [j intake, 330 or 38 percent were detained, As noted above the proportions
- " Sites: 8.90 | ‘N = . 668x i of youth who are so detained varies w1de1y by site and 1nd1cates important
e | . ij, d1fferences in how javeniles are processed Jjudicially in the replication's
) g?tihgogzgri??egigf]1§21Zg?ggea¥?séngzéggi:OEaiggs f~_ﬂ ) 7 seven Jur1sd1ct1ons (x = 225,13, df = 6, p<.005). In Haddonfield, few
gigﬁ;aminaigdlgio?ﬂcflﬁgdC;;igiS frowﬁungraded SChO?1 ' : g\; = g* © . Youths were detained prior td‘intake in New Pride. ((See‘TabTe'B) At the
ﬂ | | | | g’ - ‘opposite extreme; fully 93 percent of Fresno's«c1ients were qetained ;
37 - J 2 | ” | ’
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B | Table &
*3
i |
?E (Qﬂ t NUMBER OF CLIENTS BY SITE BY COURT STATUS AT INTAKE
| |
- . ; N =928 - 37 missing data = 891
{; NUMBER OF CLIENTS DETAINED f
PRIOR TO INTAKE AND LENGTH OF DETENTION f ‘ Deferred/ ‘
{ T ! Deferreq Continued Sustained Pending :
I i} Prosecution* Petition  'Petition Petition Missing
. “ Percent ‘ ! ' . .
. N of Clients of Average j B Chicago 0 5 , 90 30 6
Detained Total Clientele Days Detained* | " Fresno . o ] 115
. ' - . ; - ' 0 0
' Chi | 35.9 225 ST { ,; s
i | Chicago ,47 | : Haddonfield 1 | 3 111 22 24
o Fresno 111 93.3 31.4 % R (‘ Kansas City 3 3 83 21- 3
( Haddonfield 15 | 9.3 28.7 | | Pensacola 1 5 122 18 1
| Kansas City 36 31.9 21.3 - ﬂ Providence 0 0 91 17 2
27.2 12.3 -
{: Pensacola 40 .San Francisco 1 0 121 24 1
{' Providence 27 24.5 : 50.1 {4 : Total by ~ = =T —
L San Francisco 54 | 36.7 33.8 Status: N= 6 16 737 132 37
B ; = T % = 7 1.8 .
[ Total ~ N= 330 37.0 28.7 ( 82.7 14.8
- » - @
E {3 ! i * Usually a Disfrict Attorney decision.
z (ﬁ * Averages are only for those clients detained prior to intake. é :
b B
{ L { 40
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prior to intake. Yet Fresno's clients do not have significantly more
serious presenting offenses than do those in Haddonfield, where only 9
percent were detained. In fact, clients in Fresno appear to commit less
serious offenses overall than any other site. A later ana]ysfs discdsses
this feature of the data. j

The overall average length of detention prior to intake for those
who were detained was 29 days, or nearly a month. The shortest average
was 12 days in Pensaco]quand thé longest was 50 days, or over a month and
a half, in Providence. Overall, 16 percent of all clients detained were
incarcerated longer than 40 days. Eight percent were detained 1onge; than
50 days énd 4 percent longer than 90 days. There is a good possibility
that prior detention may interact with program effects in deterhining
individual client outcomes.

Table 9 shows the differenf types 6f court status of the New Pride
intakes. As legal terminology and procedures are oftEn;Unique to a
particular jurisdiction, these types include similar kinds of court status
which may vary slightly and have different names at different sites. The
fifst category, dgferred prosecution, is usually a District Attorney
decision to delay prosecufion in a case where the petition has been filed
and the sentence is rather serious, but the youth is given one fiﬁa] "Tast
chanée." This fs not a commoh type, including bn]y 51X c]iénts. The
deferred or continued petition is another form of “one more chance" for
juveniles, and is used in less serious cases than the former type; The
petition is neither sustained nor dismissed but remains latent, to be
sustained if the youth doesn't abide by behavioral standards set by the

judge or dismissed if he/she does. The sustained petition, where the judge
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findsﬁ%he youth delinquent as charged, is the most frequent status and
includes 83 percent of the 1ntakés. Iﬁ 15 percent of the cases the youth
Has a petition pending and is sti]] awaiting adjudicationAfor the presenting
offense. | |

Component Assignment. As a final step in the intake procéss at most

sites, youth are assigned to one or more New Pride prbgram components. In
some cases this is%not done until some time Tater, after the clients have
had more testing or other watheifvneeds have become apparent. In these
cases, component-assignment data are missing. Table 10 includes only
those clients spetifica11y assigned to a component at the close of the
intake process, with the following exceptions. A1l sites were asked to
update the "assigned LD" field to reflect the ‘actual number of youth
who were never assignea to that component. Thus, for six of the seven
sites the numbers in the fourth column of Table 10 reflect the total number
of clients assigned to receive learning disability remediation. . Kansas
City did not update.

These data’show wide and significant variations by site in the
proportion of clients who are identified as learning disabled and assigned
to LD remediation (x2 = 76.73, df = p<.0001). At some sites staff are

reticent to lable youth as "LD" and indeed few youths have been so designated

at the midwestern prograﬁs.* On the other hand, fully 43 percent of c]ientsl

at Providence and 40 percent at Fresno have been diagnosed LD and offered

remediation services.

* pdditional students in’Chicago and elsewhera have learnin  disabi in cer i
L . " sewt g disabilities. in certain areas, but these are co
secondary charactemstjcs. Other designations are EMH (educably mentally hapdicapped) with LD deficits Cogs;gﬁgm
Prpblems with LD deficits, ‘or behavior disorders with secondary needs for LD remediation. !
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i
t NUMBER OF CI:IENTS BY SITE ASSIGNED TO COMPONENTS
“ o N = 928 - 78 not assigned = 850
. o
i : i
i—’ Total Assigned Assigned Assigned Assigned Not
© Assigned Supervision Alt.-Ed. Vocational LD Assigned
! % of % of ',; of akof 2of
% N ) Aglgggzs N Agl}gggz B N kAEsQSﬂzi N Assigned - N C]?eit;
% Chicago - 90 84.. 93.3 83 g2.2 23 25.5 12 13.3 41 31.3
Fresno 118 118 100.0 63  53.4 82 69.5 53  44.9 1 .8
: Haddonfield 151 109 72.2 132 87.4 101 72.2 32 21.2 10 17.3
Kansas City 99 94 9.9 45 45.5 29°  29.3 9 9.1 14 124
. : . i <k
Pensacola - 147 123 83.7 126 - 85.7 93 63.3 - 29 19.7 0 -0 s
Providence 110 - 110 100.0 65  59.1 104 94.5 2 38.2 0
; San Francisco 135 134 99.3 111 82.2 57 42.2 53  39.3 12 8.2
Total -850 772 90.6 | 625 73.5 489 57.5 - 230 27.i* 78
* If Kansas City data is removed be;ause of possi;}é inaccuracies due to lack o% upaates‘of the LD field, the total '
percent of all clients designated learning disabled rises to 29.4 for the replication.
i
B
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Client Characteristics and Perceptions

D;.

Client profiles were drawn from a complete data file on all cases

ever openedwin the program (called q}ient demographics) and from the

termination file, which is also kept current at the projects. Client

Characteristics, however,'have only been entered for 799 of these clients
(86 percent), Intake Surveys for 679 (73 percént), and Exit Surveys for 305

(only 48 percent of those terminated from the program). Therefore, in

order to assess sample comparab&]ity (whether the casés that have been
entered are representative of all c]iehts) we compared clients who have
information in those files to the total group of all clients on three key
background variables: age, sex, and ethnicity;

For clients with Client-Characteristics data, the average age at
the time of feferra] was 15.7 years, the same as that of the total group.
Fifty percent were black (compared to 51 percent of the total group), and
33 percent were white (compared to 32 percent of the total group). Ninety-
one percent were male and 9 percent femaie, compared with 91 percent
male and 9 percent female in the fota] client population. It can therefore
be concluded that the cases with information on Client Characteristics do
not differ substantially from %he complete group of all opened cases.

For clients with intake survey data, the avérage age at time of

referral was also 15.7 years (the same as the whole). Fifty-one percent |

were black, which is identical to the total client population, and

31 percent were white, compared with 32 percent of the total. Ninety-one
percent were male and 9 percent female, the same proportion as the entire

set of opened cases. C}tents with intake surveys are similar to the total
: o

.

R e i

- population of clients on these three key variables.
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While the Exit Survey data were only entered for 305 of the 636
terminated clients (48 percent), the sdample was quite similar tg the
total group of yodth leaving the program. Specifically, on the index
variables (age, sex, and ethnicity), both the sex ratio and client ages
at the time of referral were the same between the two groups. However,
Exit Surveys were analyzed from 2.8 percent more whites, from 3.4 percent
fewer blacks, from 2.6 percent more hispanics, and from 1.9 percent
fewer others than were found in the group of all terminated clients. These
differences are not large enough to render the groups non-comparable.

Client Characteristics: New Pride clients come from families with

high rates of poverty, unemployment, and public assistance. In fifty percent
of the casesa single parent heads their families; 47 percent of the ;imek
this person is the mother. Such elements go together. Nationally iﬁ 1978,
for example, 41;5 percent of a11 families headed by women Tived in poverty.*
Moré than 63 percent of all clients come from families at or below
the official poverty level for a family of four. This compares with 9.1
percent nationally. The median income range for client famiTies is $5,000
to $9,999, whereas for the average American fam%]y in 1979, it was $19,684.
Forty-four pergéﬁffbf all New Pride clients come from families that receive
public assistance (AFDC or Welfare).
According to the U. S. Departhent of Commerce, Bureau of Census, in
1979, 68 percent of all adults in the country had completed high school.
In the New Pride‘families for whiéﬁ‘we have data, only 43 percent of the
mothers and 40 percent of the fathers graduated from high school, a

substantial difference. Just 46 percent of client fathers or male heads

* ATl cdmparative figures are derived from‘ﬁUSA Statistics on Brief 1980,"
U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

a i .
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of household were employed full-time; phat is, where such a person existed
in the home at all. Consi@ering only these fathers or male heads of house-
hold for which we have data, 43.5 percent were unemployed entirely. Mothers
were employed full-time in 34 percent of the cases and uriemployed in 55
percent. Based on the total group for whom we ha?é data (1,353 mothers and
fathers), the overall unemployment rate for parents of New Pride youth

is 50 percent. Another 8.4 percent are only employed part-time. '

S]ightl; more than 14 percent of the families of clients reside in
public housing, whereas 46 percent rent privately, and 40 percent own
homes. Nationally in 1978, 65.2 percent of all oécupied housing units were
owned and 34.8 percent rented. If we consider public hoﬁsing as rental
units, these figures are reversed for New Pride families.

Program youth have been recipients of many other previous attempts
to.a1ter their lifestyles. Thirty-seven percent of a1T’c11ents have been
placed out of their own homes by the courts or other social welfare
agencies at least once. Fifteen percent have experienced more than one
such pfacement. The vast majofity have been in detention (77 percent).
Fifty-four percent have been: in detention two or more times. The following

breakdown depicts the average number of times clients ever detained were in

detention.
Ave.
Detention Count Percent

Chicago 3.3 91 16.4
Fresno 5.0 113 19.2
Haddonfield 2.4 90 15.3
Kansas City 1.7 55 9,3
Pensacola 2.7 97 16.4
Providence 1.8 47 7.0
San Francisco 2.7 97 16.4

Total 3.1 590 - 100.0
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There is a large amount of residenﬁ1a1 mobility among New Pride
youth. Responses from the Client Characteristics form (usually filled out
at intake) indicated that 13 percaent of all participants had not been
Tiving with the same people they were leving with two months prior. On
the Exit Survey 38 percent had changed living arrangements since coming
to New Pride. But overall, client satisfaction with their residential

situation did not improve over the course of participation in the project.

Intake Survey. Mobility affects friendship patterns. The number of
perceived close friends was highly correlated with the number of times
the family had moved. Males=specified more friends that they considered
close (average = 5.1) than females (average = 3.8). Eighty-three percent
of all clients reported that at least one of their friends had been in
trouble with the law.

' As for families, in the opinion of, the young people involved, there

was evidence of drug er alcohol préb]ems in about 30 percent of the cases.
Twentykpercent of all respondents felt that they, themselves, might have
or possibly develop such problems. Twenty-four percent indicated that
when they - got sick or did not feel well, there was no one (friend, relative,
or anyone else) to take care of them. A third of all clients were disciplined
physically by members of their families. (

Thirty:eight percent of the youth weke mainly raised by both parents
until they were 12 years o]d.\'Forty—fouY percent were raised by thefr
mother alone.. Another 10 perceﬁt‘were raised by their mother and step-
father or other adult. It is clear that the relationship with their mother was
the main one for most of thé young people in the New Pride program.
Indeedz 76 percent indicated that they feit,this relationship was a good one.

£
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Work. According fo the Intake Survey, 87 percent of all clients who
enter the program are unemployed at the time. Sixty-eight percent of
those who were unemployed had not had a job in the last six months that
lasted for at least two weeks. Of those who did have work previously or
who were employed at intake, 8 percent had found their jobs with the help of
New Pride staff, a figure which represents staff outreach to youth who
were not yet officially clients. Young people with recent employment
experience indicated that they Tiked their jobs very much about half
(46 percent) of the time. Only 12 percent did not like them. The

following table describes how those earlier jobs were found:

How Jobs Were Found

Count Percent

Newspaper 8 3.4
Employment Agency 15 6.4
Applied Directly 30 12.8
Same Age Friend 35 - 14.9
Adult Friend 42 17.9
Family Member . 56 23.8
Sign in Window 1 4
New Pride Staff 19 8.1
Other Staff 29 12.3
Total 235 100.0

When they came into the program, 80 percent of all clients spétified
that having a job was important or very important to them. Clients were
asked an open-ended question about what kind of jobs they you]d like. The
responses varied a great deal, of course, as did their perceptions of
their chances of getting the kinds of jobs they wanted. On1y>45 percent
said they thought that their chances were pretty?or very goo&."Fifty-five

percent felt that their chances were only fair or were not géod. On the
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othér hand, 70 percent of those responding to the Exit Survey felt that
their chances of getting tbﬁbkinds of jobs they wanted had improved
after being in New Pride. \fhirty—three percent had jobs when they
left, a 20 percent increase over the number of clients who had work when

they came. An additional 28 percent had employment experience while in

New Pride.

Do you have a job now, not counting
work around the house?

Intake Survey

Exit Survey

No Job_ 87.1% No Job 67.2%
Part=t!me 9.0% Part-time 21.3%
Full-time 3.9% Full-time 11.5%

Job Found with Help

Job Found with Help
of New Pride Staff 8.1%

of New Pride Staff 44 . 2%

Education. When they started the pkogram, 26 percent of New Pride
participants 1ndicatéd that, generally speaking, they did not 1ike going
to school. The percentages of those liking schoo]kwentkup by the time the
Exit Survey was administered, but not substantially (by approximately 4
percent). Sixty percent, however, stated that thejr feelings about school
had changed since they came to New Pride. That the New Pride educational
process presented an alternative different from the ordinary one is

reflected in the following responseé (note the percentage changes)

49




Intake Survey

How many teachers or

counselors have taken a
real interest in what's
happening in your life?

vTeachers
Counselors Count Percent

0 143 22.1
1 111 17.2
2 127 19.6
3 91 14.1
4 52 8.0
5 59 9.1
6 20 3.1
7 9 1.4
8 8 1.2
9 3 .5
10 5 .8
11 4 .6
12 4 .6
14 1 .2
15 2 .3
16 1 .2
18 1 .2
20 3 .5
35 1 .2
50 1 .2
All 1 .2
Total 647
Missing 32

Exit Survey

How many New Pride teachers
or counselors have taken a
real interest in what's
happening in your 1life?

Teachers
Counselors Count Percent

0 10 3.3
1 23 7.7
2 45 15.1
3 48 16.1
4 48 16.1
5 30 10.0
6 12 4.0
7 12 4.0
8 14 4.7
9 - 11 3.7
10 10 3.3
11 6 2.0
12 4 1.3
14 5 1.7
15 2 - .7
17 2 .7
.20 1 .3
50 1 .3
All 15 5.0
Total 299
Missing 6

How Clients Feel about the Help These Teachers
or Counselors have Given

~Intake Survey
(Reflects Previous School Experience)

Caused More Problems 2.3% |
- Did Not Do Much of Anything 15.2%
Some Helped Some Didn't 42.6%
Usually Made Things Better 39.8%
50

Exit Survey
(Reflects New Pride Experience)

1.4%

4.8%
36.7%
57.1%
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Basically, program participation appeared to promote a rearrangement
in the eﬁucationa] goals of clients. On the Exit Survey, 10 percent fewer
clients indicated that they wanted. to fjngsh high school, and 5 percent
fewer wanted to go to college or get pr&%essiona] degrees. On.the other
hand, 5 percent more wanted GED's and 9 percent more wanted to pursue
some line of vocatibnal training or go to business school instead. These
changes may ref]ecﬁ more realistic goals for the clients involved, and be an
effect of the counseling they received at New Pride. More than 79 percent
of the young people leaving the program (from whom Exit Surveys were collected)
indicated that they believed their chances of getting the kind of education
they wanted had improved as a result of being in the program.

Stigma. On the Intake Survey, 46 percent of the respondents felt that
being arrested, going to court. and so on had changed the way they were seen
by'others in a negative direction. Twenty-seven percent did not experience
any change, while 23 percent indicated that if affected the way they were
seen in both good and bad wdys. Four percent believed it had changed the
way they were seen, but in good ways.

THe consequences of beiné processed through the juvenile justice system
were perceived differently by dindividuals. Thirty-seven percent felt that
it had made their chances for getting the kinds of jobs and education
they wanteéd worse than those of other-young people they knew who had ever
been in trouble with‘the law. - Forty-six percent felt that their chances
were the same as others, and 17 percent that they were better than others

(perhaps due to special services such as those offered by projeét New °

Pride).
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Client Satisfaction. When they came into the program, students were

asked what they expected to obtain from it. Forty-five percent specified

instrumental gains (tangibles such as jobs, school credit, etc.) Fourteen
percent listed affective gains such as insight ihto themselves or friendship.
Thirty-five percent expected both bypes of benefits. When administered the
Exit Survey, clients were asked what they actually received by participating
in the program. Only 20 percent indicated instrumental gains. %Twenty-six
percent indicated "affective gains," and 40 percent, "both."

Overall, clients felt that their chances of getting the kinds of jobs
(70 percent) and education (80 percent) they wanted improved through
program p;rticipation. When asked how helpful the program was to them
generally, only 2 percent thought it was not helpful. Twenty-seven percent
felt it was of some help. Another 30 percent said it was moderately helpful,
wh%]e 41 percent felt it was very helpful. A]togethef; 91 percent of all
clients who were administered the Exit Survey said they were glad that
they came to project New Pride, and 92 percent said they would recommend
the program to a friend in trouble.

To put this degree client satisfaction into perspective, it must
be born in mind that large proportions (45 percent) saw themselves as
having been sent to New Pride under court order, through fémi]y pressure,

or both; that is, as not having any choice in the matter themselves. Only

55 percent indicated that they had any Bﬁrt in the decision to participate

at all. In this context, the students of New Pride have jqéged its

contributions quite favorably.
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PROGRAM TERMINATIONS

As of September 30, 1982, 636 youths had been terminated from seVen
New Pride'sites. These represent 68l5 percent of all clients admitted at
these sites. The most frequent reason for termination, given in 262 cases
(41.2 percent), is that the client completed thé;program. The next most
frequent reason, which accounts for 197 .cases (31 peréént), is the decision
of a judge’or probation officer. The New Pride programs decided to terminate
82 clients (12.9 percent). Sixty clients themselves (9.4 percent) decided
to leave New Pride. (See Table 11) |

The overall termination data yield more meaning when they are examined
in relation to the amount of time clients spend in New Pride. Table 13
presents a breakdown of all youth admitted to New Pride as of September 30,
1982. 292 clients, or 31.5 percent, are still being served by the program
(are in progress). 636 youtn have been terminated. Of these, 374 were
early terminations, a number reperesenting 40.3 percent of a]]yclients who
have been admitted to New Pride and 58.8 percent of all terminated clients.

262 clients, or 28.2 percent of all clients admitted, actually completed the

- program.

Table 12 presents a breakdown of the average time clients spent in
the program by reason for termination by site. As expected, the average
time spgnt in New Pride by clients who completed the program is one year at
most sites. At Pensacola, the time is s]ightly 1ongér, 1.1 years in New
Pride. At Haddonfield, the average time in the program for completions is
.9 years‘while at Kansas City it is the shortest, .8 years. The average
time in pew Pride by site for those c1iénts who are terminated by a judicial

or probation decision is very similar: at five sites the averate is .4 years,
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Table 11

TERMINATION OF CLIENTS BY REASON FOR -
‘TERMINATION BY SITE

Completed C] i ént Judge/Probation Program ‘ Totabl
Program Decision Decision Decision Other Terminated
N % % N % N % N % N %
Chicago 22 26.8 |10 12.2 | 36 43.9 14 17.1{ 0 0.0 | 8 62.6
Fresno 34 386 | 1 1.1] 28 31.8 6 6.8| 1 21.6| 88 73.9
Haddonfield 45 32.8 | 35 25.5 25 L18.2 29 21.2] 3 2.2 | 137 85.1
Kansas City | 24 444 Q 16.7 14 25.9 7 13.0} O 0.0 54 47.8
thensaco1a 51 48.1 1 \1.0 41 '38;7' 11 10.4 2 1;9 106 72.1 ¥
Providence 39 58.2 | 1 1.5 20 29.9 4 6.0| 3 4.5| 67 60.9
San Fr‘a\ﬁcisco 47  46.1 3 2.9 ' 33 " 32.4 11  10.8 8 7.8 | 102 69.4
Total Wx\ 262 i‘41.2 60 9.4 197 31.0 82 12.9{ 35 5.5 | 636 68.5%*
* This percéntﬂe is based on the total number of New Pride clients from the seven sites for
whom there are termination data.
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Table 12

AVERAGE TIME IN PROGRAM EXPRESSED IN PARTIAL YEARS
BY REASON FOR TERMINATION

Y

. Client .  Judge/PO  Program .
Completed Decision Decision Decision Qther
Chicago 1.0 .2 .3 i None
Fresno 1.0 .8 .6 .6 .5
Haddonfield .9 .6 4 .6 .2
Kansas City .8 .4 A .2 None
Pensacola 1.1 .2 4 A4 .5
Providence 1.0 1o A 4 .7
San Francisco 1.0 .1 .4 .3 .3
Table 13
TERMINATION DATA
September, 1982
Completion as a
In Early _ Total Percent of all
" Progress Completed ' Terminated - Clients Terminations
icago 49 22 60 82 26.8
g?égng 31 34 54 88 38.6
Haddonfield 24 45 92 137 32.8
Kansas City 59 24 30 54 44 .4
Pensacola 41 51 55 106 48.1
Providence 43 ” 39 .28 67 58.2
San Francisco _45 47 _55 102 46.1
Total 292 262 374 . 636
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with the other‘two sites averaging .3 and .6 years. Thus, at all but‘one
site, a’judge or probation officer stepped in to terminate clients near
thé end of their intensive phase. At only one site does this type of
termination occur most frequently in the follow-up phase, and here in the

first part of this phase. The remaining reasons for termination occur in

~a far greater range of time from clients' acceptance into New Pride. On a

site-by-site basis, programs decide to terminate clients after their having
spent from .3 years to .6 years in New Pride and clients themselves decide
to leave New Pride after an average of .1 years to .8 years. There are

significant differences in completion patterns between sites (x2

= 52.123,

df = 12, p = .0001) as well as in the average amount of time ¢lients remain

in the program. .
While Tables 12 and 13 present numbers and percentiles of clients who

havé completed the program, these figures are more meaningful when compared

- to the number of clients who could have comp]eted the program, that is, who

were admitted at Teast a year prior to the September 30, 1982 cut-off date.

0f the 928 clients who have been admitted to New Pride, 588 clients could
have completed the program as of Sepfember 29, 1982 (See Table 14). Of these,
554 have termination data entered-into the computer (See Tab]e 14}, Of these
554, 255 clients or 46 percent acually did complete the New Pride program

See Table 14). When this group is“broken down‘bj;§ite by reason for
termination (TableﬁlS), one segifthat the proportfon of completed cases

ranges from a low of 33.3 per/é;t at Chicago to a.high of 63.9 percent at
Providence. % ' | |

- ‘,

Another subset of termiﬁétions‘which bears further examination is th

‘group‘of clients who were terminated during the intensive phase of the
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Table 14

TERMINATION DATA, FOR THOSE CLIENTS
WHO COULD HAVE COMPLETED THE PROGRAM
(Case Action Date is Prior to 10/1/81)

Number Who Could Have Completed By Site

Site Count Percent
Chicago 70 11.9
Fresno 70 11.9
Haddonfield 133 22.6
Kansas City 53 9.0
Pensacola 102 17.3
Providence 66 11.2
San Francisco =£ZL 16.0

Total 588

Number Who Could Have Completed
And Who Have Termination Forms By Site

Site Count Percent
Chicago 66 11.9,~
Fresno. . 70 12.6
Haddonfield 131 23.6
Kansas City 40 22.2
Pensacola 96 17.3
Providence 61 11.0
San Francisco : =£§l 16.2

Total 554

‘Reason for Termination for Clients
Who Could Have Completed and Who Have Termination Forms

Total

57

554

Reason Count  Percent
Completed 255 46.0
Client Decision . 47 8.6
Judge/Probation Decision . 156 28.2
Program Decision 70
Other 26

’

i
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Table 15

3

CLIENTS WHO COULD HAVE COMPLETED THE PROGRAM WHO HAVE TERMINATION FORMS

"~ BY SITE BY'REASON'FOR TERMINATION ~— =~
Completed Client Judge/Probatidn Program Q’\ Total
Program Decision Decision _|_Decision Other Terminated
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Chicago 22 33.3{ 5 7.6 29 43.9 10 152 0 0.0 66
Fresno 32 45.7 0 0.0 21 30.0 3 4.3 14 20.0 70
Haddonfield 45 34.4 | 34 26.0 24 18.3 26 19.8 2 1.5 | 131
Kansas City 19 47.5 5 12.5 9 22.5 7 17.5 0 0.0 40
Pensacola 51 53.1 1 1.0 31 32.3 11 11.5 2 2.1 96
Providence 39 63.9.] 1 1.6 16 2‘6.2 3 4.9 { 2 3.3 | 61
San Fréncisco 47 52.2 1 1.1 26 28.9 10 11.1 6 6.7 90
Total 554

SO S SRR B B
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program, or within 27 weeks of their admission date. The tbta] number of
clients who fall into this category is 253. When présented on a site-by-
site basis (Table 16), one sees that the porportion of clients terminated
during the intensive phase varies widely, from 23.9 percent at Providence
to 57.3 percent at Chicago. Over half of these terminations (53.4 percent)
were the result of»a judicial or probation dec{sion. Surprisingly, 3.2
percant are considered to be program completions, even though the clients
spent only 27 or fewer weeks at New Pride. Most of these can be accounted
for by successful completion of probation. A hore specific breakdown of
these intensive phase terminations is presented in Table 17.

Discussion. There are statistically significant differences between
the sites on every dimension described: gender, ethnicity, age, client
1iving arrangements, grade levels, number of clients detained, court status
at fntake, component assignments, and reasons for termination. It is unlikely
that any of these differences are due to chance {p <.0001 in each case).
Rather, it is probable that they depict substantive variations between
projects. Chicago and San Francisco show differences in the marital status‘
of clients. In both there are separated, divorced, or widowed youth. In
Chicago, seven clients were separated, four were divorced, and three were

widowed!
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Table 16

CLIENTS TERMINATED WITHIN INTENSIVE PHASE
(Within First 26 Weeks in Program)

Number of Clients by Site

Percent of All

Site Count Terminations
Chicago 47 57.3
Fresno 24 27.3
Haddonfield 55 40.1
Kansas City 27 50.0
Pensacola 42 39.6
Providencs 16 23.9
San Francisco _42 41.2

Total ' 253

Number of Ciients by Reason for Termination

Reason - Count Percent
Completed 8 3.2
Client Decision 38 15.0
Judge/Probation Decision 135 53.4
Program Decision 51 20.2
Other 21 8.3

Total 253
) 60
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Table 17

NUMBER OF CLIENTS

WITHIN THE INTENSIVE PHASE

Client

Judge/Probation

S

BY SITE BY REASON FOR TERMINATION

Completed Program Total
Program Decision pecision Decision Other Terminated
N 21N % N % N 2 | N % N %
* Chicago 1 21| 8 17.0| .30 63.8 g8 17.0| 0 0.0 | 47 _18.6
Fresno 1 42| 0 00| 11 458 3 125 9 37.5| 24 9.5
Haddonfield 2 3.6 [19 34.5 A916 29.1 15 27.3| 3 5.5 | 55 21.7
Kansas City g 14.8 | 6 22.2 11 40.7 6 222 o 0.0] 27 10.7
‘Pensacola 0 00| 1 2.4 33. 78.6 7 16.7| 1 2.4 42 16.6
Providence 0 00| 1 63| 12 750 2 125| 1 63| 16 6.3
San Francisco c 0.0 3 7.1 22 52.4 10 23.8 7 16.7 42  16.6
Total 8 38 135 51 21 253 100.0%
g
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PROGRAM "IMPACT

EmpJoyment 7

With information from all seven sites, 482, or 55% of all clients in
the program as of June 3d: 1982 (877) had records in the employment file.
302 clients were empioyed in their first job, 110 in their second, 49 in
their third, and 21 in later jobs. A total of 753 instances of employment
were observed. In 178 instances, the job was designated as permanent,
whereas 249 were defined as temporary and 17 as seasonal. Of those tﬁat
were Jisted as permanent 106 have ended, however. n all but 7 of the : . | =5
permanent jobs clients were paidvdirect]y by the employer and in all but
25 cases these jobs were in private businesses. 0% these, 56 were in
Haddonfield, while 17 were in Fresno, 25 in Kansas City, 18 in Providence,
14 in Pensacola, 7 in San Francisco, and 4 in Chicago. 243 jobs were
classified as work experience and 99 as on-the-job training. Thirty-
three of these were indicated in more than one placement status category
such as temporary and on-the-job training.

119 (15.8%) of all emp]g}ers were units of government, 296 (39.3%)
were not-for-profit cBrporations, and 338 (44.9%) were employers in the
private sector. Most jobs earned clients between $2.50 and $3.50 per
hour (641, 84.7%), right at the minimum wage; 10 earﬁed them less and
102 earned them more. Eighty-nine of these higher paying positions provided
between $3.50 and '$4.50 per hour. \ | ) o | ' | N o o %\

New Pride was solely responsib1e'for paying wages in 44.0% of the : | | - T i . o . 2
Jobs. gETA was the so]é sourée of wages 17.8% ofqthe time. Private

emp]oyers'were the only soUrceﬁzf}wages for an additional 33.9% of all

jobs. Combinations of wage source occurred 2.7% of the time, and in i o . i
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SOURCE OF WAGES i
. ) . Total
Employer . | New Pride CETA Other Combination Jobs
N % N_ % |- N % N % N % -~
Chicago - 10 23.3 |24 5.8 | 9 209 |0 00| 0 0.0 | 43
Fresno | 25 22.5 18  16.2 |61 55,0 6 5.4 1 0.9 111 4
Haddonfield 77 700 1 0.9 300 27.3 2 1.8 0 0.0 110
Kansas City 3%  30.4 52 45.2 25 21.7 3 2.6 0 0.0k 115
Pensacola 38 29.0 87 66.4 2 1.5 1.5 2 1.5 131 ©
) Providence 39 39.8 53 54.1 6 6.1 ¢ 0.0 0 .0 98 ©
San Francisco | 31 214 | % 662 | 1 07| 0 00| 17 117 | 145
Total 255 33.9 | 331 44.0 | 134 17.8 1 13 - 1.7 20 2.7 753
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1.7% of all jobs the wages came from other sources entirely. As can be
seen from the following table, there wefe site differences in sources
of wages. |

At the time they were given the intake survey, 87%yof the clients
tested (N = 666) indicated that they were unemployed. Only 13% had.jobg.‘
\

(This includes all clients, including full-time students). Of those \

unempfoyed at intake, 68% had not a job in the 1a%£ six months which 1a§%§d
for at least two weeks. Of those that were receht{y employed or did have X\
work when interviewed, 78% were earning the minimum wage or under and had
been working three months or less. Evgn at the beginning of their partici-
pation in Project New Pride, 8% had found their jobs through New Pride staff.
It could be argued that employment experience for the clients of
New Pride is most 1ikely to be arranged after they have spent a period
of time in the progfam. Clients often have to be defined as "ready for
job experience," an assessment made after they have completed a course
on job-seeking skills, or have ad&usted sufficiently well to other
components of the program. So we restricted the file to those clients who
had ob%ained three or more months of services by June 30, 1982 (647) to get
a more accurate reading of the percentage of clients employed. Of this
group, 411 (64%) of the youth had one or more jobs listed in the New Pride
files. ) )
0f the 714 jobs which began prior to July 1, 1982§f561, or 78.6%
have ended. One hundred and“fifty-three Jjobs are still ;ﬁ§3¥6ées§i iOf the
561 jobs which have ended, 54 (9.6%)T1asfed less than a week. The fo]]owing

is an over-all site-by-site breakdown of the reason for termination of

[t}

these short-term jobs and the average number of“hours clients were employed W/%;;§\

in then.

.
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JOBS LASTING LESS THAN A WEEK

(N = 54)
Termination
Reason Count Percent
Position Ended 36 66.7
Better Job 3 5.6
Quit 5 9.3
Fired 6 11.1
Qther 4 7.4 +
Replication 54
Termination
Site Reason Count
Fresno Fired 1
Haddonfield Other 1
Kansas City Position Ended 1
Better Job 1
Quit 1
Pensacola _Position Ended 9
: Quit 4
Fired 1
San Francisco Position Ended 26
Better Job 2
Fired 4
__ Other "3
Replication 54
Ave. Hours/

Site Week Count
Fresno ) 30.0 1
Haddonfield o 40.90 1
Kansas City . 18.7 - .3
Pensacola . 20.6 14
San_Francisco 12.1 35

Replication 15.5 54

63a
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Of the 507 jobs which ended lasting longer than a week, a site-by-
site breakdown indicates differences in the average job duration, and the

average number of hours worked per week in these jobs.

. . B ~l|

Ave. Hours/ Average

Site WHeek Weeks Count

Chicago 20.4 6.0 13

Fresno 29.6 7.7 100

Haddonfield 27.2 10.1 . 71

Kansas City 20.5 11.0 67

Pensacola 19.7 7.3 100

= Providence 18.2 7.4 70
San Francisco j 19.9 11.8 86

Replication 22.6 9.0 507

0f the 153 jobs beginning prior to July 1, 1982, that are stili

continuing, the average hours per week worked are generally higher.

oy P PRSI p——
H b .

Ave. Hours/
Chicago 23.3
o [ ' Fresno 34.0
% : Haddonfield 33.2
| o  Kansas City 24.8
S . ' . Pensacola : 18.7
: Providence 30.2 .
San Francisco , 21:2
: {i ? Replication 26.2
; o x
i {’ \
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YOUTH EMPLOYMENT IN NEW PRIDE:

FOSITION

TYPES OF JOBS

(]
[=]
c
3
ad

NEW-PRIDE-SITE

SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANLCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-~FRANCIS
SRN*FRANCIS

NIDE/ASSISTANT OFFICE WORKER
ART TEACHERS AIDE

ARTS & CRAFTS

ASSISTANT DISK-JOCKEY
AUDIO TECH

BUILDING FLOAT

BUILDING PROGRAM AIDE
CAMERA TECHNICIAN
CAMERAPERSON

CAR WASH ATTENDANT
CAR-WASH-DETAILED

CHANNEL 25(VIDEQ)TECHNICIAN
CHILD CARE AIDE

CHILDCARE

CLERICAL

CLERICAL & MANABERIAL
CL'ZRICAL & FROGRAM AIDE
CLERICAL AIDE

CLERICAL ASSISTANT
CLERICAL ASST/COPY-ROY
CLERICAL /COMPUTER TRAINEE
COMPUTER TRAINING
CONCESSIONS SALES
CONSTRUCTION

COMSTRUCTION QSSISTANT
CONSTRUCTION HELFPER
CONTROL WORKER

COOK

COPY ROY/DELIVERY
DELIVERY--FAPER ROY
RISHWASHER

FILM DEVELOFHENT

FIX TRAYS DIET DEFT
FLOAT CONSTRUCTION

GAS ATTENDENT

GENERAL MAINTENANCE ASSIST,
GYM ASSISTAN

HOUSE REPAIR/RENOUATIDN
INF?NERCARE CENTER

JANITORIAL

JUNIOR LIFE GUARD

KITCHEN AID

KITCHEN HELPER

LIGHT CONSTRUCTION

LIGHT DGNSTRUCTIOK % MAINTENANCE
LIGHT MAINTENANCE

LOCKER RDOH ASSISTANT
MAINTENANCE

HAINTENANCE & TECHNICAL ASST
MAINTENANCE ASSISTANT
MAINTENANCE REC ROOM AT FMF
MAINTNC & SUFL FERSON
‘MAINTNCE/TECHNICAL TRQINEE g
MECHANICS AIDE v
MERCHANDISE' CLERK

MOU/HSHLD GOODS & OFC SUPPLIES
MOU:SORT § LABEL LIRRARY
oMUSEUN AIDE

NURSES ﬂIDv ELDERLY PATIENTS
OFFICE A

OFFICE HORhER
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SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN~FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
SAN-FRANCIS
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO

" CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHRICAGO
CHICAGO
FRESNO
FRESMO
FRESND
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESMNOD
"FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESNO

a.

ORGANIZE SUMMER CAMF PROGRAM
PLAN ACTVYTS FOR CHILDREN
PRODUCTION ASSISTANT
PROGRAM CONPLETION LEADER
RECEPTIONIST/TRAINEE
RECREATION AILE
RECREATIONAL AIDE

REFAIR SHOES
SALES--DOOR-TO~-D00R & FHONE
SALES, COUNTERFERSON
SET-UP CREW MEMEER

STAGE ASSISTANT

STAGE HAND _

STAGE HAND <KNER
STOCKROOM CLERK

STULENT LEADER

TEACHING ASSISTANT
TEACHING ASSISTANT, ART
TECHNICAL ASSISTANT
TICKETS/GUARD

TRAINEE

TRAINEE LANDSCAFE & CONST,
TRAINEE, LEARNING CENTER

TUTOR

TUTOR--REARING

VENDIOR

VIDED TRNG/FROD. ASST
WAREHOUSE WORKER

WORK IN MULTICURRICULUM RM
AUTO MECHANIC

CLERK

CLERK ASST
CONSTRUCTION HELFER.
COOK e

COOK RESTALRANT

FOOLN SERVICE

FOOD SERVICES

FOOR SERVICES WORKER
JANITORIAL

LIBRARY CLERK
HAINTENANCE
HAINTENANCE ASST
MECHANIC HELFER

FACKER

RECORDS DEPT ASS
RETAIL ASST ~
SECURITY MAINTENANCE
SERVICE TECH

STOCK CLERK

STULRENT AIDE

TUTGR

recreationzl aid
Auto Detailer

Auto Maint, Asst.
futo Hechanic

Rouds & Frnder

Box Haker (

Busboy

Car Washer

Career Awareness
Cashiers cooh
Cashiery cooks clean-us
Cashiery food worker
Clerical aide
Clerical Asst.
Construction
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FRESHO
FRESWO
FRESND

FRESNO
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESND
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNOD
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESND
FRESND
FRESNO

FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESNO
FRESND
FRESND
HADDONF IELD
HADDONF IELD
HADDONF IELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONE IELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONF IELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONF IELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD

Cooky cashiery clean—ur
Cooks washs clean tsbles
Cook’s assistant

Delivery

Dish Washer
Dod Trainer
Enerdy zide
File Clerk
File Room Aid

Groundskeerer’s_sid |
GED & Mechanic Training

Janitor

Jenitor/Warehouse man
Janitorial Training

Kitchen Aide
Lab sid
Lak zide
Laborer

Landscare Asst.

Landscaring
Loader

Maintenance aid
Mainteriance aide
Maintensnce Asst.
Medical Surrly Tech
Nutritionsl Aide

Office zide
Office Aide

Office Assistant

Office Clerk

Fetshor Attendent

Ficketer

Frinter’s Trainee
Printing Assistant

Recertionist

Recreational aide
Restaurant helrer
Restaurant Helr

Restsurant Helrer
Station Attendent

Sterilircer
Stock- Row

Teacher’s aide
Teacher’s Aide

Trainee
Training
Urholsterer

Warehouse man/Janitor

Yardwork

BOORKEEFER
BRICK LAYER

RUSROY
CARETAKER

CARFENTERS HELFER

CARWASHER
CASHIER
CLERK

COUNSELOR AIDE

COUNTER SERVICE

ISHWASHER
FENCER
FILE CLERK

)

fuey

Ot bt B G4 D B b bl Dot POt b 2 ot ke bt ot o e b b b ot B b BT ok oot 15 P Bt bt 1t bt 13 ot G et 13 o8 D 1o £ PO B Pt 13 LIRS 4t OO0 e 0 4ot P ok ek ok ot b

S L ey s

B AR A e Y R



79

- HADDONFIELD

HADDONFIELD
HADDONF IELD
HADDONFIELLD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONF IELT
HADDONFIELE
HARDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HARDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELL
HABDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD

HADDONFIELD -

HADDONFIELD
HADLIONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADIDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HARDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELL
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADLONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
HADDONFIELD
G
KANSAS-CIT

KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS~-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
- KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY

A

FOOD PREF
Fogn PREF.
GARDENER
HOTDOG VENDOR
JANITOR

NIT

KENNEL WORKER .
e = ,
KITC

KITCHEN HELR
LARORER .
LANDSCAPER | oo
LANDSCAPING G
LOADER

¥
HAID , | :
MAINT A 4
HATNTERANCE

MAINT

MAINTENANCE ASSISTANT

HAINTENANCE ENGINEER

HAINTENANCE MAN

FACKER ’ ? |
PAINTER -
PAINTERS HELFER

PIFEFITTER
PIZZA MAKER

FORTER )

EREggEEECHANIC i
R S ,

REC SUPERVISOR

RECREATION AIDE

ROOFERS HELFER

Al EOY
B ANDUTCH NAKER-L UNCHEONETTE
SHORT ORDER COOK
SHORT-ORDER COOK
SPOOLER
STOCKEOY
UENLOR ;
WAITER
WATTER/KITCHEN HELP

ITRESS

WAIT
WATERFROOFER

Army recryiter
Bus hou/clesnus
Bus Bou
Bushoy
Rusboy/cook
Buggirl
Car Cleaning Tech :
Cleaning Tech g
onstruction -
Construction YCCIF
Construction/SYEF -
Constvuction/YCCIP
Cooﬁg .
Cook./bus box
[iziry Queen
- BEN LABOR N
GENERAL LABROR
Household moving
Ice cream vendor
Job Cores

BN
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KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
RANSAS-CITY
RANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY

“RANSAS-CITY

KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS~CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS~CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS-CITY
KANSAS~CITY
KANSAS-CITY
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
© PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
'PENSACOLA
‘PENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
- PENSACOLA
'PENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA

- FENSACOLA

PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA

- PENSACOLA

FENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSACOLA

FENSACOLA

PENSACOLA
"PENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA -
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA

- . PENSACOLA

) S

dob Search o
Job Search/Shor Labor
Ritechen surervisor
Latior
Laborer
Lineman
Maintenance
Maintenarice/soccer
Maintenance/soccer field lining
Maintenance/soccer fields
Mechanic
National Buard/surply
Newsrarer deliveru
hoto Frocossor
FLANT HELPER fo\
Receiving clerk %
Sales clerk
Screw machine orerator
Shor Labor/Job Search
Shor Labor/Job Skills Class ’
Snor Labor/Job Survival Skills Class
hog Laborer “ . .
Soccer
Stewsrd ,
Stocking/maintenance
Stockman
TEACHER AILE
Weed ecutter/SYER
Work Crew
Youth surervision
EUS ROY

BUSEQY/DISHWASHER
CARPENTER HELFER
CARFENTRY/HELFER *
CASHIER/CLEANUF
CEMETARY CLEANUF
CLEAN UF

CLEAN UP/CONSTRUCTION WORKER
CLEANUF , “
CLEANUF/CONSTRUCTION
CLEANUP/FAINTING
CLEANUF/POTTERY

CLEANUFy LIGHT WORK
CLERICAL _
CONSTRUCTION
ggggTRUCTIDN WORKER

COOK/COUNTER HELFER
COUNTER HELF
COUNTER/COOK :
CUSTODIAL WORKER
DELIVERY
DISHUASHING

DOCKS WORKER

FISH MARKET HELPER

FORK LIFT OPERATOR

GAS STATION ATTENDANT
GENERAL CONSTRUCTION

. HoL: ‘ER
GREENHOUSE WORKER
HELFER :

HOUSEKEEFING
JANITORIAL = -
JANITORIAL CLEANUP
JANITORIAL HELFER-
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PROVIDENCE MAINTENANC
7] PROVIDENCE NURSING AS g HORKER
4 FROVIDENCE OFFICE WORKER
. PROVIDENCE PAINTERS HELFER
PROVIDENCE FRINTER HELFER

-} g PROVIDENCE RECEFTIDNIST/HAIRDRESSERS HELFER

PENSACOLA - JANITORIAL/GENERAL MAINTENANCE
" " PENSACOLA  JANITORIAL/MECHANIC HELFER
4 PENSACOLA - JEWLERY
e PENSACOLA hITCHEN WORKER
‘ FENSACOLA LAWN CARE
— PENSACOLA LAWN CARE WORKER .
f PENSACOLA LAWN CARE/JANITORIAL
: FPENSACOLA LAWN/MAINTENANCE
- FENSACOLA LEATHER WORKING» SHOES REFAIR
(FENSACOLA MAINTENANCE
__RENSACOLA MAINTENANCE WORKER

¥ i
H
R A S T T Sy BAM_‘:, u(.‘.fx.s
Foceai :
A

s

FROVIDENGE RECREAT

. PROVIDENCE RDDFERSISELF
PROVIDENCE SHIPFING & REL”IUING
PROVIDENCE STOCK CLERK
PROVIDENCE STOCK WORKER
FROVIDENCE STOCKWORKER

[Ty

. 1

= 'PENSACOLA MAINTENANCE/ CARFENTRY L ggovmsucs STOREROOM KEEFER

FENSACOLA MAINTEMANCE/CHILD CARE HELPER PRg*J%HENCE TRANSPORT/DEL IVERY
PENSACOLA MAINTENANCE/GROUND r , DENCE TRANSPORTER

.  PENSACOLA MECHANIC HELPER ||

o

R LT s b B ) bk bt G B bt

PENSACOLA M%CEQNICS; FPAINTING

PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
FPENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSALOLA
FENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
FENSACOLA
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
FROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE

PROVIDENCE

PROVIRENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE

PROVIDENCE

FROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE

“PROVIDENCE

PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE
PROVIDENCE

FAINT AND RODY WORKER
PAINT/HAINTENANCE
FAINTING

PAINTING/CARFENTER HELPER

POTTERS HELFER
POTTERY HELFER
RECREATION HELFER
ROOFING

SHOE REPAIR
UNLDADING TRUCKS
WAREHOUSE

WAREHDUSE DELIVERY
WAREHOUSE WORKER
¥2§D HAINTENANCE

YARD U

ASSEMBLER

AUTO EODY HELFER
AUTO MECH HELFER

AUTO MECHANIC HELPER

BAhERS HELFER
RENCH. WORKER

BUILDING MAINTENANCE
BUSEOY

CARPENTERS HELFER
CHILD CARE AIDE
CHILDCARE WORKER
COOKS HELPER
ELECTRICIANS HELPER
'FILE CLERK

FOOD SERVICE WORKER
FOORSERVICE HORKER
FUNLRAISER/CANVASSER
FURNITURE REFINIBHER
GAS ATTENDANT ¢
GREENHDUSE MORhER
-GROUND REEPER

GROUND MAINTENANCE HLPR

GROUNUEEEPER
KITCHEE HELFER'
LAUNDRY WORKER

LIBRARY HELPER
MACHINE OPERATOR

WORK
YARD WOP?éEAINTENANCE

© b

. PROVIDENCE  MACHINE OFERATOR - GRINDER
- - _PROVIDENCE . HAINTANCE HELFER
"PROVIDENCE MAINTENANCE HELFER
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School Status

It is impossible to do meaningful statistical runs on fields (topics)
full of missing data. The runs that we have made,'therefore, are. on
clients who have complete records in critical fields for the particular
analysis. For instance, if we wish to Took at the reason clients withdrew
from school (N=445) we may first se1ect clients who withdrew,which gives us

a subset called "withdrawn.® Then we find in that ¢éne those who doknot have

e

each time we ask a new question, such as: Of those clients with co@p]ete
records who withdrew, how many have termination forms in the system with
information on reason for termination and date of termination? (403).

At no time should the N of clients be interpreted as "all those in
the program." They are always those who have complete records unless
otherwise specified. In some instances the records of entire sites may be
dropped in this process, so we would also caution readeré not to“interpret
a site's non-appeérgnce as a case of no data in the files. wIt may simply
indicate that "ﬁissing" has appeared in enough places in enough critical
fields to the run to eliminate all of a‘site's records.,‘w

Another issue t6 .be mindful of 1is the difference between a c]ient and a
record. One client may have severg] records in a file. In the School-
Status file a client may have one or more records detailing his prejNeW
Pridé education at one br more schools (one record for each school). He
may also have a record for the New Pride replication site school and dnel'
for the post-Néw Pride school when he returns tobanother public or private
school. When we refer to records we really mean c]%eht records in the

specified category. When we say.cliénts we mean real bodies. .
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The following table represents the total number of records contributed
by each New Pride site to date expressed in terms of number of clients and
number of records on a site-by-site (7) basis and the percentage of records

~contributed to the total pool of 1,308 records:

Percent of
New Pride Site Clients Records Total Records
Chicago ; 92 104 8.0
Fresno 112 340 26.0
Haddonfield 145 222 17.0
Kansas City 75 113 8.6
Pensacola 142 208 15.9
. Providence 67 110 8.4
San Francisco 133 211 16.1

Pre-New Pride. In analyzing attendance in schools, we found 1,308

records with the necessary dates. Of these, 484 were school status records
da%ing priof to entry into New Pride. Of these, 386 were from non-New Pride
schoo]s.1 0f this subset, 226 had comp]ete records of days enrolled.
Singling out schools attended just prior to New Pride, the count is reduced
té 206 records. In six of these cases, clients began attending ron-New
Pride schools shortly before their admission to New Pride, and stayed in

these schools while in the program. These cases were removed from the

~subset of 206 and analyzed with the records of schools attended during Néw

Pride. An additional 17 records were removed because of erroneous date -

entries, yielding 183 complete available cases. : |

1 In 98 cases, youth began attending New Pride alternative schob]s

prior to their official admission to the New Pride program. In many of

these  cases, school entry was only a few days before official program
admission. Therefore, these records are included with the records of
schools attended during New Pride.
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Table 19

# of Records

SCHOOL STATUS RECORDS BEFORE REFERRAL TO NEW PRIDE

Compiete

% of Records

Complete

Average Days
Per Client

Average Days
Enro]]gd

% of Days
Enrolled

Excused Abséncés

Unexcused Absences

Tardies

116
138

119

63
75%

65%

5.6

29.38

6.17

i
i

(5

75.01

77.60

74.47

7.41%

183 gpmb1ete

37.87% Cases

8.28%
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~ SCHOOL STATUS RECORDS DURING NEW PRIDE
2 |
= # of Recr % of Records Average Days Average Days % of Days
{ §§ Comple. = Complete Per Client Enroiled Enrolled
& . SCHOOL STATUS RECORDS |
: FOR _NEW PRIDE
Excused Abesnces 413 86% 5.90 62.49 9.4% ‘
‘ Unexcused Absences 403 84% 12.96 ;; 63.20 20.5% N = 479
i Tardies 375 78% 3.75 .. 63.20 6.0%
: SCHOOL STATUS RECORDS
: FOR SCHOOLS OTHER THAN
g NEW PRIDE DURING NEW
§ PRIDE_PARTICIPATION
i Excused Absences 91 95% 3.91 - 56.49 6.9% %
/ Unexcused Absences 92 95% 12.17 57.84 21.0% N = 96
. ! Tardies 92 96% 4.38 57.84 7.6%
| SCHOOL STATUS RECORDS
\ FOR NEW PRIDE AND
! OTHER SCHOOLS DURING .
g NEW PRIDE PARTICIPATION .
| ! Excused Absences 504 - 883 5.54  61.41 9.0%
k : Unexcused Absences 495 86% 12.82 62.20 20.6% N = 575
Tardies 467 81% ) 3.88 62.00 6.3%
% g i
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Table 21

SCHOOL STATUS RECORDS AFTER NEW PRIDE

f
% of Records
Complete

# of Records
Complete

Average Days
Per Client

% of Days

“Average Days ,
Enrolled

Enrolled

Excused Absences
Unexcused Abesnces

Tardies

&

B e B

L
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10 83.3% 6.5

10 83.3% 13.9

10 83.3% 9.0

S .

-1

57.7 11.3%

57.7 24,1%

57.7 " 15.6%

12
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These clients, as an average, had 7{4 percent of their time enrolled
in school flagged with excused absences and 37.9 pércentxwith unexcused
absences. 8.3 percent of the'days students were tardy. However, school
was attended on those days. Therefore, the actual attendance rafe for
clients with complete records from prior schools was 54.7 percent.

During New Pride. There were 888 records for schools attended during

New Pride. Of these, 672 are from the New Pride alternative schools and 216
are from other schools attended while in New Pride. These records indicate
the average percent of unexcused absences dropped from 37.9 percent pre-New
Pride to 20.6 percent in New Pride, or almost a half. Excused‘ébsences rose
from 7.4 percent pre-New Pride to 9.0 percent. We suspect that this simply
reflects program interaction with clients which caused them to follow rules
more explicitly and file the necessary affidavits when i11 or at medical
orllega1 appointments (Tables 19.and. 20). The average number of days tardy

also decreased (8.3 to 6.3 percent).

Attendance at school went up from 54.7 percent pre-New Pride to 70.4
percent during New Pride. However, many clients began attendance in the

New Pride school after a period during which they were not in school atall.

NUMBER OF CLIENTS IN NEW PRIDE ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS BY SITE '

[ -J
{52.1 percent of all records in the school sj}tus file)

New Pride Site " Count
Chicago. m 89
Fresno 80
Haddonfield . 124
Kansas City : 38
Pensacola 148
Providence 67
San Francisco 135
Replicaticn 681
70
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cher Schools During New Pride. There are 96 complete records in this
category. The data for this group is bresented separate]ykin Table 20.
There is Tittle difference between this aroup and thosekclients attending
New Pride alternative schools, except that there is a higher proportion of
excused absences in the latter (9.4 percent vs. 6.9 percent). This supports
our hypothesis of greater interaction with clients by the New Pride

alternative schools than by other schools.

Post-New Pride. The information on those who have finished New Pride
is very sketchy, with an N of 12 and only 10 complete cases. For these
clients the total attendance decreases somewhat to 64.% percent, still almost
10 percent more than the rate for pfe—NewsPride schools. Excused absences
rise to 11.3 percent and unexcused absences move to 24.1 percent from 37.9
percent pre-New Pride and 20.6 percent during New Pride. These figures
suggest there may be a more positive orientation toward school that clients

establish in New Pride and carry to their subsequent schools.
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Woodcock

The Woodcock is a standardized test of academic achievement in the
area of reading mastery. As of September 30, 1982, Woodcock pre-test
scores for 686 clients had been entered into the scores file. Twenty-two
of these were found to be unreliable, either because’the test score was
indicated to be partially invalid or the'score itself was an incorrect sum
of the subtest scores. This 1eave§ 664 pre-test scores, which are analyzed
in Table 23. Average pre-test scores by site range %rom a high of 142.96 at
Fresno to 119.97 at Pensacola. The overall average score for the New Pride
Replication is 130.30. The average number of weeks to testing (from the
case action date) is calculated for a total of 657 cases which had valid
dates. The average number of weeks to testing for the rep]fcation is 3.49,
or slightly under a month.

Of the 686 youths who were pre-tested on the Woodcock, 297 were also

- post-tested. Of these, records for 37 were removed as unreliable scores,*

Teaving 260 cases with matched pre- and post-test scores on the‘WOodcbck.
Table 24 presents ovefa]] data for these pre- a;d bost-test scores. The

whole sample shows a significant increase in Reading Mastery Scores
(Difference = +6.208, t = 9.83, p <.0001), with an average of 23 weeks
elapsing between the pre-testing and post-testing. The standard error

has stabilized, whiéh means fhat with a sample as large as this one, reliable

estimates can be assumed.

* Some records were determined to be unreliable for the same reasons as

those given above for the pre-test scores. 1In addition, scores in the
. matched group were restricted to difference scores in the range from
=90 to +90. L
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WooDeocK MASTERY: PRE-TEST SCORES BY SITE

Standard Average Total Pre-Test Unrelijable
Score . Deviation N Weeks* = N "~ “Reécords Records

% ' 'L% Total
: : o ‘ -~ N Clients

.9 51 - 57 43.5 4

. : Daas N ".’V,'v,
— . =
-« \’1 .
\
7(}‘
]
# (
4 )
1 N
; )
g
ey
P
|>7—,—
Y

g -Chicago 125.9 20,9 53

Fresno 143.0 52.3 79 | 1 81 84 70.

o

Haddonfield = 131.2 19. 113 109 114 70.

Kansas City 135. 18. 88 87 -~ 89 /8.

R ~ S S ~ R <
(6]

(98]
® ®w o o v

Pensacola 120.0  26. 131 130 139 94

Providence 126. 35. 64 64 - 67 60

W e O W
W oW

San FranCiscd 132. 19. 136 ,135 136 ‘92.

e (3] No] (@)} oo 0 O
oo

Replication  130.3  29.1 664 3.5 657 686 73,

* Note that weeks here represents average weeks from case,action”dateyto pre-test.

A3
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' WOODCOCK MASTERY: PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST DIFFERENCES BY SITE |

Q. ‘ ‘ —

oJd

q) . .

= Average  Average : Total -
- F Pre-Test Post-Test ' Pre- & Post- Unreliable 26-teek
Score Score Difference 't = N P Weeks Tested Records - Standard* :
1 “ , % of - ]
i ‘ . N  Total i
Chicago 111.6 120.1 8.6 3.2 7 <0191 29.0 9 61.2 2 7.7 |
Fresno 135.3 154.3 19.0 3.5 16 <.0032 27.9 31 6.9 15 17.7
t Haddonfield 130.5 138.3 7.8 6.0 60 <.0000 22.2 60 26.1 .0 9.1
Kansas City  138.4 145.5 7.2 5.5 26 <.0000 28.7 29 37.3 3 6.5 =
Pensacola 121.3 122.9 1.6 2.2 52 <.0358 22.4 64 25.7 12 1.9
, Providence - 123.9 134.1 ~10.2 3.1 12 <.0102 29.4 14. 43,5 2 9.0
! San Francisco 135.7 140.2 .5 5.4 87 <.0000 20.1 - 90 12.7 .3 5.8
3 RepTication 130.7 - 136.9. 6.2 9.8 260 <.0000 23.0 297 32.0 37 7.0
x Derived for comparatiye A,purﬁpos‘es', the 26-week standard represents the average amount of-c1_1'en‘t gain
expected if there was exactly 26 weeks between the pre- and post-dates of the tests administered at
.each site. (Average gain divided by weeks = gain per week x 26.)
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HOODCOCK MASTERY: PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST DIFFERENCES
BY DESIGNATED LEARNING DISABLED AND BY ETHNICITY

I ~ Average Average 26-Week
1 o Pre-Test Score  Weeks Post-Test Score Difference Standard* t N P
R ) ' = = L
LB LD Youth 120.8 24.0 127.1 6.3 6.8 5.1 79 <.0000
Non-LD Youth . 135.0 22.9 140.7 5.7 6.5 7.7 169 <.0000
White 1394 23.8  146.9 7.5 8.2 6.9 74 <.0000
Black » 124.2 22.6  129.6 5.4 6.2 6.8 139 <.0000
Hispanic 137:9 26.2 145.2 7.3 7.2 2.5 30 <.0195 ™~
Asian ” 161.0 * - 23.0 « 157.5 6.5 7.4 . 4.3 2 NS
; Other 133.1 20.3 138.6 : 5.5 7.0 4.0 13 <.0019
’ * Derived for comparative purposes, the 26-week standard represents the average amount of cheht gain
f ~ expected if there was exacﬂy 26 weeks between the pre- and post- dates of the tests administered at
i each site. .(Average gain divided by weeks = gain per week x 26. ) ,
2 |
0
§ 9
RN oo O v SO e TN e JOE e R i R = S v R G I v R s R v SR s ST (N s Y vt N S S s IO o

T

xS

)



e oty 5 VR PR

R I IR A A YT S s e mna b [,

WOODCOCK MASTERY: OVERALL DATA kY
FOR MATCHED PRE- AND POST-TEST SCORES

“ Standard
4 v Mean Deviation N :
Pre-Score ;305; 24.2 260
Post-Score ’136.9 27.7 - 260
Difference 6.2 10.2 260
Weeks Between Tests 23.0 8.0 260
26-leek Standard 7.0 - 260
75a
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~ sites have records for the Keymath pre-test raw score in the data files.

Average site difference scores from pre—tests to post-tests differs
substantia]f}, as does the stqndard deviélion of these differences. This
means that there ié a great amount of variation about the mean difference
score from client to client and gite to site. Not surprisingly, non-LD
youth do better on tests, comparing their pre-test scores and post-test
scores with those that are learning disabled. A1l raceg but asian show
significant increases in scores, as do all sites.

w511e we can expect three of the probabilities listed in the table to be
statistica]]y significant by chance alone, all indications considered,
the New Pride clients who have been given the Woodcock twice and who have
had their recofds entered in files, appear to be making real gains in

reading mastery.

Keymath

The Keym;th is a standardized test of academic ‘achievement in. the area
'of mathematfcs. Although techniqa]]y a part of the Level II testing battery,
the Keymath diagnostic test is supposed to be giVen to all New{Pfide clients.
It and the Woodcock are the only two tests administered twice, pre and post,
to producefgéin scores by which to assess clients' ihprovements in mathematics
ang reading over the course of their New Pridévéxperience.
| A total of 699 youths, or 75.3 percent of all ciients from the seven

Thére are 700 records for,the corresponding Keymath pfeitest~grade -

equivalents (75.4 percent of all clients). Of these, records for 683 raw -

scores and 673 grade equivalents are complete and reliable. As preSented in

Table 27, the average Keymath raw score for the whole replication is 156.4 “~—
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Raw_Scores:

Haddonfield
Kansas City
Pensacola
Providence
San Francisco

PRE-TEST SCORES BY SITE

'TOta1 Pre-Test

Replication

Grade Equivalents:

- Haddonfield
Kansas City
Pensacola
Providence.
San Francisco

e A AR S e < et 1

Replication

Score  Deviation N*  Weeks** - N* Records
N
- 150.5 77 4.2 80 .1
153.5 109 " 3.9 111 .3
162.1 113 4.6 114 .8
165.6 80 2.8 85 2.
148.5 132 4.4 - 135 1.8
159.4 64 4.5 65 .1
158:5 108 " 6.2 109 .1
156.4 683 4.4 699
5.7 1.8 75 4.4 81 .8
© 5.9 1.9 108 3.6 111 .3
6.4 1.8 111 4.9 114 .8
6.6 1.8 80 2.8 85 .2
5.7 1.8 129 4.5 135 .8
6.3 2.1 63 4.5 65 . .1
6.1 1.7 107 6.3 109 1
6.1 1.8 673 4.5 700

The N for weeks (to the right of the weeks column) ‘is different from the N for test
scores due-to different patterns of missing values for the date data vs. the score data.

- Note that weeks here represents average weeks from case action date to pre-test.
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on the pre-test and the average grade equiva]ent is 6.1. The average
number of weeks from case action date to the pre-test is 4.4 for the raw
scores and 4.5 for the grade equivalents, or slightly over one month

(See Table 27)

From all seven sites, 293 raw score records (representing 31.6 percent
of all clients) and 291 corresponding grade equivalent records (representing
31.4 percent of all clients) are in the files for youths who were post-tested
on Keymath. Of these records, 280 raw scores and 274 grade equivalents are
complete an#'re]fab]e. Matching these post-test records w1th the1r pre-test
counterparts, the average pre-test raw score for the group is 157 9 and
the average post-test raw score is 166.1. Thus, overall figures for the
replication show a mean gain score of 8.2 for the average period of 24.1 weeks
which elapsed between the two testing dates. The corresponding grade
equivalent records show an average gain of .55 grades over the same period
of time. (see Table 28) |

On Keymath tests, non-LD clients do better overall than LD clients,
with an average gain of 10.2 raw score points. The average white improvement
in raw score from pre- to post-testing is 7.4, for b1acks the average
1mprovpment is 8.5 points, and for hispanics the improvement is 8.7 po1nts
Students ‘are improving in mathematics and their rate of improvement is

related to whether or not they have been defined as ]earnwng disabled.
(See Table 29)
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Table 28

Raw Score:

KEYMATH: PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST DIFFERENCES BY SITE

Average - Average
Pre-Test Post Test
Score Score Difference
Chicago : 136.7 155.0 18.4
Fresno 156.9 168.5 11.6
Haddonfield 163.3 171.9 8.5
Kansas City 171.6 179.6 8.0
Pensacola 150.5 154.4 3.9
Providence 177.2 187.2 10.0
San Francisco 157.0 161.9 4.9
Replication 157.9 166.1 8.2
Grade Equivalents:
Chicago 4.9 6.1 1.2
Fresno 6.0 6.8 .8
Haddonfield 6.5 7.2 .7
Kansas City 7.0 7.5 .5
Pensacola 5.7 ¢ -5.9 .2
Providence 7.7 8.4 A
San Erancisco 6.0 6.4 4
" Replication 6.1 6.7 .6

* Derived for comparative purposes,fthe 26-week standard re

was exactly 26 weeks between the
weeks = gain per week x 26.)
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pre- and post-dates of t

8

Weeks Total
' Between Pre-Post Unreliable 26-Week
t N Tests Tests Records Standard*
6.4 20 <.00 27.0 22 2 17.7
8.7 52 <.00 29.0 53 1 10.4
7.2 60. <.00  21.8 60 0 10.1
5.2 27 <.00  31.6 30 3 6.6
3.7 52 <.00 22.3 58 6 4.6
3.7 11 <.00 27.2 12 1 9.6
3.3 _58 <.00 19.0 58 0 6.7
13.3 280 <.00 24.1 293 13 8.9
[@)]
™~
26-leek 26-Week
Standard Standard
(Years) (Months)
4.9 17 <.00 26.8 20 3 1.2 14.0
8.8 51 =<.00 29.0 53 2 .7 - 8.6
6.6 59 <.00 21.9 60 1 .8 10.0
4.4 27 <.00 31.6 " 30 3 4 4.9
3.6 52 . <.00 22.3 58 6 .2 2.8
3.0 10 <.02 26.8 12 2 .8 9.4
3.1 58 <.,00 19.0 58 0 .4 4.9
12.2 174 <.00  24.1 291 17 7 7.8
presents the average amount’pf client gain expected if there
he tests administered at each site. (Average gain divided by
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A KEYMATH: ~ PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST DIFFERENCES BY DESIGNATED LEARNING DISABLED (LD)~AND BY ETHNICITY
% .g . 2 .
L : |
f Average -~ Average
; Pre-Test Post-Test 26-Week
LD Score Score Difference t N P Weeks . Standard
Raw Scores: Yes 143.0 153.2 10.2 7.8 84 <.00 23.1 11.5
- No . 164.6 171.1 6.5 9.9 179 <.00  24.3 6.9
Total 7.7 263 1 24.0 8.3
+ Grade '
| Equivalents: Yes 5.2 5.8 .6 8.0 84 <00 23.1 6.8
| v No 6.6 7.1 .5 8.5 174 <.00 - 24.3 5.4 3 ,
Total _‘ 5 258 23.9 5.8 /
« Raw Scores:  HWhite 175.5 182.9 7.4 7.7 85 <.00  24.1 8.1 -
| ' Black 148.5 157.0 8.5 9.6 147 <.00 = 23.7 9.3
! Hispanic  157.3 '166.0 8.7 4.9 37 <00 25.2 9.1
: - Other 157.7 165.0 7.3 1.2 7 NS 20.4 9.4
R Total 8.1 276 1 23.9 8.9
! Equivalents: ~ White 7.5 8.0 .5 6.4 84 <.00 24,1 .5
f : Black 5.5 . 6.0 .5 9.4 143 <,00  23.7 .6
| Hispanic 6.1 6.7 .7 4.7 35 <.00 25.3 7
Other 6.2 6.7 . .5 97 NS 20.4 .6
. Total ’ ' .5 269 - 23.9 .6
|
i
BN (SN Wk O SRR I A S A N v R v R s Gy O v A s S SCISTE S S O v S S N L B W B
- , ﬂ Q 4 - ° . %ﬂ

4\:%\:




-

WRAT:

GRADE RATINGS BY SITE

Chicago
Fresno
Haddonfield
Kansas City
Pensacola
Providence

San Francisco

Total

Reading:

Grade

N

Spelling:

Grade

N

Grade

Arithmetic:

N

Table 30

Weeks:*

5

6.

.6

4

65
70
65
61

97’

61
137

4;0
4.9
5.0
5.5
5.0
5.6+
5.1

65
102
65
84
127
59
141

4.6
4.6
4.6
4.8
4.6
4.5
4.3

556

5.0

643

4.6

8
0

w N

.5

nN

.6
1.0
.5

.9

* leeks from case action date to testing for all availabie dates on
WRAT combined. :

i
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Table 31 & 32

Chicago

- Fresno

Haddonfield
Kansas City
Pensacola
Providence
San Francisco

Replication

Chicago
Fresno
Haddonfield
Kansas City
Pensacola
Providence
San Francisco

Repiicat%on

WISC-R: FULL SCORE IQs BY SITE

Average Standard
FSIQ Deviation .
82.1 9.1

82.2 11.7

80.6 5.5

86.9 11.5

80.3 14 .0\
81.4 8.6\\
83.7 11.1

82.4 11.4

L

Average

WAIS: FULL SCORE IQs BY SITE

Standard

FSIQ- Deviation -
94.7 15.6
91.8 12.4
94,1 10.2
1 95.6 11.6
84.7 10.7
96.5 13.3
91.1 8.5
91.5 12.0

N

9
64

51

67

40
62

308

Weeks™®

3.6

L on
=N 00N

RN~ 00U

|

™N)
O

Weeks*

EN
()]

1
~Nwio M
NO oY

=l

N
40

N

7
64
"14
47
67
40

61 -

300

Table -31

Total Records Unreliable
N % Records
54. 41.2 10
47 39.5 4
7 4.3 0
24 21.2 4
54 36.7 7
21 19.1 12
59 40.1 18
266 28.7, 55
Table 32

Total Records

Unreliable

N % Records
9 6.9 0
68 57.1 4
15 9.3 0
58 51.3 7
72 49,0 5
43 39.1 3
69  46.9 © 1
36.0 26

334

* Weeks represents the average number of weeks from case action date to the test date.

Note that extreme negative values for weeks is probably due to the test having been

given by an -outside agency prior to the client's entry to New Pride.
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MATCHING PROCEDURES

As noted by several researchers (McCleary, Gordon, McDowall and Maltz,
1979; Burton, 1980), a number of problems confront the analysis of the
impact of program participation in a simple before-after time series design.
In order to obviate some of these problems, a comparisoh group has been
developed at each site where New Pride is being replicated. The comparison
group enables us to analyze the recidivism data in a basically simple
experimental design. We assume that whatever problems occur in the aﬁa]ysis
of the New Pride subjectskwill be;réf1ected in the ana]ysis'of comparison
group subjects; hence, differences between the two will more likely be
differences in program impact rathér than methodological artifact. This
assumption,,qf,course, rests upon insuring the comparability of the
comparison group to the treatment group. The success of this matching
process is crucial to the ultimate interpretation of differences found, if

any, in the recidivism data for the two‘groups.

Development of the Comparison Group Match

Although comparison subjects are drawn, at the site 1éve1, from the
same court jurisdictions as the treatment subjects, the two groups may not

adequately match on two variables of considerable importancef number of

(éustained offenses and age at offense.* The two groups must match on age

to insure comparability in the maturity of the groups. The number of

* . The mamber of prior offenses is highly related to recidivism for the client group. (The probability of such z relation-
ship occurring by the chance alone is less than .00009). Number of priors has’ consistently been shown to be related to
recidivism in other studies as well. Because the average seriousness scores of all client offenses and sustained counts
were not found to be related to recidivism subsequent to program admission, it was decjded that the matching of
comparison to treatment subjects along this dimension was not as important as matching on the dimensions of age and
number of priors. & .

N
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of offense at that prior.

sustained offenses in the criminal histories of comparison subjects must
correspond so that we are examining the ﬁisfories of equally chronic
offenders. Toward this end a proceaure was established to select a set
of comparisohvgroup subjects at each site which corresponded fo the treatment
group on number of sustained priors before New Pride entry and on the age
The trick to this match is to establish for
each selected comparison client a hypothetical date of entry (or case action
date) after a sustained offense corresponding in terms of number of priors
and age at offense to a subject of the treatment group.

The procedure is best explained by presenting one example of its
application to one site's data in this analysis. Table 33 presents the
data of the treatment group to be matched by selections from the comparison
group at the Haddonfield site. The table is a representation of the
distribution of number of sustained offenses prior to case action date and
the age of the subjects at that last sustained offense. The column labeled
PRIORS is the number of priors presented by subjects in the treaément group :
at Haddonfield. Thus, four subjects at Haddonfield had two prior sustained
offenses before case action date and 26 subjects had three. The row
labeled AGES presents the age of clients at the last sustained offense
before case action date. In Haddonfield, two subjects had two priors by
thé‘gge of 14, nine subjects had three Priors at the age of 16, and five

subjects had six priors at the age of 16.

When selecting subjects for the comparison group there are two steps

corresponding to the two variables to be matched on: First, comparison

group subjects must be found having g;/ﬁZAStzthe number of sustained offenses
¢

- corresponding to the number of priors for a treatment subject.) If we were «

T s Ll S e
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Table 33

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS HAVING GIVEN NUMBER OF PRIORS BY AGE AT OFFENSE
Haddonfield
TREATMENT GROUP

Age At Offense

Priors 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Total
2 2 2" 4
3 1 3 8 9 5 26
4 2 2 . 5 7 6 3 25
5 1 2 3 2 6 3 17
6 ’ 1 2 5 1 9
7 1 2 2 1 2 8
8 . 4 1 1 6
9 3 3
10 2 g
2 2 1
11 ]
: 1 1
13
Total 1 2 6 18 27 33 19 106
MegpmAge = 15.29 Standard Deviation = 1.29
,;/ I
COMPARISON GROUP
© Age At Offense i
\ \: Vo
Priors 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 | Total
2 2 2 4
1 3 g 11 3 26
4 2 2 5 7 6 3 25
5 1 2 3. 3" °5 3 17
6 1 2 5 1 9
7 1 2 2 2 1 8
8 4‘ ; 1 //%’/’.1’ . A 6
9 3 7 b3
2( 2
10 |
11 2 1 1 1Fx 5
13 | 1
Total 1 2 6 187 29 34 16 106

Mean Age = 15.25  Standard Deviation = 1.26
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- terms of age and number of sustained offenses.

trying to match a subject with three priors at the age of 16, we would

have to look at only comparison subjects with thréeﬁor more avai]ab1e

sustained offenses. Second, once this set of comparison subjects is found,

we must find the comparison subjects who had their fhird offense at age
16. Out of this set, then, we could ranﬁom]y select the comparison subject
to be matched to the treatment subject at the third offense.

The procedure used t% perform the matching is simply the two steps

A

described above repeated 6ver and over until all possible matches have been

made. The procedure as described, however, only works if there is avai]ab]g{”i

a large comparison group bearing some similarity to the treatment group in !
At some sites the comaprison
groups drawn are sma]]éf than the treatment groups and/or display markedly
dissimilar values on the matching variables. Most notably at Pensécola,
thg)comparison group overall is less thgp a third the size of the treatment
group (n = 40) and presents far fewer sustained offenses (average of 3.98)
than the treatment group (average of 6.05). In San Francisco, very few
édﬁ]d be matched‘even‘though the size of the qualitative comparison Qroup
was roughly the same as the treatmént group because, on average, it
contéined‘far fewer repeat offenders. |

In order to best deal with these problems, the procedure for matching
was revised slightly. First, more flexibility was introduced to match.
Age-at-offense matchés were considered useful (after exact matéhés became
impossible) -with ages in the comparison g;oup p]us-or—minus”one year.

Secondly, the matches wgre‘performed proportionately: If 30 percent of

!

the treatment group had three offenses at age 16, then the comparison

7

group was’ matched successively to preserve 30 percent of its~sdbjects for

o
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this age/offense match. Thfs change allowed the comparison group to be
smaller than the treatment group while still retaining the same form of
the age-at-offense and priors matrix {(Table 34). Third, the matching
process was stopped after three unsuccessfui-matches were attempted.
Further attempts to match after this point would only serve to bias the
match.

At Haddonfield, a site with a large available comparison group pool
(154), bearing match similarity to its-treatment group, the procedure was
able to run to completion withcout failure. The 106 treatment group
subjects with sustained offenses remaining in the analysis after all of the
restrictions on the data were assumed for this report, matched with 106
comparison group subjecté. In this match five comparison group clients do
not exactly match at age-at-offense but have ages off by plus or minus
one year. This explains ﬁﬁ&ffhe total distribution for ages differs between
the two groups but the total distribution for number of priors does not (See
Table 33),

The performance of the matching procedure at individual sites can be
seen by looking at Table 34. In general, the parameters of the_match (age
of offense and number of priors) corréspond we11 between compariso?/and
treatment groups. Only at Pensacola is there a Targe difference. ﬁHere the
number of priors for the treatmeht group is 6.05, on averége. For the
comparison group, this average is only 4.06. Having fewer sustained offenses
than the treatment group, it was very diff%gﬁlt to develop a balanced match
with this group. The small size of comparison group matches 'at other
sites occurs for similar reasons. Substantial gygr_samp1ingaof“compérison

group subjects is required to obtginﬂexact‘comp1ete matches with the

7

treatment gkoup.
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: TREATMENT/COMPARISON GROUP MATCHES FOR ALL SITES ;
; ON AGE AT OFFENSE AND PRIORS MATCH VARIABLES
A A ‘
‘ f% ) Treatment Group Comparison Group
8 - . ;‘ i
Site Priors ‘Age Priors Age
Standard Standard Standard Standard
; N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation
Chicago 68 3.34 1.29. 15.01° 94 35 3.09 1.04 14.91 .98
; Fresno 87 4.22 1.51 15.49 1.01 86 4.19 1.49 15.48 .99
§ Haddonfield 106 5.13 2.35 15.29 1.29 106 5.13 2.39 15.25 1.26
; . ' @
g Kansas City 9% 3.86 1.84 15.60 1.29 93 3.68 1.21 15.56 1.23 ®
; Pensacola - 97 6.05 3.71 15.40 1.13 18 4.06 1.06 14.94 1.11
f Providence 74 5.51 3.10 15.74 1.09 43 5.16 2.38 15.60 1.18
% San Francisco 114 2.95 1.40 15.20k ©1.15 29 2.72 1.16 15.45  1.09 , .
‘Replication 642 4.39 15.38 410 4.22 - 15.37 .
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Once a match has been obtained at eqfﬁ

/ site, one additional step is

i
required to bring the comparison group 1n§§ine with the treatment group.

// . -
Affer the prior sustained offense occurs*for a treatment subject there is

some period of time before he enteks fﬁé program. This lag in time between

the Tast sustained or "presenting" offense and case action date is called

o // - -
the intake lag. F<¢ the treatment groups at each site the form of this lag

was modeled. At every project the intake lag distribution for clients
was positively skewed and normal. Intake lags were assigned randomly from

d%stributions with similar skewness to subjects in the corresponding

‘comparisgn groups. In this way the form of intake lags assigned to them

was matched to the form of the intake lags of the treatment group. The
outcome of this matchyéppears in Table 35. It can be seen that the modeling
procedure makes the median number of weeks comparable between groups. The
point in time of each comparison group subject's matched prior offense plus
the intake lag assigned provides the point in time of his or her hypothetical

case action date.

'Table 35
MEDIAN INTAKE LAG IN WEEKS FOR ALL SITES
Treatment Group Comparison Group

Chicago 15.0 12.0
Fresno . " 6.0 8.0
Haddonfield 21.5 19.0
Kansas City 13.0 14.0
Penscaola 9.0 8.0
Providence 12.0 12.0
San Francisco - 13.5 11.0
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‘Resu1ts of the Match

A table of the number of successfully matched client and comparison
subjects is found on page 91, along with a discussion of the restrictions
assumed on both groups for purposes of the analyses presented .in this
report. Overall, there are no significant differences between the groups
on the seriousness of prior offenses or sex. Age at offense and number of
priors are completely controlled through the matching process. There is,
however, a statistically significant difference between groups on the basis
of race, with more whites in the comparison group. Race and the impact
measures are not correlated so this difference is not Tikely to affect the
outcome of the study.

A site-specific examination of the matches on these key factors has
indicated that there are no significant differences of any kind between
the groups in Haddonfield, Chicago, or Kansas City. Providence has
significantly more females qnd%biacks in the treatment group. (Sex js alsa
unrelated to recidivism.) There{are more whites and asians in the
San Francisco comparison group fhan in the client group there. In Fresno

there are more females in the comparison group, more whites and fewer

blacks.
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RECIDIVISM: COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

The data in this study has been analyzed despite the fact that no one
has been followed up for a sufficient length of time. It is based on files
updated through Jure 30, 1982, and on a client group which entered New Pride
prior to March 31, 1982. Projected on a program designed to be a year in
duration, the first treatment cohort is the only one comprised of some

3 \

students w1th enough t1me in fo]]ow-up (See p. 29 for timetabie). -

It represents the first good pass through the data on comparison
subjects, who have been painstakingly matched to clients along a number
of dimensions of critical significance. We have a great deal of confidence
in the match,‘having worked with Ax for months. The small number of
individuals matched at some sites érgues the necessity of collecting data
on-additional candidates for comparison groups. There is both time and
sufficient need to do this. (The site-by-site breakdown of matched

treatment and comparison cases s presented on page 103.)

Number of Subjects with New Charges

A1l these caveats aside, this research begins whgre other such projects

ordinarily end, with no obvious differehce between matched clients and.

1

comparison youth in percent recidivating:

New Counts Sustained-
- {Adjudications and/or

New Petitions
(Petitions and/or

Indictments) Convictions)
Clients with Three ; L
Months in Program: 56.5% & 47.1%
Matched Comparison | .
Group: - - 55.1% 50.0%
91
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A naive assessment of thisksituation would suggest that on our main

impact measure of new petitions, there is no difference between groups -

For the secondary measure, new adjudications, there is a small difference in
favokﬁaf the treatment group, which probably reflects a .System impact

of the program. However, given a slightly more refined look at the data,
and combining it with information gathered in the course of process

evaluations and intensive system impact studies (designs discussed on

pp. 3-50 to 3-75 of the PIRE research proposal towNIJJDP), important site-by-

site differences appear. (See Tables 36 and 37).

A naive assessment of the data d1sp1ayed here wou]d suggest that some
projects which are considered among the best by Judges and others with a long
h1story of work in the field and knowledge about juvenile Justice, are actually the

worst of all in terms of impact on clients. From the Took of this information

it WOu]d appear, for example, that a project that has just been ranked number
one out of approximately 130 programs applying for funds in the State of |
California by the state advisory group and the Qa]ifornia Council on Criminal
Jdustice (Fresno) has the most negative effect on clients. Since this outcome is
un11ke1/, it necess1tates taking a look at important differences in the systems
of Juvén{1s Just1ce 1nvo]ved with the replications of project New Pride.

Case stud1es to define the context of juvenile Just1ce have been completed
at the three sites §P1ected for intensive study (San Francisco, Kansas City,
and Prov1dence). Asa1twona] 1nqu1r1es to discover patterned variation in
re]evant court processes have been undertaken at the remaining sites as part
of the process evaluation. Among the issues which provide a background for
study resu]ts is the nature of participation by the prosecutor in juvenile

court proceedings. Whether the prosecutor does the initiak screen1ng of

cases, passes to petition, or has no lnvo1vement at intake except to prepare
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: INITIAL SCREENING BY PROSECUTOR OR OTHER AGENCY
9 District Attornéy or Other Decides to File /
o ’ Difference Difference
< ~ In Favor Subjects  Percent In Favor
~ Total Subjects  Percent - Of The With New With New Of The
Subjects  With New = With New Treatment Counts Counts Treatment
Matched Petitions Petitions Group Sustained Sustained Group
g Chicago
Comparison 35 17 48.6 ' 12 34.3
Treatment 69 31 44.9 3.7 22 31.9 2.4
u ; Haddonfield ’ ‘
3 Comparison 106 66 62.3 63 59.4
R Treatment 106 - 64 60.4 1.9 51 48.0 11.4
' Kansas City
Comparison 93 46 49.5 41 41.1 &
Treatment 96 29 30.2 19.3 25 26.0 18.1%
Pensacola : ' .
- : Comparisori 18 10 55.6 9 50.0
: Treatment 97 43 43.4 12.2 37 37.4 12.6
% -
Vi ; * Statistically significanf difference. However, since Kansas City data is based on a comparison
‘ .group with subjects an average of two years oldeér than clients, they have had more time to .
acquire new charges. The age-adjusted difference may not be this large. : -
| | i
§
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Table 37

st

SIN

Probation Officer Decides to File

INITIAL SCREENING BY PROBATION

Difference Difference
, _ In Favor Subjects Percent In Favor
Total Subjects 0f The ~With New With New 0f The
_Subjects  With New Comparison Counts Counts Comparison
Matched Petitions Petitions Group Sustained  Sustained Group
Fresno : < :
Comparison 86 48 25.8 45 52.3 . 16.7*
Treatment 87 71 60 69.0
Providence
- Comparison 43 27 18.3 23 53.5 11.3
Treatment 74 - 60 48 64.8 '
San Francisco ,
Comparison 29 12 16.9 12 41.4 11.6
Treatment 114 67 61 53.07
Total Replication
Comparison’ 410 226 1.4 205 50.0 -2.9
Treatment 646 365 ’ 304 47.1

* Statistica]]x significant difference.

Fresno comparison group was locked up after their

- to recidivat%.
\

&
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- Difference also refelects t

he fact that 30 percent of the
presenting offensé," and were thus unavailable
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petitions seems to have an important bearing on outcome for New Pride

clients..

District Attorney or Other Agency of Case Review. In Chicago, the

state attorney's office reviews complaints of delinquency submitted by

police authorities in the city and, given the merits of the case (seriousness,

evidence of probable cause that the youth committed the offense, etc.) decides

whether to file. He or she can dismiss the case or proceed to petition.
This process denotes the presence of an agency which reviews complaints
that is independent of the probation department. Probation officers
learn about new charges after complaints have been registered through the
district attorney's office. This process is basically the same in Kansas
City and Pensacola, and resembles the set-up for adversarial procedures
that are followed in most criminal courts.

‘ In Haddonfield,when a youth is picked up for an offense, a signed
complaint with charges is sent to the Family Intake Unit which screens
the case. The evidence is- investigated as is youth's prior record, if
there igiﬁﬁe. The Intake Unit can dismiss the charges, order informal
probation, or decide to send the case to court. The district attorney does

not enter the picture unless a youth is going to court with the possibility

of receiving a serious disposition or unless he or she asks for a jury trial.

In Haddonfield the Family Intake Unit is completely independent of the

probation department.

Initial Case Screening by Probation Officers. 1In San Francisco the

comp1aint or charges go féom the police directly to the probation department.

If it is the first offense, the Intake Unit handles it. In contrast tq

Haddonfield, the intake unit is in the same building as the probation

.95
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department. If the youth is on probation or has had a probation officer,
that agent handles the case. Hefgr she investigates the charge, evaluates
the evidence, and if it is not serious or the evidence is extremely weak,
handles it without further processing. If it is a serious misdemeanor or
a felony charge the probation officer "consults" with the district
attorney as to the exact charges which are to be filed, and the case _
goes to court. In this city, as in Providence and Fresno, the prosecutor
becomes involved (if at all) only at the stage of petition preparation.

Discretion. New petitions filed in Jjuvenile court appears to be a
biased measure of recidivism in jurisdictions which do not have an .
independent authority for case review charged with the initial.screening of
complaints. If signed complaints are screened by probation units having
supervisory responsibilities for youth and for deciding on the merits of
ccases for petition, a conflict may arise between the interests of Justice
and the interest of social control. In the New Pride research "this tension
has resulted in a tendencyvto file more frequently on clients (on 80 percent
of them in one project with a probation officer in residence whose sole
responsibility is the supervision of project yguth).

Given that the New Pride program is frequently presented to youth as a
last chance with\incarceration as the alternative if they decline, and
considering that they are, in fact, chronic offenders who have become
serious threats %o the communities in wﬁiéh they reside, the interests of
social control can be legitimately seen as an overriding concern. If one's
Job is to supervise such youth, it is ewgn”more compelling.

MNevertheless, since we are compariﬁé,outcomes”of project youth with a

no treatment compahison group lacking the program-specific ultimatum, it
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Table 38
' - SUSTAINED COUNTS AS A PORPORTION
may be inappropriate to use either the filing of new petitions or adjudications OF PETITIONS BEFORE AND AFTER CASE ACTION DATE
as impact measures of the program on clients. In sites where probation officers “
Percent Pri ' .
screen the complaints, these measures may be seen as indicators of the impact Petitio;;or Peg;i?%f@:ge” D1ff§rence
‘ X n
Sustained i
of New Pride on the juvenile justice system, or on the behavior of officials. ’e Sustained __Percent
. Chicago '
In fact, they may indicate that intensive supervision is going on in earnest! c )
omparison 36.3 40.3 - 4.0
In those replications where there is an independent authority of case Treatment 45.8 46.3 - 0.5
. review which makes charging decisions, such as a prosecutor's office, there ‘Q Fresno
s . o . g Comparison - 56.6 ©66.9 -10.3
1s Tikely to be Tess impact of program participation on the number of clients Treatment 62.5 61.3 + 1'2
with new petitions. In such Tocations this measure is probably adequate to Haddonfield
the task.* : « Comparison 58.5 67.8 -
- Treatment 72.8 57.9 +12'3
Number of Offenses i %} Kansas City
Y b Comparison 73.5 83.7 . -
g Treatment 88.9 82.5 ;Lg'i
Rec1d1v1sts in the treatment group appear to commit fewer offenses per | g? .
g " Pensacola
person than the1r matched compar1son group, looking at data in the aqgregate 1= . ¢
) L Comparison 72.8 96.0 v -23.2
and despite the above-mentioned system differences: : g} Treatment - 88.2 72.3 +15.9
) Providence
New Petitions Counts Sustained f} Comparison 43.6 43.6 0.0
Offenses 0ffenses 5 Treatment 59.5 44 .6 +14.9
Per Per 3 ] '
subjects  Offenses  Subject Subjects - Offenses  Subject ; : '} San Francisco
e Comparison 72.1 85.7 -
Clients i Treatment 75.7 72.7 +1§;8
With Three - I
Months In o é Total
Program: 365 932 2.6 304 552 1.8 ‘ otal . -
B Replication
Matched . ‘ . ‘ f | I Comparison 56.5
Comparison i o E ’ Treatment 70.3 gg'g 0,70
Group: 226 757 3.4 . 205 481 2.4 X . o o +11.1
}
-
* Looking at these cities as a set, directional differences appear which . 1 J
cons1stent1y favor the treatment group. Of course, a longer follow-up 41"
period is necessary. : o
97 g} |
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Since the comparison group is porportionately (10 percent) more
likely to receive Department of Corrections commitments for new adjudications,
they may be partially less at risk to commit them.

Counts sustained as a measure of recidivism is subject to similar problems
of system bias as the petitions filed measure discussed above. Comparison
subjécts are more likely to be adjudicated or copvicted for new offenses over
time (as a proportion of indictments or petitions filed). Authorities give
them less benefit of doubt the more chronic they become. For New Pride
clients the reverse effects are observed. Fewer petitions filed are sustained

after their participation in the program, but significantly more are sustained

y’p?iﬂf to the program. This is likely to be a boomerang effect of the closely

monitored eligibility criterion of three prior adjudicaticns coupled with
considerable pressure for numbers. Providence, Pensacola, and Haddonfield
shbw the greatest before-after differences (15 percent each). In each of
these projects, staff maintains close ties with the judiciary. In fact,
they have people at court tracking youth with two adjudicated offenses and
offering New Pride services as soon as a third petition arrives. The
consequences of’this procedure is an {nflation of the client adjudication

rate prior to program participation. After program participation, the client

~group is more likely to get a break in Haddonfield (10 percent), Pensacola

(24 percent), and San Francisco (13 percent) where fewer counts are sustained

per petitions filed for treatment than for matched comparison subjects.

Seriousness Scores

Seriousness scores defined through utilization of the cluster-scoring

method based on the Sellin-Wolfgang index, range from a low of .6 to a high
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for murder offenses of 42.6. Sites differed in the average seriousness of
the offenses committed by clients and in the average seriousness df the
offenses that were sustained by the courts. There‘were no significant
differences to be found, however, between sustained and non-sustained
counts within sites;l\Average seriousness scores for all sites fell well
into fe]ony categories, however.

The following two tables represent the results of a seriousness analysis
on all petition-filed offenses and sustained petitions available as of
October 13, 1982. The data were unscreened and depict both comparison and
all treatment subjects. (See Tables 39 and 40)

Next, an analysis of covariance was done on the matched comparison and

treatment subjects that recidivated using petitions filed and counts sustained.

This excluded many in both groups. Before and after data had to be available
for a subject to be represented in the tables. There was a signifitant
increase in serjousness of criminal offenses overall from before to after.
Treatment subjects showed a‘greater increase than the comparison group but
this differential was not significant. There were, as always, significant
differences between sites on seriousness.

No significant differences appeared between seriousness of offenses of
the*compar%son and treatment groups before or after case actfon date.
However, clients who dopped out of the program within the first three
months had'§omewhat higher mean seriousness scores (10.9) than the total

=
\"

group.
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Table 39

Unmatched Comparison Group:

B
SERIOUSNESS SCORES: ALL RECORDS (10-13-82)
E PETITIONS FILED
-
i, A1l Clients:
Average: Score N
B Chicago 9.0 149
. Fresno 8.0 117
Haddonfield 7.2 147
% Kansas City 8.3 112
. Pensacola 8.2 ’ 142
Providence 7.4 95
- - San Francisco 8.4 133
= Replication 8.1 895

Chicago
S Fresno
. [ Haddonfield
= Kansas City
Pensacola
; . Providence
[’ ‘ San Francisco

Replication

AN

Syt st g e -

SERIOUSNESS- SCORES:

COUNTS SUSTAINED

A1l Clients:

ALL RECORDS

Average Score N
8.9 147
7.7 117
7.6 146
8.3 112
8.2 141
7.4 94
8.1 132
8.1 889
101

Average Score N
9.0 82
8.0 127
7.5 155
9.0 119
9.1 40
7.4 65
9.2 126
8.4 714
Table 40
(10-13-82)

Unmatched Comparison Group:
N

Average Score

77

9.9

7.8 y 127
7.5 155
9.0 119
9.1 . 40
7.7 64
9.3 122
8.5 704

Table 41

SERIOUSNESS SCORES: MATCHED GROUPS

PETITIONS FILED

A11 Clients:

Matched Comparison Group:

Average Average Average Average

Before Score After Score N Before Score After Score N
Chicago 9.0 10.9 31 9.0 10.2 17
Fresno 7.6 9.8 70 7.7 7.2 40
Haddonfield 7.4 8.3 63 7.1 7.7 64
Kansas City 8.4 9.5 29 8.8 10.6 44
Pensacola 8.1 7.8 47 8.9 9.3 6
Providence 7.6 1.2 59 7.3 7.5 26
San Francisco 8.6 ' 8.2 65 8.5 8.1 11
Replication 8.0 8.6 364 7.9 8.5 208

Table 42

SERIOUSNESS SCORES:
COUNTS SUSTA

A1l Clients:

MATCHED GROUPS

INED

Matched Comparison Group:

Average Average
Before Score - After Score N
Chicago 8.9 10.3 22
Fresno 7.2 . 9.6 39
Haddonfield 7.4 8.7 A0
Kansas City 8.2 9.5 22
Pensacola 8.0 7.7 40
Providence 7.7 7.1 48
San Francisco 8.2 8.1
Replication 7.8 8.6 300
- 102 =

59

Average Average
Before Score After Score N
9.2 10.7 11
.9 6.8 34
7.3 7.3 61
9.0 10.8 36
9.4 9.7 ~5
7.5 7.9 22
8.8 8.6 11
8.0 8.3 180



Table 45
i
DISPOSIT -
s IONS OF CLIENTS WITH AT LEAST T
3 , ; WHO ARE RECIDIVISTS WITH COUNTS SUSTAINED AFTER
{ﬂ Time-to-recidivate (first petition-filed offense) was evaluatéd for each % ff % COMING TO NEW PRIDE
= subject in the matched comparison and treatment gréups. This involved examin- P : § _ ' D1 o
— : . ) S ’ =1sposition Count Percent
ing the files of the matched subjects only. - i Missi — —_—
& ssing Data
Table 43 ‘. ~ 18 3.3
i 7 i §h 1 Case Dismissed |
AVERAGE TIME TO OFFENSE IN WEEKS* L ) 7 1.3
- ' : Informal Probation, pef
Treatment: Comparison: g continued petition erred or
- ~ Standard Standard . o 22 4.0
Mean __Deviation  Skewness Mean Deviation Skewness | 3 Formal Probation 67 12
i Tf 3 - . 2
- Chicago 14.9 12.9 2.3 21.3 22.2 1.2 i q 4 Continued on Formai p i
Fresno 18.0 12.5 .9 17.7 16.4 1.7 : Deferred or C0nt1nuedrggg$g?25
Haddonfield 18.8 17.1 1.2 25.1 26.6 1.4 ] | 92 16.8
Kansas City 19.9 16.8 1.1 42,5 37.7 .7 i '} 5 Department of Correcti . ]
Pensacola 21.3 17.0 1.3 33.7 34.4 0 il Suspended Sentence ' oMM tment; ,
Providence 11.4 9.9 1.1 19.2 24.8 1.9 s | . 62 11.3
San Francisco 19.8 15.3 1.0 37.8 30.4 1.6 g v} 6 Department of Corrections Commi tment :
- W _ = Delayed Executi ’
Total: 17.7 14.8 1.3 27.2 28.9 1.4 yed txecution 6 1.1
\ { 7 Department of ¢ ; .
) x j § rf O Lorrections Commitment h 119 21.7
Table 44 goe | 8 Other Institutiona] Comm1itment ’
) | MEDIAN WEEKS TO OFFENSE* T " greggﬁgh?ea]t“ Facility, County Camp
'.‘*5 70 12.8
Treatment . Comparison ! g 9 Cer‘t1ﬁed AdU]t/AdU]t wa'iVEY‘S 44
Median N Median N : ! ‘ 8.0 |
‘ _ ; ; V | é! 99 Other 47 ; ;
B Chicago 13.0 31 15.0 17 i 77 g
Fresno 15.0 70 15.5 40 ‘ ;
Haddonfield 13.0 63 17.0 64 :
Kansas City ‘ 14.0 29 . 26.0 44 !
Pensacola 19.0 47 32.5 6 :
. Providence 8.0 &0 9.5 26 ;
~ San Francisco 17.0 65 ' 34.0 il |
o “ Total: ﬁ 365 208 5
- .
3 s
’ * Note thét the above Ns are subjects who recidivated, not all available »
o subjects. . ;7%
[ | 104 : - -
" 103 ‘ ?
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Table 46
- . ([’,‘f /,) .) L 1
SUSTAINED RECIDIVESM OFFENSES

INITIAL RECIDIVISM ANALYSES: " TIME SERIES

BY CHARGE AND PERCENT* . iké g;
5 . | On October 13, 1982, a complete pull of data From the Client

Charge Count Percent

T

Demographic and Juvenile History files at all sites was made. On the

Murder I ? 4 ;
Murder II 4 7 1 m basis of available data, a cross-site recidivism analysis was begun.
Myrder Il 2 4 i
Aggravated Assault 6 1.1 B For each subject, PIRE obtained the update date from the local evaluators.
Assault with Deadly Weapon 7 1.3 . — .
Battery 7 1.3 g (It had-been requested previously that all client and comparison subject
Aggravated Battery 2 .4 7L ; S
Other Assault 7 1.3 : offense files be brought up-to-date as of June 30, 1982.) This update
" Assault and Battery 3 .5 0T ) ¢ )
Assault on Police Officer 4 7 j date represented the last date to which all records in the Juvenile History
Forcible Rape 3 .5 i _ “
Statutory Rape 1 .2 3 file were completely up-to-date; that is, on every client and comparison
Sex Offenses Other Than Rape 3 .5 : .
Commercial Sex 5 .9 (RS group subject in the file, complete data on offenses was available. The
Armed Robbery 7 1.3 k
Other Robbery 21 3.8 G T effective date used for all projects was June 30, 1982.
Motor Vehicle Theft 23 4.2 b
Unauthorized Use of Motor Vehicle 7 1.3 ] For the treatment subjects, the dates were backed-up as follows:
Burglary 92 16.8 [C— \
Breaking and Entering 12 2.2 b (1) Case Action Data was taken as the date of program entry. In the
Breaking and Entering - Night 3 .5 4 :
Other Forgery 8 1.5 £ absence of this date, the Referral Date was used. (2) Offense date
Aggravated Larceny 31 5.6 : . ‘
Other Larceny 47 8.6 i was used as the date of each offense. In the absence of this, date, the
Larceny, Unspecified Amount 7 1.3 1 ’ S
Possession of Stolen Property 1§ 3-3 4T Arrest Date was used and in the absence of both of these, the petition-
Vandalism . i ‘ '
Trespassing 7 1.3 ., B filed date was used. Screening the data in this way resulted in the loss
Use of Hard Drugs 3 .5 : | '
Marijuana Use - 18 3.3 4 of 34 records (.6 percent) from the analysis and required the use of the
Inhalants, Possession or Use 1 .2 i By
Resisting Arrest ? .g E - "back-up" date in less than 2 percent of the cases. In this respect the
Perjury . s ,
Weapons Offenses (other) 10 1.8 % data on clients was remarkably clean.
Other Misdemeanor Offenses 26 4.7 & X ; . | )
Drunkenness 4 .7 ﬁ i The result set, including both treatment and comparison group subjects
Reckless Driving 3 .3 0ol
Other Driving Offenses 9 1.6 S was saved. A total of 873 New Pride clients and 701 comparison subjects
Probation Violation 106 19.3 R < B . . . ’
Parole Violation 2 .4 i were present in this data base. Although the number of subjects per site
Contempt of Court 3 .5 : . : ; ( , ) ‘
AWOL : 2 .4 L  changes in subsequent analyses as further restrictions on the data are
Escape/Attempted Escape 3 5 ‘ g 1 . ' B
Status Offenses 11 ( 2.0 RO 5 assumed, the initial, "clean," site-by-site breakdown was as follows:
N R 7 s : .
* Based only on files of clients with at least.three months © ? :
of services that were updated through June 1, 1981. G © 106 . o
105 ‘ bk
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Number of Number of
Site Treatment Subjects Comparison Subjects

Chicago 143 72
Fresno - 115 127 .
Haddonfield S 144 154
Kansas City 112 117
Pensacola 130 40
Providence 95 64
San Francisco 134 127

Replication 873 701

Analysis of Offenses: Experimental Subjects

"
P

The criminal histories of the treatment group were analyzed by means

of a time series design with a single intervention—the short-term

experience of clients in the New Pride program. Screened on the basis

of length of stay, each individual had to have received at least three
months of project services. If they had been prehature]y terminated

from the program in the first three months, they were excluded from the
analysis. Additional considerations of this tybe will be brought to bear
upon the data in future analyses. But because the projects have only been
delivering services to young people for a Tittle Tonger than two years and
the program is supposed to be a year in duration, not much follow-up time

has elapsed.

While PIRE jnitially proposed to examine outcomes after the first six
i

months of services (after the intensive phase), currently only 78 percent of

all clients could have been partieipénts for that duration. Only 52 percent
of the c]ientsipad started the program over a year ago. Since follow-up time
is short, it was felt that moving the assessment to an earlier point in the
program was neceésary to retain more eases for the‘ana]ysis. Project

directors were asked how long it-took before they‘beéan seeing change in
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clients. Between three and four months was a common estimate. The issue
was further discussed withLDeborah Wysinger and Pam Swain at NIJJDP, and
the final decision was made to utilize the earlier point in program. The
goal here is to produce a preliminary analysis of New Pride data.

The total number of treatment subjects with offenses whose files were
properly updated and whd?had at least three months of services by June 30,
1982, was 648, some 225 less than the total found in the comp]ete data set
128 of these subjects were terminated before being in the program for three
months. The remaining 97 subjects had not been in the New Pride program
for three months as of June 30, 1982.

For all subjects the data was examined to determine the number of
clients committing offenses and the number of clients available to commit
offenses in the months before and after the case action date. Considering
case action date as point zero, the months before are denoted by negative
integer values, and the months after are denoted with positive integer
values. Thus, for each month around case action date, the proportien of
clients committing offenses per month could be calculated. The resulting
plot represents the growth and decline of recidivism rates over time for
the SUbJELtS*éS they come to enter, and go through, the New Pride program
Three examp1e§ “of the time series data appear below. The first descr1bes
the data for all reported offenses of New Pride clients. The second
describes the data for al] offense petitions filed on New Pride clients.

The third de"cr1bes the data on all sustained pet1t1ons for New Pride

c11ents.

R TR e e e e s L L
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g{ Table 47 g TREATMENT GROUP: PETITIONS FILED
? TREATMENT GROUP: ALL OFFENSES i § o Percent of
_ , 5 § U Months = Clients Available Clients Offending
g- : " Percent of ,;;5[ 7] -26 647 6.4
Months < Llients Available Clients Offending ' g -25 647 5.7
| . I . i -24 647 8.3
| g: -26 648 7.5 - -23 647 6.9
-25 648 7.4 / -22 647 9.1
| ; -24 648 9.8 . -21 647 9.4
\ B -23 648 9.8 : -20 647 8.1
= -22 648 10.8 T -19 647 10.0
_ -21 648 11.7 H -18 647 12.6
. -20 648 10.9 ] -17 647 9.2
-19 648 12.1 - | -16 647 9.1
-18 648 15.4 ' -15 647 10.0
T -17 648 10.4 L | -14 647 12.0
| -16 648 11.1 N\ ! . -13 647 12.3
| . -15 648 12,1 - I -12 647 13.14
‘ - -14 648 13.7 | -11 647 14.8
-13 648 14.6 - -10 647 13.9 |
-12 648 '16.0 T -9 647 15.7 7
-11 648 18.2 I 4} -8 647 13.4
I -10 648 15.1 - ? -7 647 15.9
-9 548 16.9 : -6 647 14.0
-8 648 13.8 ; g} -5 647 19.3
= -7 648 18.3 ; -4 647 19.7
| -6 648 16.5 ‘- -3 647 23.8
-5 648 22.0 ‘ [ -2 647 28.4
- 4 648 22.5 . -1 647 45.0
-3 648 25.4 ’ Entry to New Pride
-2 648 30.0 - & 1 647 18.7
. -1 648 48.1 i; 2 647 9.4
8 T Entry to New Pride fj 3 647 11.4
5 T 648 23.0 - 4 633 10.2
2 648 11.5 : {] 5 609 10.1
3 648 12.8 b 6 557 10.0
4 634 12.1 F - 7- 528 8.3
5 610 11.4 . E; 8 507 5.9
N 6 558 12.1 |t 9 479 6.6
[ 7 529 - 8.8 L 10 449 6.6
8 508 6.8 R 11 401 5.9
9 480 8.3 ] 12 374 5.3
: 10 450 7.7 P 13 351 5.1.
[ 11 402 7.2 . 14 333 5.4
' 12 375 5.8 0o 15 312 3.2
r, 13 352 6.5 - bob 16 284 3.1
A 14 334 6.5 ~ P 17 240 3.3
S 15 313 4.1 BT 18 203 4.4
S 16 285 3.1 § i 19 168 2.3
[ 17 241 4.5 H 20 155 1.9
18 204 5.3 P i - 21 127 2.3
N 19, 169 5.3 . i } 22 91 2.1
S 20 156 2.5 0o J 23 51 1.9
é 21 128 2.3 . 24 27 0.0
- 22 92 3.2 . j | 25 8 0.0
23 51 1.9 ;i 26 5 0.0
24 27 0.0 - : f‘ »
L 25, 8 0.0 : g} 110
| 26 5 - - 0.0 11
: 109 . |
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Table 49 | (
TREATMENT GROUP: SUSTAINED OFFENSES . B
gf _ : Percent of  ©
- Months Clients Avai]ab1e Clients Offending - 1 In each table the first column shows the month before (negatives) and
gi :gg E gzg Z:g ’g after (positives) case action date. There is no zero point on the tables
f L Egg g%é §;§ | G .é T} ::et:Z:t:o;:zoiz ;:: Z:?e of entry.to Nev Pride. the -1 month represents
-21 643 77 % ; ide entry (including the day of entry). The +1
- :§8 ggg gtg = E f; month represents the month after New Pride entry. Note that the interval
:%g gjg 2:2 % g widths are constant (1 month = 30.43 days) except for the month immediately
:%g | gjg ?:g % j before (-1) and after (+1) the cut-off date. Due to rounding error, these
:%g . gig g:g ; 8 intervals are 1.125 months (34.24 days) wide. The second column shows the
:%% ) gﬁg %g:g f number of clients available to commit offenses in any given month. Note
:18 gig ig:g ; that for each month each ciient may have anywhere from 1 to 31 days to
-8 643 9.1 recidiviate.
-7 643 10.8
~ g gig ‘ ig:g i I The number of available clients is a constant up to and including the
- g gig %S:i il first three months after case action date as all these clients had to be
i % gjg g;:g ! | available for three months of services. After this point the number of
: Entry t062§w Pride W §i available clients will necessarily decline. In these tables the decline
- g gjg vg:g - in numbers is due to the decline in number of availabie clients with the
g ggg k;:i ; gl given months of time after program entry pius three months to the update
g ggé g:g : g} time. Thus, for all offenses only 508 clients were évai]ab]e to recidivate
] g 292 252 for eight months. Column three represents the proportion of clients
‘i? ggg g:g }{ committing offenses by c]ientsvavaj]ab]e. So, in month -10 of the table
ig gzs@ ,.g:? for all offenses 15.1 percent of the available c]ienﬁs committed offenses.
[ ig g?é "g:g ! § “ The slightly differ?ﬂt number of available clients in each table: -..
;“ %g ggg ?:; *reflgctskthekavai]ébi?i;%tof data in the files from the sites. Thus, all
? %g igg ‘?Z? " offense data was %hitja11y\HVa11ab1evpn 648 clients. However, one subject
- | g? %g? 8:? was lost in the dnalysis of petitions filed, making the number of clients
gg | g% ?:8 ' % ) “available drop to 647. No petitions were filed on this client so he could -
24 | 27 0.0 ' _
» 25 | 8 0.0 ! L e
- ) 26 5 0.0 o 112
111 |
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not be used in the analysis. The total number of clients available with
sustained petitions drops to 643. Four clients had no reported sustained
petitions.

The data in each table show an increasing rate of recidivism as
the clients come to enter NewPride, a sudden drop in this rate as they
enter the program, and the gradual deciine in recidivism rates thereafter.
Note that the form of this time series before New Pride entry is in part
artifactual due to the forced alignment of subjects at the cut-off date.
Also, it has been indicated that the sudden drop in rates after any program
entry date may in some ﬁart be due to regression effects in time series
data (See McCleary, Gordon, McDowall and Maltz; 1979). Further problems
with such data are addressed by Burton (1980).

This time series data was subjected to a fitting procedure common in
thé economefrics Titerature (See Wonnacott and Wonnacott, 1970)f A weighted
least squares logit anaTysis of the time series with a single intervention
(New Pride entry) was used. The weighted least squares (WLS) approach
was taken to reduce the impact of highly variable observations in the
time series where the N of cases was relatively small (e.g., at month +23
the number of available cljents to commit offenses was only 27). The
proportions were linearized by a logit transformation, with the assumption‘
that at no point would the rate reach either zero or one. An examination
of the tables reveals, however, that there are some zero points. As these
points are importﬁnt to the analysis they were arbitrarily set, for analysis
purposes only, to the lowest point on the éca]e, .1 percent. The assumption
of a single intervention at the case action date allowed a comparison of

functional forms both before and after entry into New Pride. Thus, it was.
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expected that the two functions would primarily differ in slope; rising
before the case action date and falling afterward. The point of this WLS
Togit analysis was to characterize this effect in the data.

Applying the model to the dat;pon all offenses produced the following

two functions for before and after case action date:

Before New Pride: P' = - .97 + .06 * MONTH

After New Pride: P' = -2.55 - 03 * MONTH

P' is the predicted proportion of clients recidivating (in logits) for
any given MONTH. Before New Pride the recidivism rate increases (.06 logits
per month), and afterwards it declines (-.03 logits per month). It should
be noted here that in order to insure a stable estimate of the proportion
of‘clients recidivating in any month, a minimum ¢of 10 clients had to be
available in any month used in the analysis. For all offenses, this means
that months 25 and 26 were not used. More follow-up Hata will allow
the use of a longer period for the post-New Pride analysis.

The fit of this model to the data is re]atgve1y good. Before New
Pride entry, for all offenses, the model accounts for 78.1 percent of the
data (R - Square = ,781), After New Pride entry the model accounts for
substantially less than this, 4.7 percent of the data (R - square = .047).
This drop in accuracy is, as mentioned above, due to the increasing variability
in ¢§%imating recidivism rates from smaller and smaller numbers of clients
over time. |

A further feel for the modeling of the recidivism time series data

may be obtained by examining the functions for petition-filed and sustained

offenses:
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X "f Table 50
} WHOLE COMPARISON GROUP: PETITIONS FILED
gg i Matched - Percent of
o Months Subjects Available Subjects Offending
Petitions Filed: : f; gw -26 - 393 8.9
§ -25 393 7.6
Before New Pride: P' = -1.01 + .07 * MONTH i -24 393 6.1
, : -23 393 7.1
N After New Pride: P' = -2.80 - .02 * MONTH ; -22 393 10.9
d : - -21 393 8.3
- § , -20 < 393 ~ 8.6
Sustained Petitions: 4 -19 , 393 , ‘ 78
g~ ' -18 393 o 10.1
- Before New Pride: P' = -1.33 + .07 * MONTH T 17 393 o e
;L -16 393 10.4
E After New Pride: P' = -3.18 - .04 * MONTH | ‘ -15 : 393 11.9
N S -14 393 11.1
. v 3 { i -13 . 393 12.4
- A comparison of these functions indicates that the rate of decrease of | % ‘ -12 . 393 11.9
‘ . . : | - -11 393 11.1
recidivism after New Pride is greater when measured in terms of sustained : i } -10 393 12.7
A -9 393 11.1
offenses (-.04 logits per month) than when measured in terms of petitions § - 8 393 18.3
- S -7 393 16.0
filed (-.02 logits per month). These decreases bracket that for all i 3 -6 : 393 17.5
" | -5 393 17.5
fh offenses (see above). g : -4 393 20.6
: i g‘ -3 393 23.4
- ) . ) ) R -2 393 26.2
Analysis of Offenses: Comparison Subjects . ol -1 393 56.2
: : 5 Assigned Case Action Date
. . . i1 1 393 17.3
Similar analyses may be performed for the matched comparison subjects i 2 372 - 8.0
L. ) . . T 3 367 7.9
established by the matching procedure discussed n the Comparative Analysis. f g 2 389 7.5
- ' . i 5 348 6.8
The recidivism functions for petitions filed and sustained offenses appear 1. 6 338 6.2
. G 7 332 6.0
= in Tables 50 and 51. Remember that case action dates for the comparison i § 8 319 7.2
subjects are those derived by the matching procedure.” The number of T 10 304 4.9
_ . e | ¢ |1 11 294 5.7
comparison subjects entered in these analyses is somewhat less than s b : 12 281 6.0
o R 4 " = . 13 : 272 4.7
the 410 original comparison subjects available (See Table 34). These ;y 14 557 38
' o - L . . : 15 : ; 251 2.3
393 subjects represent only those comparison subjects whose case action ) ‘ 16 K 238 5.0
| . . ] 17 230 . 4.7
dates are on or before March 30, 1982 (just as im the treatment group). ) 18 223 5.8 |
' ’ . . ! 19 ‘ 214 2.8 i
The data for the comparison group shows forms similar to the treatment B R 1 20 203 4.4 7
o i ¥ oL 21 198 5.5 B
group overall. The tables indicate an increasing rate of recidivism as individ- . £ o 29 : 192 6.7 :
‘ . . ’ o 23 178 7.8 '
uals near their hypothetical case action dates, a sudden drop in this rate as they ) g J J 24 171 0.5
[ ”' . e ' g 25 ‘ 164 3.0
: pass this cut-off point, and the gradual decline in recidivism rates thereafter, o 26 . . 157 3.8
"~ ; 2 ;] 116
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a Table 51 b
. WHOLE COMPARISON GROUP: SUSTAINED OFFENSES ‘ L e
. P
Matched Percent of , fé _ ‘The apparent drop in rates from before to after this point indicates
- ; din s
| Months Subjects Avaijlable ‘ subjects Offending :f? ﬂi the artifactual nature of the drop also seen in the treatment group.
g: t :gg ggg g:g g ﬂ} Obviously, this drop seen in the treatment group cannot be used to
a- -gg ) . ggg g:g i , ;; i make any inference about improvement due to the program After all,
- :g% ggg é:? ' gf the comparison group shows a similar drop but was never 1n the New
B -20 393 6.1 :
. 19 393 5.0 r Pride program.
i} :ig P : ggg‘ g:? ;5 | One can make some statements about the effects of the treatment program
| -%g v ggg ;:é 1 by comparing the relative rates of decline after case action dates between
- —%g ggg 16:? J the comparison and treatment groups based on the weighted Jeast squares
. :%% ggg ?:g 3 logit analysis. The functions for the comparison group tables follow:
B -10 393 9.6 S
. -9 393 8.1
-8 393 15.0
- -7 393 12.9
- 11.7 . )
- _ g ggg 14.7 - Petitions Filed:
- ‘ 18.3 f
B : - g ggg 20.6 ’ ' Before New Pride: P' = - .99 + .07 * MONTH
A -2 393 22.9 . . . '
-1 393 53.7 j After New Pride: P' = -2.80 - .00 * woNTH
R Assigned Case Action Date .
T 303 12.5 . o
2 372 4.5 rl Sustained Petitions:
. 3 367 4.3 ! , L
. 4 359 6.1 Before New Pride: P! = -1.23 + .07 * MONTH
,: 5 348 57 b - . '
6 338 1.1 : 1 After New Pride: P' = -3.35 - .00 * MONTH
E 7 332 4.8 |
. 8 319 5.0 .
. 9 312 6.7 }
- 10 304 3.2 Nt
11 294 3.7
12 gg% g.g : I Note that the comparison group shows increasing rates of recidivism
. 13 : . el
: 14 ggi ?.% - before case action date just 1ike the treatment group. For petitions filed
= . 15 . s :
16 // ggg "g'g E% the rate is identical {+.07 1og1ts per month for comparison and treatment
B ~ 17 /7 . ‘ \
L e 18- g%i wu g.g ly N : groups), as it is a]so identical fo¥ counts suStained (+.07 logits per month).
‘ ) =0 . !
o 20 203 2.4 i After the hypothetical case action date the compar1son group differs from
‘ 21 198 3.0
~ 29 192 5.2 r
- 23 : 178 6.7 ‘ b I ‘
g, C 24 171 0.5 RN - r
- 25 . 164 0.6 o 1 e : 118 T
26 157 ‘ : 1-9 ’ 5 ) “ : J ﬂ ‘ “ ) < &uf,.-,,n\
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the treatment group. The functions are essentially flat. That is, no

decline in recidivism rates is séen for this group.

It should be noted at this point'that the flat functions derived
from the weighted Teast squares analysis do seem to depart from the data
in the tables. This apparent discrepancy is due to a decline in avaiiab]e
clients over time relative to the apparent decline in recidivism rates.

The smaller rates observed toward the end of the series (months 20 to 26)
are of little weight in the analysis because of their corresponding smaller
sample sizes (203 to 157). Additionally, the initial high points of rates
at month +1 influence the functions relatively Tlittle because of the pre-

ponderance of lower rates through months +2 through 19. Actually some

small decline in recidivism is seen in each of the functions after the
aséigned case action date for the comparison group. The Targest one is
the petitions filed function at =.0023 Tlogits per month. This may reflect
the ordinary maturation process. That is, as age cohorts mature into their
later teens, they tend to commit fewer crimes.

The most important area of these functions to be considered in evaluating
recidivism is, obviously, what happens after case action date. Here one can
examine the relative rates of recidivism between the comparison and treatment
groups. A more thorough discussion of the functions in these terms is in
order. ?

Table 52 shows a diagram portraying recidivism in rates for both treat-
ment and compafigon groups. The figure represents what actually happens in |
the data. Recidivism rates are defined as the percent of clients available

that recidivate in any given month (as in the tables). Looking at the figuré
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*  proportion recidivating is .053 per month (5.3 percent) at the assigned case action date.

N

A

you can see that the treatment group starts off with a higher rate than
the comparison group but declines more quickly. The treatment group

eventually has a Tower rate than the comparison group. The intersectioh

point is indicated by the balck dots in both figures. The dashed 1line
down to timé‘axis points to the month at which the treatment group begins
to recidivate 1g§§_than the comparison group. In this figure it should
also be noted that at case action date the treatment group is recidivating
at a rate substantially higher than the comparison group.

The information presented in the figure corresponds to the curve
predicted from the weighted least squares Togit analyses. The initial
rates of recidivism after case action date can be directly calculated from
the weighted Teast squares fit discussed above.?/ The rates of one function
(tréatment group) drop faster than the other (cémparison group). For petitions
filed and sustained offenses the rate of decrease in recidivism is greater for
the treatment than the comparison groups. Particularly, the comparison group
functions are essentially flat after case action date.

The third issue of comparison between the fdhctions is the intersection
point for matched comparison and treatment subjects. Since treatment subjects
start with a greater rate of recidivism than the comparison subjects, and
this rate declines faster than the comparison group, it is useful to calculate
the point in time which>treatment"subjects’begin to show an improvement over
the comparison subjects. For petitions filed it is at 4.8 months after case

action date. - For sustained offenses the point is at 4.2 months.

For example, the initial rate at case action date for petitions filed for the treatment group is -2.80 logits. This
may be transformed into an exact proportion using the equation b 1 where P' is any logit value (here -2.80). .

148
i i . idi ffenses per month (5.7 percent). For the matched comparison group, the .
This transforms into .057 recidivating offe p § p ) D i Pare for sustained
offenses for the treatment group was -3.18 logits per month transforming to .040 (4.0 percent). proportion recidivating
per month. : i 5

AV . 120
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Table 52

DIAGRAMS REPRESENTING RECIDIVISM
AFTER CASE ACTION DATE
FOR COMPARISON AND TREATMENT GROUPS

Comparison- Group
Treatment Group .
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The three ways of characterizing the functions after case action date
for comparison and treatment subjects may be tabled in a convenient way.
Table 53 shows thiskfor petitions filed and sustained offenses. Several
features already discussed can be seen in the table: First, the initial
rates 6f recidivism for the comparison group are lower than the rates for
the treatment group (column_one of the table). Second, the rates of
decline in recidivism are greater for the treatment group than for the
comparison group (column two). Third, the intersection points of the
functions, where the.treatment group begins to perform better than the

comparison group, show that petitions filed cross at a slightly later

point in time than sustained offenses.
Table 53

WEIGHTED LEAST SQUARES LOGIT ANALYSES
FOR COMPLETE MATCH TREATMENT AND COMPARISON GROUPS

Ay

‘A,:\ N
) Yo
Rate of'f Intersection**

Initial* :
Rate Decline | Point
4 ~ T i
Petitions Filed: Treatment -2.80 -.02 4.8
Comparison -2.89 -.00 e
Sustained Counts: Treatment -3.18 -.04 4.2
Comparison -3.35 -.00 -~

* In Logits .
**%* In Months After Case Action Date

The overall analyses just presented are useful in obtaining an
overall view of the functions across all sites. These functions themselves,
however, are sensitive to various underlying biases in the data. Most

importantly, there is a substantial differential pepfesentation of
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subjects.

comparison and treatment subjects across sites. So, for example, while

Pensacola contributes to 15 percent of the total treatment group subject pool,
it only contributes 4 percent to the comparison group. While Haddonfield
contributes to 17 percent of the treatment group, it contributes fully 26
percent to the comparison group. Pensacola is disproportionately under-

represented in the comparison group. Haddonfield is disporportionately

over-represented in the comparison group.

Review and Discussion

. The éomparison group time series functions for both new petitions and
adjudications appeared similar to the New Pride client data presented, with
one exception: there was evidence of an increasing acceleration of
recidivism rates before the match date, a sharp decline after the match
date (the regression effect of McCleary, Gordon, McDowall and Maltz; 1979),
but a F]attening of recidivism function thereafter (instead of the decline
seen for the New Pride subjects).* This suggests the interesting observation

that recidivism rates, after the match date, are characterized as a constant

vfor comparison subjects and a decreasing function of months for treatment

One other feature of the models should be noted: the intercepts of
the "after" functions for comparison subjects are both less than that for

the treatment subjects. Thus, even though the recidivism rates of comparison

* Note that the flat rate function compares well with that suggested by
McCleary, Gordon, McDowall and Maltz (1979) characterizing individual
recidivism rates by a stochastic process with a constant rate parameter.
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. those of treatment subjects.

group subjects neither increase nor decrease, they are initially lower than
This advantage disappears at month +4 when
recidivism rates for the treatment group subjects drop below those of the
comparison group. The initial lower rate may be due to the fact that a propor-
tion of the comparison subjects were incarceratéd after their ”presentiné

M

offense," and hence, were not available to recidivate until later.

* k k*k Kk k% k %k k *x

The chidren of New Pride are learning new ways of 1iving in the world.
It takes a long time for a being to process information obtained at an
intellectual level. The processing is the incorporation of that intellectual
model of behavior into daily 1ife and activities. It works like this:
Initially, a child learns to employ certain models of behavior in order to
fu?fi]] their needs. That behavior may be what we think of as anti-social
or negative. A critical episode occurs which indicates to the'person that
they must learn a new model of behavior. The learning takes place initially
at a mental level. That person still caries with them the automatic
response of the earlier learned behavior, and it takes a substantial
length of repitition of the new model before it can replace totally the

earlier model. This means that for a prolonged period, with each episode

‘which occurs, the person first opts for the earlier behavior at an

instinctual level and then remembers that there is another choice of
behavior, which they can théﬁ act upon or by which they can modify their
thinking about the issue. As time passes, the gap in time between the
instinctive response based on eariier behavior and the remembering of the
new mode] becomes less, until it finally closes tightly enough to allow the

new model to reign.
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coupled with considerable pressure for numbers. Providence, Pensacola, and

g
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Haddonfield show the greatest before-after differences (15 percent each). In

i

CONCLUSIONS %

The Crime Picture each of these projects, staff maintains close ties with the judiciary. In

]
4—\'—?“(;1- l

facts~<hey have people at court tracking youth with two adjudicated offenses

g

New Pride does not eliminate crime, but it may slow it down. The time to
and offering New Pride services as soon as a third petition arrives. The

P
[

P
A

the first recidivating offense for New Pride clients who do have new petitions i 3
f consequence of this procedure is an inflation of the client adjudication rate

=1

5o
e

is shorter than for the comparison group, a proportion of which is incarcerated. : ‘
. I prior to program participation. After program participation, the client group

However, the time-series analysis suggests that there is a de]ayéd beneficial - g

1

[N

is more 1ikely to get a break in Haddonfield (10 percent), Pensacola (24 percent),

e

effect of the program in that the percent of clients who reoffend is, over time,
and San Francisco (13 percent) where fewer counts are sustained per petitions

g}

less than the percent of comparison subjects who continue to do so.

sneraitg
I
N

filed for treatment than for matched comparison subjects.

e

For matched comparison and treatment groups the number of recidivists is
New petitions filed in juvenile court appears to be a biased measure of

half of the eligibles. However, recidivists in the New Pride group appear to

LITEEY
p
IR |

: recidivism in jurisdictions which do not have an independent authority for case

commit fewer offenses per person. Since the comparison group is proportionately _
. review charged with the initial screening of complaints. If signed complaints

ronrie o

(10 percent) more 1ikely to receive Department of Corrections Commitments for

g o . , . - . . W are screened by probation units having supervisory responsibilities for youth
new adjudications, they may be partially less at risk to commi em. 7 . . o ‘ -
] ) i and for deciding on the merits of cases for petition, a conflict may arise
§ For both groups the seriousness of offenses charged increases with time. <.
between the interests of justice and the interests of social control. In the
Nevertheless there are no significant differences between groups on this measure, ﬁ, )
! o . o stry to New Pride (or assigned case action date for 5 i New Pride research this tension has resulted in a tendency to file more frequently
either prior to or after e ) i
) ' %; on clients (on 80 percent of them in one project with a probation officer in
the comparison group). i
g‘ residence whose sole responsibility is the supervision of project youth).
System Impact PO %; Given that the New Pride program is frequently presented to youth as
{ ' ) fi . a Tast chance with incarceration as the alternative if the"dec]ine; and
| Comparison subjects are more likely to be adjudicated or convicted for 2 | i g} considering trat th e Y
g : poE in a ey arz, in fact, i
’ i new offenses over time (as a proportion of indictments or petitions filed). . | Y ct, chronic offenders who have become
Lo serious threats to the communities in which i i
Authorities give them less benefit of doubt the more chronic they become. For ; g% ' they reside, the interests. of
. ) ; oo social control can be legitimately seen as al idi . If !
g New Pride clients the reverse effects are observed. Fewer petitions filed are | g J Y n overriding concern. If one's

job is to supervise such youth, it is even more compelling.

e

sustained after their participation in the program, but significantly more are

sustained prior to the proéram. ‘This is likely to be a boomerang effect of q@ 126 - :
i the closely monitored eligibility criterion of three prior adjudications S g = | | ‘ e :
il :
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Nevertheless, since we are comparing outcomes of project youth with aged 16 or older who are given the WAIS. Twenty-nine percent overall are

N

o
.

a no treatment comparison group lacking the program-specific ultimatum, , n considered Tearning disabled.

it may be inappropriate to use either the filing of new petitions or There are supstantia] increases in school attendance and appropriate

=%
R Sve:morte

adjudications as impact measures of the program on clients. In sites where ; HE reductions in unexcused absences when client participation in program is

=}

B,

compared with their records from prior schools. Very 1ittle follow-up data

P

probation officers screen the complaints, these measures may be seen as

indicators of the impact of New Pride on the juvenile justice system, or on has been collected in this area. The information available suggests that

the behavior of officials. In fact, they may indicate that intensive clients continue to do better in their schools attended after New Pride, but

s

R

supervision is going on in earnest. that the improvement decreases from in-program performance.

Yoy

s

In thqse replications where there is an independent authority of case

fmToTy
it
]

review which makes charging decisions, such as a prosecutor's office, there

is likely to be Tess impact of program participation on the number of clients

Ereaey
IS,

with new petitions. In such locations this measure is probably adequate to
the task. Counts sustained is, of course, subject to similar problems of j g;

bias as explained above in the example of prior adjudications on the treatment

group. 1 X §§

Program Impact ‘ B ﬁ*

O0f youth who remain in New Pride for three months or longer, sixty-four

cpETy

percent experience emp?oyment while there for varying periods of time.
Considering the difficulties of finding employment for the type of young
people who became participants of this program, this represents a heroic
feat on the part cf the staff. |

Clients from all projects demonstrate statistically significant gain ? g
scores in areas reflective of academic achijevement. Average gain is thé | 3
same as that expected of a normal population. Average IQ score for young | ﬁ %

people in New Pride is 82.4 nationally on the WISC-R. It is 91.5 for youth

%,

i

i
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T | ) ) - Project Director/Principal Investigator: Barbara West, Ph.D. \x
g- | ﬂ  § ]} Dr. West has brought to this assignﬁent a unique and extensive blend of
- % . ; .i - management, evaluation, and opérations experience in thea areas of criminal
: ‘ ‘ 5 j ” Jjustice and evaluation research. She began her involvement in the fie]d of
- | ; j . ~ juvenile justice as a group foster parent to "hard core" parolees from
SR APPENDIX A : ; . ! the Hawaii Youth Correctional Facility, serving in this capacity for three
) | _ ‘ ) :; *} and a half years. Subsequently, she has actad as principal investigator or
CONTRIBUTORS % senior researcher for nine research/evaluation projects dealing with
z I offender rehabilitation in the State of Minnesota. Before coming to
.f i Pacific Institute, Dr. West served as a professor of criminal justice,
) } juvenile delinquency, and youth corrections for five years at a large
Xﬁ f TE ‘Minnesota State Unive}sity. In this capacity,ﬂ%he developed the
\ (. 1 j i ‘ field experience‘program as a major element of gg&h undergraduate and
; | ’ graduate education, and has had extensive coqt@q}éWith public and private
iy agencies as corrections program coordinator. *
“ 2 N 7 p i o Her publications cover sich areas as treatment programs: for youthful
Vi r i I offenders, pre-release and re-entry from adult correctional faci?itiés, |
Vﬂ tnommuﬁ?ty—based;work release, public pérceptions of the community treatment
E | ”‘0f Juvenile and adult Taw vio]ators,@gna the socié] impact of institutional-
| ,f f ;N. jazation. She is thoroughly experiené@% in all phases of the managéméW; .
‘ /c~i; 11 S “k%Ykand conduct of research and evaluation projects, inc]u@jﬁg planning, 0 ‘v ﬁ
' l' ) o | ? k( jxﬁudgeting and management, research design, instrument deve1opment, .-
B . i 3 ‘_54§%31d research and data collection, data analysis,” feedback and consultation
‘ “Q?R\: . ?/’ BN R ,? 3 ~ for programming, and reporting. Dr. West has been the primary site
g"’ ‘? . g e éﬁXQ,
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evaluator for the East LosiAngeles (now closed), Kapsas City..and Chicago
New Pride Projects.

Deputy Director: Charmian Knowles. Ms. Knowles “.s" an evaluator,

researcher, educator and curriculum consultant with significant national

level experience in the design of prevention curricula, process and impact

- evaluation of juvenile justice and juvenile substance abuse programs,

curriculum development, technical assistance delivery, and meta-evaluation
of substance abuse prevention.

Most recently she completed an assignment as Research Associate with
the National Council on Crime and Delinquency acting as field investigator
for a National Evaluation of Delinquency Prevention Projects and was
Project Director with Pacific Institute for development of a "School Drug
Abuse Policy Development Guide: For School Community Officials." She
has also compiled a second assessment of prevention curricula to be
published as "Tools for Prevention (second edition)."

Currently Ms. Knowles is serving as Deputy Director of the National
Evaluation of the New Pride Replication Program in which capacity she
handles administrative matters. She has been the primary site evaluator
for the projects in Georgetown (now closed), San Francisco, and Providence.

Field Investigator: Susan Laurence, MPA (Organizational Management and

Justice Administration). Prior to joining the Pacific Institute evaluation

team, Ms. Laurence was with the National Council on Crime and Delinquency
in San Francisco. There she worked on the Eva]uation’of DeTinquency

Prevention Programs, an 0JJDP funded contract,as the Primary Site Evaluator

~=. for projects in Boston and Dallas. She also helped to design training

conferences for local evaluators and provided technical assistance to those

researchers.
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Before beginning her research career, Ms. Laurence worked for the
Contra Costa County Probation Department. There she had extensive
experience as a direct service provider in the field of juvenile justice.
She worked as a group counselor and as an admissions officer in the County
Juvenile Hall. She also worked to set up a new open facility for status
offenders within the County. She was instrumental in developing its
administrative procedures and service components and served there during
its early implementation phase. Ms. Laurence has been the primary
evaluator for the Boston (now closed), Fresno, and Camden sites.

Statistician/Programmer: Paul Gruenewald, Ph.D. As a local evaluator

of the Los Angeles project which closed at the end of September, 1981,
Dr. Gruenewald was responsible for a highly successful last minute
implementation of the detailed Management Information System design by
Paéific Institute. He had further extended its implementation to include
purchase of service contracts for the county, an achievement which
enhanced his Qa]ue as a technical assistance provider to other sites
gearing up for instjtutionalization. Having contributed to the analyses
for the preliminary report, the value of Dr. Gruenewald to the national
research team became evident during the summer of 1981. 1In October he
was hired as a full-time statisitician/programmer.

Prior to these commitments, Dr. Gruenewald served as a computer
programmer in a number of projects-conducted” under the auspices of Duke
University at Durham, North Carolina. As a Users Services Specialist, he
designed a simplified letter written in HP 2000 BASIC and taught its
application to professors, graduate students, and secretaries. As a

Senior Re§earch Technician at the Center for a Study of Aging and Human
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Development, Duke University Medical Center, Dr. Gruenewald performed data
management functions using IMB 0S-370, TSO and JCL, analyzing data with
SAS, SPSS, BMDP; and SSP routines for Analysis-of-Variance, Analysis-of-
Covafiance, Mﬁ]tip]e Analysis-of-Variance, Multiple Regressions, Factor

Analysis and Cluster Analysis. He also developed a model for the decline

0f 10 at the approach of death using FORTRAN and Hp 2000 BASIC. Prior

to that, Dr. Grurnewald developed computer controlled experiments for the
assessment of risk taking in business decision-making for the Graduate

School of Business Administrét?on at Duke. He also served as a part-time

instructor at the Universityi

ADVISORY PANEL

Review Panel Member and supervisor for Process Evaluation: Edwin

Lemert, Ph.D. Dr. Lemert is a leading organizational sociologist and the

developer of much important theory in the Juvenile justice field, inciuding
labeling theory, the major paradigm upoﬁ/which the diversion of youthful
offenders is based. He is the author of a number of books and publications

dealing with change in juvenile justice, including Social Action and

Legal Change: Revolution Within the Juvenile Court; "Juvenile Justice-

Quest and Reality," and Instead of Couy;fTvDiversion in duvenile Justice.

. . . .
He is currently Profesor of Sociology at “the Un1vevsvty of California in

i

Davis.

Review Panel Membef and Supervisor for Impact Evaluation: Terence

Thornberry, Ph.D. Dr. Thornberry is a quantitative sociologist-criminologist,

and researcher of national reputation. He has managed a number of large-

scale research efforts in the criminology field, including the second
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Philadelphia Cohort Study, and has been Director for Evaluation of the

~ Research and Development Unit of the Adult Probation Department of the

Phi]ade]phig court. His°numerous pubTications include The Criminology Index:

Research and Theory in Criminology in the United States (with Wolfgang and

Figlio), and Crime and Delinguency: Dimensions of Deviance (with Marc

Riedel). He was until recently Assistant Director of the Center for Studies
in Criminology and Criminal Law at the University of Pennsylvania, and is
now a professor of Sociology at the University of Georgia in Athens.
Professor Thornberry has been the primary investigator of the Pensacola
replication site.

Review Panel Member: Solomon Kobrin, Ph.D. For many years Dp. Kobrin

has been a Professor of Sociology at the University of Southern Ca]ifgrnia
in Los Angeles. He has developed a long and notable career as a spec{é]fst
in the area of juveﬁ%]e delinquéncy, its control, and tréatment. From his
early work on “The Conflict of Values in Delinquency Areas,® through severa]
studies of delinguent subcultures and gang participation by Juveniles, to a
more recent emphasis on the evaluation of criminal justice planning and
crime control policy, Dr. Kobrin has been responsible for many first-rate
contributions to our understanding of youth involved in law violation.

His notable and productive career was recognized by the American Society of
Criminology in 1977, when he became the recipient of the Sutherland Award.

Réview Panel Member and Statisitician: Paul I-po Hsieh, Ph.D.

Dr. Hsieh, formerly a Research Associate in Criminal Justice at the Urban
Systems Institute, Carnegie-Mellon School of Urban and Public Affairs, has I
recently completed a Posf-DOctOYa] Fellowship in Quantitative Methods in“

Criminal Justice. He has done extensive work in the area of recidivism
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rate analysis using time series designs. His experience also includes

analysis of system impact data regarding rates of incarceration. Presently

Dr. Hsieh supervises research on the simulation of nuclear power plant
.

failures for Bechtel Power Corporation in Ann Arbor, Michigan. i
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APPENDIX B

THE DATA SYSTEM
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THE DATA SYSTEM

t

Despite their diversity, Tocal New Pride projects had common needs
for technical assistance, training and telecommunications technology,
case management, staff effort reporting, and the provision of evaluation -
data. The mandate for a standardized evaluat%on of a set of geographically
scattered and diverse organizations created the necessity to provide a data
system that could meet both local and national information requests with
rapid turnaround time.

Effective management of project information is a critical component
of the success of any community program or network of programs. It is
the mechanism by which essential project aéfa are specified, collected
and retrieved to serve a variety of management needs. PIRE instituted
a computer networking system thét was designed to serve hoth for management
information and evaluation*purposes; both locally and nationa11y.‘.This
management information and data processing system presently serves three

constituencies:

e It serves each project as a case tracking, information
retrieval, and records management system;

{
élﬁIt serves a national evaluation team and local evaluators
as a data collection/statistical analysis system; and

o It serves the project monitor as an administrative and
information gathering system.

15, =
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The data processing strategy for this evaluation was based on
the choice of a central computing faciT#ty‘which5W0u1d be shared
by all local programs and the national evaluator. The use of a
sing]e.computing system provides the national and local evaluators
with a common computing vocabulary and environment, as well as tele-
conferencing capabi]ffy. But this choice meant that the national

evaluator was also the technical assistance agency for data process-

~ing, since abrogration of such responsibility would have Ted to a

complete breakdown of the data to11ection system.

Shared fiTes. A shared dictionary feature is essential to the data

management system. Each project keeps its own data files, which are pro-
tected by the operating system's extensive file security procedures.
Dictionaries are maintained by the national evaluator. Thus there are

ten client demographic data files (one per project), but only one dictio-
nary for client demdgraphic data which everyone shares. This procedurs
insgres that all data files are compatible in format, relieves local
personnel of the task of dictionary maintenance, and simplifies the logis-

- L] - . // - »
tics of such maintenance. When a new dictionary is released for project

use, staff at each site create a data file, permit it "read" to the national

evaluator, and command a dictionary entry linking the "national" directory

with the "local" data file. *

To preserve confidentia]ity, personal identjfiers are segregated

Vi

__into files which only the owner (the indivfdua]/project) has access.

The national evaluator has read-only access tojé]? other data files
“ o

ik

(3. m‘ »
,136

B e e s 1 L S L ppre e s

TS S N Y TR

ot e R I R



Ky

P

I3,

R4

-y

-

Innovations
Outcome evaluations of social service programs are commonly
quasi-experimental determinations of the difference a program makes

They- are accomplished through analysis.

[

to its clients and its environment.
of data generated by each Sﬁﬁbtam. In this case, data is ent%fed into a /f
terminal at the sites where it is immediately accessible to project |

staff. Most eva]uétion data must come from the daily operations of the
program, rather than from special data collection efforts. Since

evaluation data are of edua] value to managers and evaluators in judging

a program's performance, data collection and manageme;t had to become a
cooperative effort between the evaluator and the project management.

Because of its ability to generate informafion for multiple purposes,

the data processing and communications strategy employed in this

evaluation is significaﬁtly different from that used on other such projects:

Shared computer system. In most multi-site evaluations, the national

evaluator uses its own computing system for data management and analysis.
On-site evaluators send in data in the form of hard copy, orfin machine-

readable form if available. A local programfs data processing is usually
its own responsibility, and i’ doné at an installation chosen by the

project. Such an arrangement usually means that technical agsistance on

data processing is either 1imited or nonexistent. A national evaluator
to technical assistance agency cannot learn the minutiae of many Tocal
compdtihg installations, but must either concentrate on advice"

specific to a particular data management system, or must decline

responsibility for technical assistance on data processing. ’
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‘maintained by local sites.

.but draws data from thé¥1oca],program as necessary.

(s

Thus, there is no need for a site to
submit data to the national evaluator. The project enters data of
interest to both the local management and fhéfnationalkeva1uator.u
Whenever the national evaluator wishes to analyze data, a series of
read operations on all local project files results inféﬁﬁgtiona] file
of data., The national evaluator therefore keeps no files of its own,

This process

insures the currency of information for all users.

Because of its unique methodology involving the networking of
Jjuvenile justice programs across the counéry who are attempting to
provide similar services to youth, the probedgres developed for this
effort may be of interest to both researchers and to practitioners in
the field. Frbm a research point of view, the system is working
In fact, the present data base contains over 280,000

extremely well.

records on clients, comparison subjects, and service providers 1n 22 files.
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