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of.mild behavioral disturbances in children in the schOol setting

and other communities.
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Sl - . ' INTRODUCTION
v - £
- . "'" " R f . - b
M T = , . '\ § I
o . P . '_. -‘." - \,"__ i - X P

'.‘f- The Joint Commission dn ‘the, Mental Health of'Children and Youth

- P

‘..’ , -
T l\

suggested’that we’ have in our qetlon aldne, 95 000 000 children in
-,

: ’.
need of remedial help. If public §ch001 teachers can be taught the-

-

Kggsas.City way, we - ma?Nbe able to reach a significant pgrtion of
+ e .

those children, and prevent others from becoming problem statistics.

 The KAnsas City School Behav1or Project was intended to devise
. 5 :
and test the effectiveness of a program of action for the treatment

The program was’ expected to prevent, to some extent,_sevefe behavioral
, . v
disgyrbances among these children in the adolescent: years, and to

have an effect on behavior in. the total community as well gs in the

school setting.- The design w?s executed w1thin the resources of o
T ’ . 2
personnel ahd time budget of the regular school system. The project

was intended to be a pilot demonstration - a model for other.. schools

x"- te . . P
. ~

o i .
-
‘t

Early follow up of the pupils in the project indicated that

)

B

years after the experiment took place. This pattern of differences
was observed in referrals,,suspensions,absence rates and'teachgr
ratings;} After-sixuyg?rézqf?intensive effort the payoff'appeared‘
to be emerging frt} thefmountain of data which had been gathered.

We. had to- know if it was dependable, and whether it could be broadened

.

= .-: : ~

o

there might be positive results for one sooio-economic segment three»*'“

-
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. to behavior‘outside'the-school'systemu' We felt we had to know what m;

> .
ey [ Lo

the conditiona were under which it Worked or failed to work. /2/ﬂ
. . 0 .

.

proposed an ep1demiologic folloW'up, for the one socioeeconomic
. N 4

.segment of the original project which was then funded ﬁy-the NIMH

s “n

- "

Center for Epidemiologlc Studies.

3

Our’ strategy f0r the analysis was: 1) to testjagain for_positive
or negative outcome, with emphasis on the ninth'grade year, but. also
checking -for earlier find1ng$lwhich might tie _outcome more closely to
intervention, 2) to test ‘whether the apparent ninth grade year finding

could be shown to persist into the following two gradegyears, 3) to

. b

test whether this apparent prevention effect cOufﬁ be'buttressed with
b

[

" . data from outside the school syétem giving\it both greater credence a

and value, and 4) to attempt to specify epidemiologic conditions under'ﬁ

<::‘ which the prevention effect was valid or invalid, or was more or less

: pronaunced 1f the data produced answers in these areas, we felt we
. I - ’(,

could reasonably make recommendations for the design of future inter-

. vention efforts for the health of children and youth consistent with
our findings and our understanding of the relationships among the
important factors delimited in our analysis. "

Qur attempt to answer these quastions required data collection.
. 1)‘of absence rates, teacher rat1ngs and family file referrals for
behavior problems for two furthér school years, extending the time
of the follow up to five years, or the eleventh grade year; and 2)

°

l_ police records and juvenile court records for the entire life of gach

- ‘-




. - _'t . . . U . )
~child in the Socio—eConomic cohort upfto and including;the eleventh R

grade year. Many other indicators gight have been used\ Our concern
was that we»duplicate the earlier/ ata on a longer time 11ne, and that
we utilize real-life variables” records which are kept as an ordinary
process, 36c conjured up for our benefit, andtrecords which are
«~ " consequential in the liveeyof children in their communitie§.

In order to’éive theJmost conservative answer to these.questioﬁt'
we assnmedfthe null hypothesis, pooled the experiqental‘and controi |
.group_frequencies, ;nd compared the experimental condition with the

[y

(pogled) eXpectedffrequencies.- We also made the standard experimental/
control compariéons eharécteriStic sv"characteristic, for investi-
. - PR o - o : - :

gators-more familiar with'that'process and its outcome properties,

' Processing the data from previous follow up investigations, and

v" N C » ° '
some new'data from our search indicatedvthat the Experimental and

< :
Control groups were indeed comgarable. Differences in the outcome
- 7

N

charts should not be attrlbuted to loss in follow up, or dropping

out, or social and economlc differences. Loss rates were.well within
//acceptable limits (less than 107 over five years) and a review ofuthe
/ characteristics of remaining pupils does not‘suggest any special\

bias. There-were no.stgtistically siénificgnt differences in.

d pping out, in the Experiﬁental and Control comparisons. -fhe

neighborhoods the elementarv)schools served were carefully natChed
~for éocio-econgaic status. All neighborhoods_}nvolved were in one *

) . , S )
socio-economic category, the lowest in Warners five category break-

- 5 ‘ . _
down. Bussing had not yet begun. Stanford-Binet scores produced
‘ s w S, i,

®




means for the twoogroupélvithinz.3 of each other. Behavior. problem
data recorded in the sthools,.juyenile,court afid the .police files,
. . . . " . i Lo . SN ':.‘ o
. , R . . .
if anything, faVored-the c¢ontrol conditioh:.
. x

e Early analysis for Comparabilityﬂof the Experimental and Control
;/':v groups suggested three ep1dem;llogic variaBles ‘which® might affect
outcome. 1) sex, 2) race, or ethnic identification and “3) 1ater

'school_environments in juniorﬁan@ senior high. The experiment took
N4 . _ ’ .
place in sixth grade. From there;#mosf students went on to junior

°

Lhighs, scattering somewhat in’the varfous schools 1in theiripart-of

the school district. . D . S o - .

s : [ - ! R . . . . v
- - . KR
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o : e .
RELATED EPIDEMIOLOGIC. STUDIES IN 1]

i

: .l Epidemioiogi is a. study of rblative‘risks} ‘The epidemiologist -
__estimates.the‘risk of the appearance of a condition in one'popui tion

N

group and compares this risk withuthat for another group. The'risk

v

can be expressed as the propprtion of the total population group who :

actuallyzg/t the conditinn. The estimAte of risk requires two numbers:

=

-the- number of people\in the total population, and the number who had

- <

the condition. .
o For study purposes, groups may be formulated in various ways
for.instance,\pE%pie 1iving in Certain areas or people of»differents

ages or races. If the right groups are chosen, a comparison will

show which people are most vulnerable to a Constion. Finding out




ro : S T
why these particuéar people are-so vulnEIablé should lead to'better

-

methods of control. - -~ . = oo
'-Epidemiologic methods are as well adapteq co'the study of

“behavior, problems as to the study.of cholery, Behavior problems.are

. » ‘ o . o
"distributed unevénly in the, community, 3nd appear to be related to ..
both social.and personal influences. Individuals are not equally

o

Mhle to those influences. -

"The riSk%9f delinquency, if we can ¢al}l ¢ chat may be deflned

b
as the number of individuals in a particular classification who

’\! .
~ b@%ome_delinquent out of each’thousand in a particular claSsification.

Mathematically, this is & problem of diVision;, Risk equals delinquents
divided by population. The result is then myjriplied by 1000 to

convert it to rate per 1000 at risk. ThUs to calculate risk we need
e

- to know only the nﬁmbet?of people of the same type who might have

+

become delinquent. When the popu]bation is divided in- complex waysh

such as by sex Lage,‘and race simultaneohsly 1t may be difficult to

.
Ceor

determine both the numerator and the denOminator.

-

Three major studies’ of delinquenay have peen made by epidemio—

-

.

-

" logic methods. In 1961, J W. Eaton and K, Polk published a study of

- . .
the delinquent juveniles of Los-AngeleS-} In 3963, S.R. Hathaway

and E.E. Monachesi, in a'study of adoleséenc personality, related

-

< juvenile delinguency in their study pOPulation to-their entire‘
group of subybcts., In 1969, -V. Eisner Published his - scudy-of San

Francisco delinquents focussing 0n the Significance of” labeling, and
: . e
the possibility that the correlatfon of delinquency w th race might
S ’ _"") ' !\
.. “ \( !
a7 TR
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ol

A



~ far higher rates_than the white majotity: rJapanese ra
. 2. : i ane

,increasing family stability. Hathaway and Monachesi.studied ninth

with socio~econom1c status, and were higher for children with =

H
. . ‘ o _ ‘:i
: PO e
K ] » L 1
\ 3 L
- PR l’(
not be independeat of such othe factors as 1ncome, place d% residence
ES P . , ) .
‘ . ) ' fi ..
(, - g N
Eaton and Polk dealt with Probation Department recardq for 1956

B

¢

and family structure.

They looked, at the effects on delinquency of agé, sex dt ic group,

marital status of parents, and geographical mobility. Tﬁe showed : B
rates for’ boys as four times greater than ‘those for\firls.! Minority

~N '
group,membership,was significant. Negro and Mexicangminorlties had . .

L -

of all. otherrdaté_ssi}ed to-offer an plapation:"“‘
inc

c
J
broken homes had an aSed risk of delinquency, and

group had fewer broken homes. The Eaton and Polk'study also showed ‘ T§
that recorded rates of tecidiv1sm reflected administrative pro— .
‘ e ‘ " i 4 T .
cedure far more than, they reflected actual delinquencies. . )
. 3 . ~ L@ ' \~

Geographfcal mobility did not seem to influence rates to any great
!

«extent. Eaton and Polk suggested control measuresibe aimed at ,> .

grade white children to whom . they gave the "M.M.P. I., and followed :

5 T

them for three ‘to four yeers They divided their population by age ‘ e
e- ' Lt .

size of commun{éy, father s occupation, type of family and

4 , :
intelligence of the chi1d They found delinquency rates decreased "

v IR

_ as their subjects reached nineteen years of age, varied inversely

broken- homes.,\Rates d1d not vary with intelligence, but did vary X
“ e

inversely with highgschool rank. They also varied with population

o
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. density,.whijh the investigators related to occupation, as rates were

P

very low for children of farmers. Hathaway and Monachesi also.

1

pointed out certaiusperSonality types who were ifable to beCome

*

d%linquent. ._‘ﬂ' A .

3 ) . 4

Eisner; in a sophisticated factor analysis, found that four
major elemepts were necessary to predict del*nquency rates. 1) sex,
2) race, 3) economic conditions and 4) intrafamilial conditions. -In .

‘* order to explain all the variations in rates it was necessary to add
A s
-y the difference: in behavior that characterize racial g pSs.
S s ) o
Eisner tested the possibility that number of parents in the home
~ * N

“'was the main factor explaining variations in delinquency rates, by

equalizing his other factors. Delinquency rates were higher for bath

N
sdRes "in homes with less than two parents, except in the lovest

N H

- income: quartile non-white boys, where the rate was higher where

-

there were . two parents in the home. Further'analysis indicated this
‘1 n . e \ -
finding might be related more properly to. certain levels .of low income
A in- the Negro popula\ion only - v

-—t

\ xOur own research deals.yith a. population definéd~eomewhat as

that\of the Hathaway and Monachesi study: children who had been
i

part’ of an educational experiment, and their control population. Ic//dT\\

N

Py
’

has, houever, sdmewhat the geographic base of Eisners census tract

S

stud} in that the children are from knowh neighborhoods in‘a\

'“:7‘single core city bui*invsixth ‘'grade classrooms matched for socio-

¢

. econotfic status. A random assignment ef classrooms to the ‘eXperimental -

e



- L .

and oontrol conditions should randomize such variables as sex,
ethnic group, geographical mobility, marital status of parents and
f’éher 8 occupation, and tend to equalize any remaining econo
conditions and age which have Been shown to affegt problem
' behavior rates. v “_;“, |

This randomization and equalization of variablag shown pr{/iouslyl’
]to be important in the develgpment of problem behavior should permit

"
- e

us’to determine the effect of the experiment on such behavior..
\

W

wi b
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. + BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE -

) . ' ) » v ) " '%'
The Youth Development Project in Kansas.City was an experiment

. . ’ v

performed in l963 in-the public schools to en&ance the social«
. r -

* emotional development of individual pupils: The Project vas originally
) AN . '

- directed.bx\Dr,.Bobert Barnes, then Executive Director of the Greater

-

Kansas éity Mental Health ?ouadation, withtfﬁe assistance of ¢ - N

Y

Thomas S McPartland Ph.D., and George J. Lyttory, M.D. Dr, Paul gowman,
'-‘. [} - H

now Director of' the §nstitute for Community Studies in Kansas City, '

~

was brought to Kansas City to head the project, and carried the major -~

»

administrative load.. Many other people have:been substantially

~ . involved in the project.¥ Dr. Oren Glick, during~his years at the

.-'\.,‘ .

s Institute or Comm\nity Studies, was~responsible for the analys{sA
which produ ed the- positqpe finding at the close of the grant period.

1 Grants were held first by the Foundation)(MH 0535) and then trans- (?\\
i .

ferred to the Institute (R11 MH 2303){~and ended in December 1966.7.~

The Kansas City School District also held a grant dealing with this

' o .-

project MH 02041, during the same period , : » e\
The project originated id the concerns of educators. over the

- apparently growing problem of behavioral disturbances in the schools.

'

A committee composed of representatives of The Kansas City, Missouri
LA : v :
SchoolQEistric;, The Greater Kansas City Mental Health Foundation, T

: \./ A .
5, and the School of Education at the University of Missouri at;_‘ C e

Columbia met periodically for a number of months to explore - to« T

gether the nature of the problem and to develop ideas for action ,‘

31 . e .

e 3 . . - )
‘_ ) ; B ‘e . (LT S N R B B
~ M 2 : . * . . : )
. - * e . s : P g
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programs'designed to alleviate'the\prohlem. The work of this Eommittpe

! culminate&~rﬂ’§n-action;researcﬁ proposal that was fund€d, as dFscribed

’ -
above, by the N tipnal Institute of Mental Health. T s

-

" The Kansas ity Project was related in certain reschts to the
«*

lman, 1952), The.Quincy Youth Development Proj;et in

Y

Ullman Study (

\ “illinois {Bo . 19563 the Meni?l Health Research‘?rogram of the A

St., Louis Count Health Department in Missohri (Glidewell l957 1959), 0
..\ The Human Rele

, and the Cambridge—Somerville !ou(h Study (Powers and Witmer, 1951),

ons Program of the University of Iowa (Ojemann, 1955), .

wﬂich preceeded it in point of time. The reliability and predictive i
,value of teaeher ratings, the usefu}ness of several test instruments,w
knoqledge about appropriate sequence and timing decisions, successful

o training program practices, and the necessity of pre-planned evaluation
including control, groups were some of the elements of these stud?es K

or their findings built into ‘the Youth Development Project in Kansas

ciry. e e

The impetus for the project thus derived from difficulties posed

»

for the schools, and eventually for society generally, by pupils who,

for oné reason or another, did not function successfully or satis-.
Ve . . . -

*factorily with their fellow human beings._ Efforts to soX¥e these

vproblems through clinical service arrangements with the ndation‘
P-4

had proven that solution was inadequate to the need It dﬁ“l;terally

i
\
\

\ {mpossible to give individual treatmert to all children needing it.

" L.
i -

‘/Lt was felt that any long range ‘solukion would. require extensive

-
Ny
-




to bera’ more serious problem.' : -

.‘\ 94

K =14

* . ‘ ’

effort Lon prevencion of such problems“rather than on treatment at a
. . l .

more serious stage. Such efforts, it was thought might best be

expended on the development of. certain classroom methods and tech—
[Re1 n

niques im whiéh teachers could be t%ained These methods and

techniques would be aimed toward produaing learning conditi7h§ in the

. ’
.

v c1aSsroom which would be more : emotio'ally healthful for all children,

]

(“"L.‘

and wh%bh night ghereby prevent the m ldly diSturbed child from getting

NE
3

- . L . LY

g,

-

ot Tn} best’ account of the content of the training is- contained

in two pubiished bullatins (A Teacher TrainingﬁProgram in Classroom

nental Health l964 ThelUse of Small Groups. in the Classroom, l964)

. teachers in the kansas City School System. Sixty teachers were

Y 3

Teadhers in the experiment were regular olaséroom sixth grade

- h'
-b"",'.g‘

& AP

Vg " . SR

‘selected from a pool. of 90 volunteers. All soeio-economit status

.

leveﬁﬁ‘were initially represented but repredentation at the highest

v ~

levels was meager and the loss of several ;egchers eliminated

experimental—control comp risons at the two highest levels of_the i

N N

five defined for the study.\ The c}assrooms,'with_their teachers

¢

were divided®into two groups with rough matching of four variables:__

the socio—economic level of the neighborhood sérved by the school,

L8 -0 B - . ‘
" and the ‘sex; teaching competence as judgednby the school administra—

. : - SN———

- t{ion, and yéafs of teaching'expezégnce represented in the teacher

coho@iﬁ One _group served as the - experimental group, and the other

L]

: LY 4
the control. The experimental teachers received the special{

v

.
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"~

P e control group, at the ninth grade.

¥

-

P B .
support throughcut the experimental year.

. ’ . .
¥ . s° . « T8
o S

training descrnibed above, in a summer work shop, ‘and were given o

s

-

7 . »
TK¢13V51“3§:°“ wds completed within the limitations of the grant

’:' . \‘“ T A—

_and included in addition o many measures intended to investigate

’

s -

attitudinal and scholastic outcomes during the year of the experiment

1

certain follow up dara, collected for tﬁe three years after’the . .
. b ) o
experimggt, tr?cing the progressfof tyb children in ‘grades seven,

- o

eight and nine. Teacher ratings, absences, 'and centralxoffice family

L .

- file recorﬂs showed the children in the expdriment from the lowest

~.N

"socio~economic neighbbrhoods, superior to children in the matching
¥ L

The value ofvdemonstrating a solid evalugtion of one such program
/

should be clear.' Further data was gathered at the NIMH Epidemiologic

Field Station and then application was .made to the Center for

N

Epidemiologic Studies for funds to complete the follow up, resulting

1n grant #1 RO1 MH 20594-0L "An Epidemlologfc Follow Up of a Cohort

of School’ Children,w And this report.

;-

-

g
- N
Sy

- REMARKS: BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE,
As Dr. Barnes pointéd:ont in a presentation ‘to the KU Roots of
A SA ! ~
Responsibility Workshop earlier this fallp the Kansas City School

Behavior Project is (or was) the sort of project whigh-w?ll never be ey
v'/‘ o .}{ Rt * ',
done again. e will not be doneragaih for a ﬁumber~of reasjns, not o

)
~the least of which 1is: that- it represents one, of those 1ong*term
. Y
Current economic

e ~ . ’ —T)
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s 7 : N ) -
analyses suggest they ¥ never be funded or carried out . ith the
N % ' . . é .
future. Tvat is one ,reason to mine the dafaAQArefylly and report
A v ‘ ' . ‘

. any finﬂings as oxten51ve1y as possible. Another reason to preéent

T
it is to indicate. the 1mportance'%f long term follow up if we are

"* interested in and concérned about social ‘and educational change ~

'projects, q;lprojects which lead toward change. A third reason, and

.
4

perhaps thé most 1mportant 6som-his~4end Our) point " of view is that

"there are‘aﬁpects of this project which are quite applicable to most

-

:school.systems, and whichlrepresent techniques and approaches which

can stil}-be used very efqectively withgﬁt any signifiicant expenditure
of fqnds.v‘ This was an experimental project and there was a tremen—-

dous amount of research effort involvedk\ECause of that. This)part

” /

of the project is not nekessary to the operational aspects of the :

‘”’1“}3rvention. S o

4
s

.ﬁ When we went into, the Youth Development Project we weren't

th#nking longitudinally to any extent. 0n1y as things developed andf

‘we® got intb the evaluation and saw what we didn t find and had hopad‘

‘e
!

to find did- we see the necessity of the long term follow up.
>
The Mental Health Foundation was founded in Kansas City in 1952
. ™
Ittwas from the oqtset, a rather interesting and unique organization.

A
A

Among other things, it set up probably the first prototypical
comprehensive community mental health centdr in the United States.

It was one of two ngjor projects for many many years of the Kansas

City Association and Trust Foundation. . The Institute for Commnnity
B . _ Ce

-
\J ¥

9t



He offered us $25,000. to get up‘out of our chafirs and help the

.school system work something out. As the new Director, I couldn't

‘psychiatry,administration and research from the foundation .The

by the school children, and which were becoming more sand more over - ..

‘whelming to the teachers. At this time, 1958 andyl959 integratio%

— - * . . '17“ ’ . " ' . 'y
. N AR R

B 4 . .
Studits was the other. Hamer Wadsworth, at that time president of
2 . ‘ Co

'.tﬁévxhpSas City Missouri School Board,_came to the Mental Healt}:f

. -

Foundation and esked if there yould bé any way mental«health_people‘

L ’ v ' . .
could do some prevention, {nstead of bragging about what wasypo;sible.

]

| I

say no to a $25, BOD offegR We todk the money in good féith fee1ing | ;

'that we wo d undoubtedly wipe out future emotional problems and ’

-

maybe even physical problems/for the 80 000 or so inner city school

children of that time. Things got tough- after that.

-

The grant was made with the clear cut idea that we work out’ something

' : J
mutud}ly agreeable and cooperative Major plaaning was done with’ and

by the top people in the school district and the mental health
foundation: the Superintendent of sgiools Jim Hazlett Assistant
Superintendent Arthur Gilbert Louise Zimmer, SuperVisornof |
Elementary Education, and the Director of Pupil Se;yices, Bob Macd;ven

from the schools, and top people in general psychiatry, child * "

school people were very problem oriented"wanting something ta heléquﬁf”

-

the classroom teacher with the severe behavioral problems exhi_ited Eph,ﬁs

n

was ‘about five years old, and the’ beginning of the movement of the

-

white population out of‘tﬁeudistrict was apparentf_'The mental health

Y ] (SR .

‘\ o S

LR
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L

. professionals wanted to concentrate on prevention. Their model, from'

v . . ) o

the public ii:lthfstandpoint, was that of primary prevention while

the 'school people were feeling pressed at the secondary or tertiary

"'4'

. level After six months of sparring, position papers and excellent

4

v

oy
discussions, often joined by Mr Wadsw0rth the schobl people won.

I think that I have subsequently felt that was‘entirely right aﬁda +
roper. ;" e ; o E . ‘ e
P P I e et ) ‘ \
. 4 .
The sthool people felt the proper point’of entry was the junior
. ) [
. high school. They said "That's where we really worry about him, and -
TN "o
where he really gets out of control r (Outcome data later confirmed”
. o ~ . ~ N ‘»
that prqblem counts at least for the SES Vuchildren, rise sharply
.\ . A e - . . f"-l.4 . s . . .
after seventh grade). Theyfwere willing to comptogise with the.

mental health staff's ‘interest in starting with the ‘younger children -
o ) ) ) SO

and we settled.on a focus at the sixth grade level s

Once we agreed on a grade level, we had to tackleithe,qnestionszT.
\ . SR

of operational approach and evaluation. We had agreed on over all

'objectives:_ to develop an approach to the management\of the e mildly =
to moderately disturbed by the school teacher in he? own'classroomr.

We were.trying to get away from referrals to the Child Research

Council *Ehlld Guidance\Clinic, private psychiatrists/and even

schobl psyoholovi"'s -- to develop within ‘the’ dlassroom teacher the';
- skills.to manage the problems within_their-own\classrooms unless'ltf”

v

they were severe disturbances or severe learning problems.
. ’ £
We tried to keep our focus so that we developed a program
- - 4Q N . . ’ :

_operationally that the teacher would not see as intérfering with her
e ~ L » O _ - c

k,

. ‘,
PR . e
et . . [
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L educational efforts. In general, the techniques involved included

‘the egtire classroom at times, and-at other times breaking the class

-~

down into a number of.smaller work groups.

g
Ly .
o T N N

e "Qne major disagreement in the process of research design dealt
¢ . !
with the eﬁfent to which we could judge success in terms of outcome

4

studies of ‘the children. Some thought we should confine bur studies ﬂf‘

s
.

A
to the teachers attitudes and behavior. We invested considerable time

v

and effort in the analysis of individual students cumulative case

. , ' L]
cards as a document for research purposes. This and ogher preliminary
+ . activities exhausted;opr 1nitialffund35 and a year and,a half of,our'

SR ol T e . o EaE
time. = . oL LT PR
N B . - . ‘ o . "','ﬂ . .;4' vl .
" We brought the National Institute of MentaIHHealth.into our

1S
t

. . ;1 . . . .
planning process, very actively, working with Dr. William Hollister

who was at that tiime anVM.D. psychoanalyst on the staff in Washfngton, _
3 N N . ) v
“and interested in_the kinds of preventive work we now associate with .
0 \ -

Dr. Will Edgerton at Chapel Hill. The final outcome was a successful

research grant\kpglication ~.Funding involved two years of actual

demonstration éhd three yearb of evaluation and follow up.ﬁpThe
: g -
proje S\was funded as of July l l962 I was the first director,
- R :
with he very capable assistance of Dr. Robert MacNeven of the

./‘.

.

o scho 1 district. Dr. Paul Bowmaﬁ from~the DeKaLb Youth’bevelop—

-

;' menc Project, jqined “? as diréctor a f/* months later.

»

We anticipated dealing with approximately 3600 students the

- -first year, which will-give you.Some idea of the problems we were
' . . . : 'I -4 - .‘.'
* ' dealing with, the numbers of teachers, etc. A tremendous amount

o
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of data was generated Most of the data was not totally analyzed. °

The only consistent finding was foi}pupils in the lowest sociOveconomic

-

level, in favor .of the experiment,’for boys in the ninth grade year.

- This was the initial finding,'and'the one which motivated the long-

term"follow up. . 7
- : '. ' - «
In the long term‘ follow up we'dealt only with this lowest socio-

economic group. It was not” just a small proportion of the sample.

It was a significant portion of the san;le, and the group which was’
causing the most obnEern amonglthe school personnel. It was the «
group droppingdout; specially the lower class male child, as he
moved into adolescence. These findings may also be of particulan

Al

interest to the court. g o
— < |

There seemed to be no possibility of following up beyond the
ninth grade since funds had run’ontwby this time, and the Vietnamese

war was heating up,“the great society was beginning to make less

and less funds available for behavioral science research. At this

paint in time, NIMH d¥{jffded to set up a series of epidemiologic

field stations around the cquntryland we were one of-the places they

.

- . . G
_ negotiated with. As it turned out, . we had the only one they ever

- .

established %The Field Station was operated as a contract with the

Mental Health Foundation, and in the proeess of getting it operational,

»

original director.- é:developed a number of projects. - k

One of tl’ was the follow up of the apnaiﬁntly positive findings
’ o €
of the Kansas City’Youth Development Project. One of the people we
o ,

hired”vas_Dr. Hartley,Land this §7czm€ her responsibility,{So‘that'

~ L : N . - ——

N
s

n
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~ used,before. This made possible a significant and crucial extension
[ - :

-21- o o .

.then we had the opportunity to follow these children after ninth

grade and in general to utilize the same parameters which had beeni
. . ’ . A . -

'

£}

of the Project_beyOnd'the'ozzéinal three years and through the . -”7t?f@ﬁ f”
j?leventh gradé;f-~at»1east ve years beybnd the~beginning of the .
) . N o ‘4- ‘-"?v-,a :
experimental phase. - . Ty "\'Al C e S

It became possible’ for us to look at rather exciting preliminary

.

Q“ﬂdings which indicated that by gosh YOU COULD DO SOMETHiNG ABOUT -

PO Cui s
WHAT HAPPENS TO A KID/INVHIGH SCHOOL, IN TERMS OF: SOCIAL BEHAVIQR, BY 4
’ Lo .
SR AT
+ «TEACHING CERTAIN SKILLS TO A SIXTH GRADE SCHOOL TEACHER. )This'madeh ;
_ us very excited about the possibility of seeing if this indeed turned
out to be true. ) b; .
' . . JL\’\ . ':.’
C T X ek ™S _ '
. } , \
[Principal Investigator Hartley described the major findings at this
Point in the Workshop."Presentatign'sent in aszeport/#3.1- - Sy
. Fs : = ' _'-:
~ . . ‘ -

hd ~ . - . )
Paul Bowman who'directed the Kansas City Youth DeveIopment/

-

School Behavior project from shertly after the driginal NIMH grant was made

<
available through the three year follow up, now heads the Kansas Gity

Instfthte ‘for Community Studies. He reports, It's excitingﬁfor me,

after thesexyears to see this kind of data)on the theater screen and

to realize that in spite of the frustrations we went through, we N
N\
can begin to' see some effective_results of what we did.” Let me just -
P . .

~ . 4

make a few comments about whg; was actually‘done'giyh the teachers so -,
v | -
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that you have some background on this, and then make some observatidim.

4

‘

‘about it.
’ N~

o

Qe had aboutﬁthgttyfteA¢hera involved in the training program.' - .

- The prbgran began with three weehé of traininé in August befhre the
¢ . , R 3 . :
school year opened and thereafter it was a period,offtwo hours a

¢ K v,

. week in which the teachers met as a. total group anﬁ in small groups

. with staff as they developed ideas. It was a cafeteria approach,_ .o

- \."

'geherally o The mental health professionals said in effect, 'here”b

_";w

what we think we have learned in the mental health field We are ndt . gl

8 A

educators, and we do not’ know how to apply this knowledge in the
- claseroom. That s’where‘your expertise ‘comes in.w It s uplto&fou to
try to take what we are talking abouc»gndawork'out applications for',,P?,J
' %ﬁ:iﬁiiﬁUYour élaS_XQPP.'_AS you do thia, dé{wrll try to;btﬁvide'.rm * :ﬂl
assietanee through etat% and smallgérong‘;eesions'weekly.. Th:n:?e.. T
L. Qould like to be, measuring what you do as well as its effect on the :
'“children." Now that huts teachers. in a very difficult posit;onjfilt' o N

qsa&s; You . are the experimehtal change agents. . Wwe are nottproviding o

W o . -
. LR . o« - . ~r
S Y

you a,blue print of what to doﬁ At the same time, we will be' . ! .

. }EEasuring what you are doing Abodt a third of theiteachera-were;
very active implementing»these new. ideas, and successful by~our E o

o ; ‘ L.,(F' )

,standards. Another third were partially successful,yand about a iy

i - -

N‘ . ' o . ’

A third didn t dp very much% o . i ot ; . e
' ;i » Another prohlem we built in for teachers, without realizing it,
was that in our concern about ihvalidating the'research resultsﬂ we ‘ \
7 ‘ \ ~ : ’ ' P
, A
N .
L8 ’ v
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’ v
)

_.asked the principals to stay out of the rooms -and giVe the teachers

their heads. That was fine for research, but’ it deprived the teachers
o .
of support that they were used to and needed. They had to get most
N . e . .

IS

of their support instead’from teams of five or six;teachers (the

small groups) from)various parts of the city who were working

'
v

together on the.project.

. Onk other comment I'd.}ike to make relates somewhat to the charts

-~

you've-seen on the screen. The teachers in filling out cumulative
records in junior high and high school, tendedjto remark either that:
1) this is one of the easiest kids I' ve had to teach -- you simply
present him something and he goes ahead and does{it or 2) this is

one of the most difficult kids to’teach, you tell him something,
" ’ -~ ' v .
.and all he does is ask questions. -I think some of that kind of

reaction is represented in the charts, in the data differences between

-
*
L4 !

schools. ' o v
One of our people at the Institute for Community Studies searched

through twenty-five years of educational research literature, con--

v

.cluding that repbrts of changing teachers attitudes were very mixed.
: ¢ : . -~

o - 4 : % R
We did not produce any ev}dehce.that we changed’fﬁu'teachers attitudes. -
' 5 < T ; )

- Wevwere able to chdnge teacher's operations. This was quite clear.
. . . .

Sl . . o, o .
After some years of joint effort we coqld suggest useful procedures,

and teachers could adopt these operations quickly. If we had to

‘e

»

depend on whether we had changed abtitudes, we would want (& beg off.
) - 9
One other comment, about research design and carrying out

» X
',d K >

'projects.s 1 have particlpated in two rather long term projects,'and
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v

many short ternfprojects. T think we need to xgstdnguish three major
v < . -
\ phases in apy project, short or long term: 1) The development of the

S%ogram itself to the poirt where it’Is spectﬁic, small, managable;

< v B o . >

N

Jand Where we ‘can develop the program no the point thac we are ready

t to tell other people about it before we get too many people inVolved

y

ag the front end. We ran into most of our/pnouble beCaUSe we were

/
developing and implementing at the same time, and we were also

‘,'.

measuring both teachers and kids while it was developing; 2) Program
‘

implementation; telling people about it, getting it insralled as

. ™

effectively as possible into some sort of a So?ial system\which has
a research’question, feedback to program people from the regearch,

¢

" .assistance to program people in establishing the program, 3Y Evaluating
outcqmes and. impacts on individuals, which is always the final test. *
S . S | v '

If programs are to involvé changing people de institutiona, I

s, tnink we have to think in terms of long years. /9n1y with long term

-

research can we expect any real pay off. William Glasser says you
? have to expect. thqee years for people to 1eai¢fhis ‘program before
. Wy )
you can begin evaluating.it. In our‘projeet, I,think we would say

Y
-

three years is probably about right to develop a prpgram, three years

L4 ~

to instalf'ig)(?nd then you need another three years to evaluate it.

?

N

*  [It has taken more like 12, this cime; WSH. ]

)’ Dr. Mary Meehan, former training consultant for the Kansas City
Youth Development/School Behavior project, and now in Research and

4 . ]
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;o . \ .

"Development with the Kansas,City SchooI Disegice, remarked that she

’

would 1iXe to add a fourth phase to Paul's _three phase plan "My, deep

C interest is in the improvement of the school district. After yoy

evaluate, and you find some Uhingé are reaily good, and would ihprove

[

the school experience, help in the classroom, help the teacher do a

better job, how can you feed those changes and improvements-into your. .

v ¢

.syatem year after year? This is our challenge.

Most of these teachers, and all of the students are gone from
) )

r our classrooms. We have a constant mobility factor. We need some

-

i

.

voue

means where the'vé}uable findings of this project can be steadily.

.

fed into the ongoing operation so that the teacher who comes in new

this year will have a chance to learm about it. The teacher who

s

comes two years from now, or ghe principal, needs this information,

*“but w have hot‘yet developed the means:®for doing this. We have very

.y

worthwhile findings now, "and have lots of .good things for teachers

»

‘to do in the classroom, - €ht we don t have the means for keeping all
®

this going I haven't been able to get a research grant to look‘ingof

- -

this, and I don't know. that I d be successful 1if I had the grant, butf

1

4

I would, like to try.,

”
-

All of you who are concerned with projects want them to be more

‘ than just a good experience while they're being developed. You want

-~

" to really inf}uencé ongoing social systems. We do too. I wish you

would give some thought to it, and maybe we can share our thoug

b

. g ~ . |
with Wyﬁona, and come ua with a working answer." -
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-
[This will come up again in the Recommendations Section. WSH.]

. ‘ ’
Dr. Will Edgerton, Deputy Director of the Divdsion of Mental ~ .

>
.

'health Sérvices, North Carolina,-qame to comment./“About thirty years
.

‘ago,- he—said,‘l had quite ‘a stint of work in a stnte mental hospital

. and i@ yas renlly a snnke pit While we were working there we

Lo _.._,v 14 - . * )

sucteeded ln changing it‘somewhat. and at great~p§in. That experiqnce

/

led me to ‘the point of electing to work in what I call the preventive
- uk,ﬂ [+ Y

side of health affairs.. This means that I have always believed in

_ preventive activities, and if you want to say it is a cult, so be it.

I believe that prevention can takenplace'in the sphere' of emotional

growth and'development just as ‘it can in other aspects of health,

- . v

That means, how%ver,othat the burden of proof is on us, so I'm very

A : .
. . . X3 s

- much in tune with what is happening here.ﬁ’:fj[ B : B e

h”;7 I m glad to see first of all\that we°bave had-a study that

:hshowed sqmethihg; There ire findings“that seent tufbe substantial.

iy

“w

. -

" and for real.i»However, in the face of all those negative'thidgs we've

\,; A et 8 '4 a

' been hearing, that people tried experimental designs out of which

4

they got nothin "significantﬁ'it makes ‘us wonder if everybody is
y 8

out of step but Kansas City. I‘m sure that makes the people in

R '

Kansas City look even! more}hard-nosed, and to take a more hard-nosed

[ ) . ] - Y

attitude toward the»daf//they have than might otherﬁise be necessary. .

(g
I have put tdgether a few impressions which I'm’going to\laz/,, 2

-

on you noE in any 1ogical order, but kind of ‘associations I've had as

I've related to whatvhas been going on.. . % .

» A .

-0
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A very important thing, whish has been emphasized somcwhat
- B N A ‘ ) N .
alrendy< is that the projpct‘trnlncd teachers aua teachera. It / SR

didn't try to muhp something else out oftteagheqs: Ie is very {mpor-

weant to have done this within thé educational context. It also

»

4 linked action for theae teachets with detection. in the .same Contoxt._

& Ihey didn‘t go about doing a screening thigg and then taking some
o e 3‘\( vy _.,.,

s .specific action as we might as therapists. Tt 15 ‘a good examplé of. ER T
Y gy

‘é‘

“

*itwo organizatibns with d&fferemglmissions, with di¥ferent médesnpf
' . ‘ , X TN '

: opefation} different values if ybu lfke, collaborating very success—,,//

fuliy. .Tgese are both~very important integraged social systems, the

\ health system and ,the educational eyseemland its refreshing'to see’

theQ:itwo collaborate in this wa} succeésfully.
I'm tempted to tellwyou about some'things«we'&e heen involved\;\d";

R iﬁ‘alonétthese”iineh, but I'will' just mention that' thé‘usual effayts

to evaluate thiblkind of projéct'don'titqmé_outllooking”so we11¢ It _

o' D
.

b 'i§"6éryIVerywdifficuit to get datifthat:will tell you you've done ,’

* .
anything ekhept maybe everybody has had a good time. Somthow you

h ’kéow that something more than having a good time Agst have come out

N . 1

D

s of this, but here again the burden. of . g proof is on you. o f_ .
Another important thing ab0ut this project 1 thin 'an? this
/ has been Mentioned too, is that the project really wad excuted within
o vlthe reeouréee of petsonﬂel andktime.of the regular schooileystem . o
’And that isinotbto say -that mpre than a million doliaré weren't ’
“~ speant on this project. But 1in terms-of.the amount of. time that
4 : . . . e :
s S "~ 2. - , .
4 Cooe L
. e ;)"‘{ . .
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B

. dos. You are ;eryffortunate if YOu can keep the same. staff throughout
b K » ™ s . - Y. .\ e . . -

A ]
-

. . . 7 .
teacheku and school admfnistrators and”students put {nto it, I would

\

‘;ngnln relternt% that I bv\éove this’ vou}d be with(n the rcnch of\

-
any uckool,syutcm. "These are. fafrly Lauy ncchn(qucs to Lcarn.".
".4“)‘ “ . ’
Another aspecr {2 thaf tt dealt wish thc populntlon group from

~which mos&rof the problems Coﬁf;jﬂ” this, ggadn, 18 highly slgnlfi—.

_cant because pCOPIL with the lowest incomes, the lowest occupationnl

H
L [

e lpwel . the ‘least, amouno of education { genernl are the group from

¢ 4:4 .r s
" whom most mehtal disorders come. This is'a lArge group of people,
\Q a s Ayt - .. .. . . . ‘ o

v . N PR
- a8 our population surveys show, and so memsures for successful fnters\

vention are going to have to be massive.

TN

!
I'would ltke to reiterate and upderline what I hdve heard today -
- o -
about the di fiCUIDies in 1o “term research, beciduse it 18 80 _ W
il 4 4 ol S~y . ) PRI

difficu{t to arry;odt long term‘researchJ I was inyolved .myself
for soﬁeﬁyears Qn;bne~particular projeee.leou:get.tfred of it. You

. L.

the life of the project. .And-there are funding changes.' You con-

k4

;tinuhllyrhavevto find funds. Methods change, and-ydg wish you had .. .

in the begiﬁnyng what deVelops later. .f congratulate the group here

s . o
e N . . . ‘. .. . w

on being able to persevere. b

Two.pther ;hingsil wapt to mentipn. Maybe qhis_;s an apology '_ag>

&

. a N . i
for us in this field of inquiry. Maybe we haven't :zsh using, -+ -
- Q 5

haven t developed fully the kinds of instxuments that make sense for

4. Ao o g — [

-

, doinglevatuation. We us:’igf best ones we have, and we create some

but it 6ay’be.that we dor"t have the appropriate ones — sensitive

1 " -
.o / ’ .. o )
" ‘enough to detect whatever c¢hanges or effects result from our.ac&ion,
J A ) « ‘ -

A : ' .
R v o e L . . . "
! [ ’ ;

CIE A T

e

»
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Another aspect of thix, and I certalnly congratulate theh on this, |

[N

. is suppose th¢y hud':igpﬂsﬁ u(téﬁ;rhc firut few yggru. They never
<
A

uouldvhﬂyqrdldbovercd all thuse chungru 0vrr that length ul timc.

v

; o ,H .
... Its just hucky in ggnense that they went far enough to mee- that this

v
!

happened over this mnny ycars. All too frcqucntly we give up after

a certain time, wherecas if we had ‘taken it some yéar; further,\ﬁc

' 9

might have found very significant changes.

[~

Now. One question I might ask is, 'Whnt really hiippened in
. N ) )
those .chfldren?' ,If_ l were to specula&ehfov myself abou:’\hnt mav’

- - have happened in those children Who were 162ky enough to be in the
. T
experimental groups. 1'd say these children had an opportunity to

. deyelop some leadership skills, to participate in the decisions that
had to do with learning and the activities in the classroom. This
was testee somewhat, I believe, when Paul Bowman said\some teachers
‘P said these,kids know what to.do and so they are easy to-teach. This,
oy suspect, glves. people and these: children,a‘feeling of autonomy which
. they might not haye had before. This certainly rieans the opportunity
2o.havekmore options about what one does;'it means flexibility in .

" . P

-,'chodsing those options; it means more coping skills; if you will, .

.which must have come about as a result of this experiment. They must

vl -

.'have developed a sense of belonging, and. this is very criticagl to

‘normal and healthy development for a11'of-us.f They must have had a *’

o , B \ _
sense of peer support I'm quite sure, which sometimes we are not °

apt to emphasize when we focus on the damages an4 desttuction of peer

pressure. I suspect‘that was part of it. T suspect they gained

]




’ N . . . ) -
. ’ -0~
‘ ¢
- ' .
some gende of sigoitticance alao which they might not have gotten in
an ordinary classroom. They were in small groupn, and the dynamics

’

of wsmall group"u ccrtu.lnly do provide -thia,
Another aspect, I think, of this kind of project fa that ft

does help to make prevenglon activities reapected. And maybe that in

¢

what, I have been talking about anyhow. -When the mental health center
2 . -

legislation way passcd {t mandated consultation and education

progrnﬁs. and sometimes people equate prevention with consultation and

. \
education. It can be g0, but it may not. But this was a mandated
s "

program which had to do with things other than purely pathology. There
are two main strategles for prevention, primary prevention. One {s’

to change ‘the environment, andkshe’sther {8 to change the individual

[

in relatfon to that environmant. .Prevention in our field can't jﬁst
"be left to the clinicians. A lot of other people have to be
fnvolved in pré;entlon. . ‘ € LA

| S g kz*‘\ |
[Remarks paraphrased by principal investigator from notes made at

Kansas University Medical School's Roots of Regponsibility Workshop,
é . kN . . . .

«

Sebtembet 1974. Full texts to be available in Proceedings of the.

workshop at a later date.] \



STUDY METHODOLOGY

1. THE STUDY POFULATION -
rf\\The basic data for the study were tecords of pub}lc -choul‘

pupils collected and presmerved by the Greater Kanasas Clty Hontni

R

'Henlth Poundation, the Instituter for Community Studies and the

Board of Fducation, Kansas City Public Schools in connection with

Y

\ .
the Kansas City School Behavi{or (Youth Develbpment) Project. The:,

current inveetlgntor became n‘nonior incocictn of the Mental Health. - - *

Foundation NIMH Eptidediologic Field Station in 1970, as the - .

original hranta“vere expiring, and received the dntn and bofninnioh
ke further studies of the data at thnt time. The PFoundation
later relinquished ita interest, and the study Qna‘continued,bxhthe_

1

investigator through this granting period at the University of ..

y

\

This report deals with only one aegment of the total number of

/\ -
rtcords céppiled by earlier investigators‘ the records of children
. , :
in the lovest (SES V) socio-economic gtoup ot theﬁperegt project.

from the first experimental year. ,M;: C K

The parent project involved one thousand four hundred pupils in

its fisst year, nnd another seven hundred ten {n {ts second, final

. Loy

. - .
\ . .
R . X A S * 2
S as A . . - .

- Grants #MHO0535, #R11°MH2303, 'and #MHO2041.

-

Kansas Medical Cénter'ln Kansas City. _ - .
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o experimencal year. When 'we began che presenc study, three years of

follow up work had “been done on the first experimencal year, and

two on the second ' Posicive f1ndings were emerging for one socio-—’
ﬁeconomic group (SES V) from chac first experimencal year.

Three socio—economic strata of neighborhoods were included in .
che’parenc»projecc« These neighborhoods were raced on che.basis of

daca from a 1960 YMCA soc1o—econom1c status map of the area by an .

" independenc panel of Judges who rated a number of relevant factors,

- L4
pvior to the: eXperimenc. Race ‘were school nurses, ‘visiting' .. %

Ceachers (Home School Coordinacors) and members ‘of the inscruccional

. ‘staff. Ratings were used to. macch experimencal and control classrooms
; which were che unics of analysis in the early follow up. Teachers

in che classrooms were not. made aware of che racings. Efforcs were

made to fill the cop two scraca of the Warner five 1eve1 sysCem of
.ra;ings, bu;ﬁwere“unsuccessful. Ns for che three’ sCraca of" che

first year parent project are as follows:

- . : - .
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. . ST o d
I. Tocaglﬁ Number of Pupils Class Lists , . .
for First Year YDP by SES Strata; = .
N , - - ) ;’. .
ST -, Dr. Glick's Analysis* . . . . 4
; - Ve L ’ ,"' ‘ . "
> ‘ S-\, ) , ] - ‘ g 71‘ N = _:2,‘?4
. o . «, Q,
’ , i+ SES N Boys Girls - 5. . - R
* ‘ - & . T e ’ ' r
) III 493 | 231 262 | L
- S .
v 416 221 195 . :
V. y 495 222 B A '
\ [y B : L ’ .
. ”
2 1404 | \ 674 1730 - L
1 . \ . ! T -
L : R . ‘4 ) - &
- * These are real numbers, developed from
« enrollment lists of participating ® : S
classrooms, parent project. o o
- . : . _ » ‘ - ' =
g e L '
. L. " . o . : v A . N
<, A second experimental year, in which the first.year control .
ceaéhg;s. became teachiers in the éxpeifiment, was part of. the parent .
YPD. p’rgjecc’. , The first year control servied aLo/ncrol for koch
- : ' / -7 . S o
- experimental years}s so the second year involves only experimencal'
c l‘as..}'ooms whose teachers had ge;wed as controls che,ygaf béf_ore A
K  (making them their own éan’ﬁrols)». ‘The pupils in the experiment. -
X 'cl"ké.._“second year were new ‘6th grade pupils. We have not ;(ollowed
o v g‘. - i - .
: . + ? .
‘any of this group in the current study. -
\ 2
. :
ce :‘,')‘ Ry
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T Ns in the table above were laterrf,modified to exclude pupils -
/ . . .
. who did not actually show up for cl 'or did not compIete the F" W
school yea}, but these Ns are npt sl}own in Dr. Glick's, repm{zts' -
...+ because the classroom was <ds dnit of analysis. ;
N ) A C et : ) , ~
@ Teem L
r L A\ " 7 o B 4: :
o ~ ¢ ' o
%
a € . . . ) _". CL ' ) ‘, |
} / a o N : - ‘ . i ‘: \/ | r)g
f . ) '\.‘ ' \ ] . | . . . a I’
o s . : |
Table II: Numb'er of Classrooms, ' mae YL
Entire Youth Development Project (both years) o
by SES Strata and Average Class Size: ) L
o ' Dr. Glick's Analysis. . s -
D . o L Y _
j , TN £.C1 : (o). e 1
: : umber 'of-.Class tooms i N
SES \ ~ Total N Exper} 1..N (Av. Size) | Exper. 2. I:I %Av.;?ige) 'Gorlnirol\ Et;.\é..siiz
: 28 6" - (30.3) o1 29 .3) .
T I Rt Y RSO </ N B 5
\' 26 10 o _(27.0)‘. vt 8 . (/ ) ’ 26.
: > - : >y
4,. . " B . - - /
) " § ! . s
LI ) . .l_ ‘J! } ‘}"2 - ,
% a0
¢ 'i'/ ':: —t 3 .,j
b, / o V/ . )
‘- - - ) e " *,/ L
. qg | N / ) ' 5 P :
1 ‘/ i R o . |
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hllsummarized as Report #1 for this grant) indicated consistent

_35_ _ o . . " K

- | . ' . | -Q

THE COHORT FOR OUR STUDY CONSISTS OF THE LOWEST SOCEQ—ECONOMIC

-

GROUP FROM THE FIRST EXPERIMENTAL YEAR .OF THE PARENT V)3 PROJECT

7 This lowest soc1o-economic group was part of" the population “

followed through three years of school after the first experimental

,
year by Dr. Glick of Community ;tudies. His in-house reports

( an

S Py 3

‘ positive findings for this group at the end of the three year period

His findings were the major reason our study was begun, and the

réason it is limited td the 5th socio-ecohogigég/oup. -No Consistent

-

"idifferences were noted between the experimentaI groups and their :“

A L A\

" controls in the other two SES/categories. (Analysis of second year_

o

* :

experiment data had not yet approximated the time covered in the -

first, so we do not know,what that would have developed.)‘ i

' The total.ngpber of pupils in our_dohort is 386.
' ‘ ° "’0’- .(.’u

(“' L .
" 8 L
L - A
ey ) . NS

BIAS FROM LOSS

. AP ’
3 ’

. Ten classrooms‘Were included in the Experimental Group from

u * * . . . -
SES V in the parent YDP the first year. "These ten\classrooms
contained 247 pupils by enrollment’ stati§tics (see tabIe preceeding)
' ') {
Thirty—o e of these chifdren were'lost during the experimental year. * .

. iy

No data was found for them in the years ‘immediately. following the
experiment. Twenty—two-childr' of Spanisthmericanrand Mexican
descent or-identification.w . ohitted from the Experimental Group

 for our analysi§.~ Good reggrds were available, but no Control

< o

LY Y. .. .

] o . /

Fhid
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population existed in the parent YDP data. (Race/ethnic identi-

»

R S ' : ) ) i :
fication was not usEd in the early analysis produced “at the® s
* Institute for Community Studies, and as classrooms were the unit of
“' analysis," p;obably could not haée been) Data;-andaappropriate

a ’

e . controls were ava11ab1e for the remaining 194 " ' ] v pa=

LI 2

Eight c1assrooms were included in the CoQtrol Group f\om SES

-

V/in the pﬁrent YDP the first year. Thesé eight ‘c1assrooms
) contained 219 participating pupils, twenty of whom were 10st befofg

the follow up years, Data are available for the rémaiﬁing 192.

) This loss constitutés eleven per cent of the pa;ticipant o Ty
w‘ ‘ . . :
population SES V Year T Parent ‘YDP, and less ‘than ten per cent of
F

the total enrolled population for this group reported -in Table I.

. -y -4

The percentage loss for the Experimental Group is thirteen per..

- cent, and for the Control nine per.cent. An additiona1 five-per

K I

..cent of the participant population was omitted-from the study : _ .

' '.\ deliberately because‘§§:re was nd/appropriate'control population el

- .

for an important epidemiologic factor.

~ If the loss figures are computed after omitting the 22 children

3

o of Spanish-American or Mexican Descent, loss in the‘participant

F

population is 4welve  per cent, and eleven forith;fenrolled popula;
tion. Percentage loss for the Experimental group is fourteen per. '-‘

cent, and for the Control nine.
e : ) . . ' L
[ In most cases lets than four. children were lost “per ,classroom.
. ’ v e J by Y
+

If four children had been lost per'classroom, our losses would total

v

‘!'" ’ . ¢ B

-7
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bly more than the 51 actually missing
- : A careful rev1ew of che circumscances by those familiar with

R4
ﬂhe schools at che cime of the first experimencal year suggesced no

special reason fonfche losses. A review of che characceriscics of

the. remaining’pupils does not suggest that they are sp®cial. -
”  Dr. Glick's earlier work consiscencly failed .to find classroom
differences in the cesc variables. Scanfdrd Achievement cesc scoées
‘ 3 'S

. from che fall of the first experimencal year, SES V suggesc that

' pupil abilicy was similar for the prllS losc an pup}ls in our

N
cohort.
Comparing Pupils,Losc and Pupils Remaining\%
‘ in Current Follow Up Conorc
Mean Stanford Scores
Experiment - _. Control
. . X .o . N X "o . N
.~ Pupils Remaining - 4,7 1.2 194 4.4 1.6 192
Pupils Lost . 4.4 1.4 31 4.2 1.1 20 |

v L

A . : i . ) ‘- ""‘ . ; ) ’ D.
"The total cohorc for the following analysis consists

4

then of 386 school'children oh whom data are available. those who .
by 4 -
parcicipaced in the firsc year of" the parenc youth development

, project from SES V neighborhood elemencary schools, minus those who
. .

P . : R P ..
e -t : - . . . « . o :

t
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3
., -~ were 1) lost by the first follow up year or 2) without appropriate
epidemiologic controls. | f
( .
) , ’ .
SEX DISTRIBUTION
T The pattern of distribution of boys and girls is shown in the
' following table. ‘ . )
' . Table‘IV:‘ Total Cohort for Follow Up
i . Sixth Grade SES V Only, Year,l1 Parent YDP ~%
Percentaged for Sex Distribukiqn +
¢ Experiment Control N
_ Male : 52% . 41% . 178 46X
i“;‘ _ .- Female = _487z . 597 208 547
' - 194 - . 192 ° 386 1002 .
There are eight per cent more girls (54%) than boys (46%) in (.
. g . . R 4
? ' the cohort. This imbalance is reflected also in the Control group,
where it ié lérge:. The direction of the imbalancenis‘ré&ersed in
«‘;_‘ - . . . L N .
‘the Experimental Group, which has .04%Z more 'boys than girls.
‘.F N ‘ ~ Sex identification wéé.availaﬁle in data received from earlier t -
v \ -' . /“ : . . . -
= " 'investigators, and was further verified by a random check of student
N -~ ," @ ’ . » H
- cumulative cards in the schools. T _ AT .
! - . TR Vo '//' o o . B } ,.- S ) kq
./"
/
/ -;
: / 17 "
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‘ - &
o : RACE/ETHNIC DISTREBUTION

3

Racial/Ethnic differences are identified in the following

. faSIe. ’ ) -
b
o
‘ |, Table V: Total Cohort. for Follow Up
! \ Sixfh Grade SES V only, Year 1 Parenc YDP
Percencaged for Racial/Ethnic.Discribucionﬂi
. .

R}E I.D. . Experiﬁgnc Control AN ;£3

Black \i 79% . 96% 337 87%

White : _gig _04z - .g§g~ ;}2&
_ S :
© 194 S192 386 100Z - .

S cL | A

These figures represent a difference of seventy-four per gent,
whicy indidaces that the study population is overwhe1mingly_b1ack.

This is true of both ché‘EiperimenCal group and the Control, aichough

-

/chere is a 17% differéhce bgt een he two. Our analysis, findings,

«

a study of the effect of ‘the program on inner cicy blacks who live
: 5

%

2 -

in lod soci}—economic neighborhoods.

e done utilizing che non-black children,

ze, especially in the Control must be kept in

Some aﬂalysis will

but th& small sample

ot

mind.

iy

Sen

v . 1q ' .
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n'./ : SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

/(A comment only, methodology was described in th@yopening

}

'/6ar graphs of -this chapter) The neighborhoods in the Youth DeyelOp-

-

ment Project were real neighborhoods, recognized by Y’CA and school

\;‘personnel as having functional integrity, and the schools were real ',

'.ﬁé'_’ ’f\ oy Y y \ .
h neighborhood schools, of the type recommended in the Report of the

41. -

/-
j‘Joint Commission on the‘Mental Health of Children and Youth, (1970).

Bussing had not begun. Urban Renewal had hot yet cut its way' into

»

o~

<;hese inner city areas. - Assignment by neighborhood circa l960 is.

an on~the-average type of measure which should provide for some

‘similafities in socio-economic background between tHe Experiment

'and‘the Control groups. It appears:to be a useful and realistic

. . Lo~ A : ) .
measuré" for the times, and it is ecénomical.

&,

r "' ro-

B;sed on the experience of Dr. Lee Robins,,in her landmark

research following only male patients from a Ehild study clin{g»
%

our experience at the Epidemiologid Field Station in Kansas City~ S

»

vfollowing mental patients, and the experience of many others, the
cost of developing new data on sbcio-economic variables at this late’
date seemed excessive (Robins,, 1969). s l:‘.(;

The pupils in the study were‘ho longer in"'the public echools

c

in many cases, being 18 to 20 yeary old at the time this follow up

' . 4 - ' '
. N .
L]
. . . - -
.
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- grant was7sought. It would have beén necessary to find then and rely

on, their memories of their family incomes, odzupations, etc., some

=

eightlyearsfpreviously,;when)they wereé in sixth grade. We would'have

then had to exclude more children from our cohort as we failed to find

"them for interviews, or as their memories-were faulty, or as they might

-

. be unwilling to disclose what information they might have had -~ any .

-

for. whom we.could not have gotten adequate data for analysis,

.Dr. Robins has pointed out that tracing young women is particularly

difficult, and ur “cohort, unlike hers,'is over SOZ female.-‘

Probabilit} £ !xteﬁsivé«losses in. the study population and

interview costs appear to béfeXCessive for the dubious'increase in

u ° v

_accuracy of matching on this variablg. 'This seems particularly - ¢

/

true where‘Elass in;eractions are not at stake. Distinctions, if

’they could be made, would have to’ be made with a very fine scale.

. We are dealing, presumably with only one socio-eConomic class, and

. U“‘»,..

'basically with one ratial/ethnic group within that class

¥ -~

'+ PROBLEM BEHAVIOR DISTRIBUTION .
\ - 1) _Family File "
Early reports from Institute fo nity Studies investigator

l,Oren Glick suggested ﬁhat the cohort fs owed: here might contain an’

44

wimbalance in problem behavior, or more properly children whose behavior

had been noted in the family.files of the public schools, in that he
- o -

found more of these children in the Experimental classrooms than in

N

the Control cﬂ ssrooms. _ . BRI

-

Y

-~

-

A



: { . ; ‘
.Early reports also make clear the admonition that no one ‘ >
¢ o ’ '

~ interfere with the regular assignmenc of children to classrooms at the

aopening of che school year che year the- experimenc was to take place.

P \ . o

It’i not known whecher someone, or seéveral someone s, jusc couldn t
7 X :
fesisc the cemp{ation to gec special help for some children they felt

-
RN

were in need, or whether - chings jusc turned out chac way, but chere is °

Tt

A 5.
an/&mbalance‘favoring the control in .the number_of children who have

_problem %ehavior records, in the family files prior to the expgriment
! . [ - ' : ’

‘v
v

. year.

~
.

<

K © o Family file data“for the period before the experimenc was recdived

)

" L . j

from previous. inve%tigators. The data we received was collecced from oy m

. che Pupil Services Departmenc of the school system. Family Files are i
kept for children who are conSidered to have problems coping with che

school envdrofiment . 'Early daCa and analysls was provided #n)an edited
-

N [} .
‘version as our reporc #1. N : : : 'j
. ‘ ,

Famity files concain informacion on the foIlowing, buc only if

»Nﬁh\ serious (i.e., official),acclon is taken: ’

Juvenile Court Referral K

Child Research ‘Council Referral . o

) VisiCing Teacher Referral. . *ff\& Ty et T e
. Pupil Services Referral -~ ¢ -

o \ - Home-School Coordinator Referral ‘

’ Other Referral Lo ' up

. Suspension o : o

Special Withdrawal s

Transfer to Corrective Institutions®

Welfare ]
) ' ~ Truancy - ' ,
“Tardiness _— '
’ Miscellaneous s




N

\ .
} Not all children have Family Files' only those who have in

L

" some way exhibiCed coping difficulcies which have required official

.. i notice and acpion. The following table presents che ‘imbalance
. 3 nqee&:earlier in family file daCa. o/ '
f;'-.-, LA , : .
. . Table VI: Total COhORF ‘for Follow Up

G '
Sixch Graée Grade, SES V Only, Yeaf 1 Parent YDP

o , Percencaged‘for Family File Discribucion +

: (Before the Experimenc) T o . e
- J ' . . i
. g Ekperimenc,‘ Control N
: l:‘ Family File o7 o 18 05%
No E?mily File 931 T g9z 378 _95% '
; ' | ' ) 194 192 ° 38 1002
.

o

rooe

The size of the difference is about 6.4%, where seven per cent

Il

132;5; naximun‘fignreu The difference is imporcanc on that basis,
but’ basically- because it is our outcome criterion. If the

Experimental and Cgntrol groups are-not matched ac the outset on the

1 4 .

outcome cri(erion, care must be taken to allow for any imbalance in

( .. later’ analysis, and in assessing the meaning of outcome scaCemencs.~

4q - ¢
Note should be Caken also that the direccion f the imbalance

favors the c0nq§ol Positive outcome will n only require less
new problem behavior in the Experimental group, but working this

group up ouc of the hole it was in at che outsec.

L]

lJ,_l

‘ ; -~ 9

- .
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Addition of further data collected by our{gtaff may shed light

on this imbalance. 'We collected complete records on the eh}}dren in

. our cohort from the Kansas City Juveg}le.Courc and from'che Kansas

City Pol-i& Depar:itment.

2) Juvenile Court Recerds

Juvenile Court records were examined b(_a member of our staff. »
: . - T Yo

‘ The records are arranged alphabetfcally by last name in two different

 # sections: 1)'Active files, 'children under 17 years of age; and é)

Ih&ccive files, children 17 and older. Each file contains a

>
description of the child his famlly, any contacts wich the court

p e

- or related agencies, and the outcome or disposition of these contacts.

~

Our inceresc was' aparc from verifying identity of che child, in the
list of»confgccs and cpeir disﬁbsicion. This informacion could be

gathered from the face sheec,~whieh,liéted referrals, and the inside

cover of the file folder upon. ‘which court orders. were noted.

L]

@
Idenciflcacion was primarily by birthdate and name, where liccle

school,dgta-was available.

-

Contacts involving problem behavior werq’collecced; and coded

-

-~ into cateégories utilized by the police department.

Part I offenses ) . ‘..0'
Part I offenses : - . . ’
Other . : - .
. \.y Truancy . S
' .Traffic o ' } /
. Probations ' .




. ' S -4

el
Part 1 Offenst - Part 11 Offenses
. \JL . Burglary g ' ;  Destruction of Property
Shopliftibg : Carryirig-a Concealed Weapon
Aggravatfed Assult . - Creating a Public Disturbance
: g Larcenyl . . . Posession of] Stolen Property
- Robbery .- - Disorderly '
. Auto Thef: : Soliciting/for Prostitution
Armed Rdbbery . o " Intoxicagfon
) . Other . o 7
e , - \ ; - .
Parole Violation S ;_J, '
# Juvenile Interrogation IR .
Incorrigible - £ )
Complaint Investigation L
Riding in a Stolen Car, . .

. Coding for both the Juvenile Court data and -the Police Data

v

was done by a research assistant experienced in handling data on

juvenile court, traiting school and police data, Ms. Judith Walker. = -

3) Police Data ~ .

" Police data was entered on our class lists by police officers

atAFe;dﬁﬁarters. Our staff did not see the files there. We sent

Lla

two class lists per week to the police captain in charge, and he .
~~ v} \

returned them to us week by week until the entire cohort had been
* worked through %is files. 2 ‘Dated lists of contacts and dispositions

were made for each child had-alrecord in'the police files.

Identity was verified again by birthdate.. Police were helpful in

finding and- identifying several of our cohort who hadvnotbspent much

. : S -
of the follow up time in school and helped ‘cut our loss of Ss to

-
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-y

a minimum by verifying a'child's continued presehcehin Kansas City

A~

through his/her police fecord.
. 1
Again, only pf%hlem behavior wés entered into our récofd for the
analysis. One child had a record beginning shor;l& afCer.biruhi her
. facheg kidnapped her frbm the hésﬁiCal. Thac eQent was néc entered

in our analysis.
Contacts were coded as; Part 1 Offenses, Part II Offenses,

Other OffenseQQITruancy or Traffic Contacts, as before, and entered

Eas

into our analysis by school year. Summer dates were assigned on a
regular basis to the appropriate school year, go that a grade year
" runs from Sepi;gpzt 1 to the following August 31.
| 4) SUMMARY: PROBLEM BEHAVIOR
When data from all chese'sources is consideregw the magnitude of

A

the number of children in trouble (exhibiting problem behavior) is

doubied. 1In the foilowing table, each child is counted only once,

whether he/she has a family file, a juvenile court recotg, a police

record or all three. . ' /
iy Table.VII: Total Cohort for Féllow Up
— . - Sixth Grade, SES V Only, Year 1 garenc YDP

Percenciged for Evidence of Problem Behavior

Before the Experiment ¥

R

T

8 . '"1 Experiment Control . N
Evidence ] 112 08% 37 10%
No Evidence 89% _ 92% 349  90%
194 192 // 386 100%
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The imbalance between the Experimental and Control groups is
diminished somewhat, but the difference is scill there, and scill

favors the ConCrol ndaking che task of the program cougher than would
" -

-+ Dbe the case in a carefully maCched experimenc.

Consiscenc wich daca generally, the rate for problem behavior

13
¥

favors the girls in the cohort. Our data does not appear to conform’

Y
' in terms of racial/ethnic differences however. The rate for white
children is much larger than that for blast\in the cohorc (Eisner 1949).
Table VIII; Problem Behavior Prior to the Experiment
All Sources of Informacion
- K
Rates Per Thousand at Risk
P 04
124 - .
72
80
204
\ ’ -

L.

Eisner suggescs black rates are generally 1% to 3 times as high

' ;f"” as whice raCes, even in studies where data is’ adjusced for geographical
~
area, age, income and family structure. It is possible that the

’

white children in épr cohorc have special family s;ruccure, fotkways
gl _ _ Lok S

PR : ‘ \
and mores, Or economic problems of which we would not be aware. If
> Pd . ’ ) )
so, the test is that much tougher in their ‘oase. _Ac che-very least the

°
! -

<.labelling phenomenon described by nearly all researchers in the
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f.

,inithe‘delinqgency field, aﬂd made the special-target oﬁjthe
Nafional Stratégy will have to‘be overcome on a large; scale in this
group, to show program success (Huntef, 1973). | - . L
On thé whole, this'imbalanéé in‘problem Béhavior rates makes the
S téstlfor posi;iVe‘effeéé tougher, more conservative: Analyses‘will

-have to‘adjust'éppropriately for this initial difference in the: two

groups.

Ji
~
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* . ? e " o~
;o DROPPING OUT |

The caﬁparabiliCy of the Experimental grgnzéand the Cohﬁrbl

group in dropping out of school after the exper
: n ‘;l

ental year is also
of importance. If they are not comparable on this characteristic,
" outcome data could be seriodﬁi? biased.

One faccor which might lead an invescigacor to test’ for

comparability is the previously noced disbalance in sex distribution’
in che'cwo‘group$, with males predominating in the expe:imenci Boys
generally have h%gher-dropouc rates. - . \ - N, . ’
Records bf'all pipils were examined for evidence of droppihg i
out. -
Students were gegardedaés dropouts when they left cﬂe_échool
they weretd€Cending and there was no data to indicate :ecu:h to any
other school, and no daca showing a transfer or withdrawal to some
other ‘school or school system. |

[ ¢ -

The following table presents the data on dropping out in che v

-~

two study groups: S —

7

U
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* Table IX: Total Cohort'for'Fqllow Up

" .+ Sixth Crade, SES V Only, Year 1 Parent YDP
R o * . . . .

Percentaged for Evidence=ofJDropping Out of School’

After the Experimental Year —+ -

8

] | .‘L o ) Dropping Out Staying In N
Ekperihengai éreupw §$;26% ) : . 742 194
Control Group 20% | _80x . 192

I . 89 o297 386
\ 'Prior Variable? | |
Is\fhis difference (p=< .01) attributable to %he sex imbalance
. ment ioned above, i.e., spurious in nature7, Kables IX and X present
the data to test this n;tion. » |
- o P

: Table X: TotalaCohort for. Follow Up . \\\’

Sixth Grade, SES V Only, Year 1 Parent YDP
Percentaged for Evidence of Dropping Out Aftgr
L.

4
the EXperimental Year, by Sex-+

. '-’;~

P

P
Dropping Qut Stayink In’ N
Ly . N .
Males ) - 30% 70% 178
Females o 7z ... 83 208
89 |, 297 - 386
“ o0 )
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Males in our cohort do, as expected, have a higher rate of

dropping out than females (p=<_ 01) The male rate is approximately

300 per thousind at‘risk, and.the female.rate 170. _¢

Table XI: Total Cohort for Follow Up

. _ T}xfh Grade, SES V Only, Year 1 Parent YDP ' ' %

/4‘ .
- Percentaged for Evidence of Dropping Out .
- '
R
Partialled to Control.for Sex Distributipn
and Diffeqential Drppogt R?te=+_¢‘ .
. o, o1 M

- L4 )
. .‘.
« 4 ‘
. ' .

W ‘ R . o S _

N Ny
1523:“ .o ‘ Maléq Only o S

' ‘\ T ‘ 4'. . " ! "

: " \ ,L.”' S o Dropping Out ¢ Staying In . N e

¥ - : ) f [.- " . -. . . -

Experikantx : o 3% &, erx .10l

I-AE N ) ) 3! \/\‘ ' .~.‘ “‘ .. ._i:" A

, Contrpi . //7j§§2
By 3 . - vy o .

v -‘.3 R S S (PR SN
Agggmimedt Rate = 326 L oL,
L O R
- - - i
f“/Control Rﬁfe = 260 & ! g,?' ' B T ’ ©
¢ I SR - ‘ - ‘.o e
;' P TR, L . 9 .
p> 05 - ’- ' .3 ' : L . . 0 .'f 7 % . o P
N Ve : ST ovm . . . - . s K
» : - » S S .
\ Al - . g \
t > 5 o '(r‘:_. . 3'3 v
1Y ] ;

- o« % Females ondy o<t
Co BN Dropgﬁnggpufg gT?SQayiﬁé In . N_ ‘>
;oo 800 : 93"

- . e - ,
" f“}‘%?ntrql.: . ‘ 3],_27 , 85%}&@ B‘__1.:ér 't
g % - S - . -

P . 36 : S 172@,. 208
» €xperimental Rate = 204 . K Co
. z" ) ! : : _ R

a Gontrol Rafe = 147 Lo T e T

‘v p>.05 ¥, e S .-
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By chié line of reasoning, since the apparent associdtion

between tﬂe Experimental condition and Dropping‘gyt disappeaés from

,<:H’Ltatistical_§igniftcénce in béth portions of the tahle, we accepted
e : o ‘ |
Vithe null hypothesis and regarded the Experimental group and Contpol

group as comparable. The original difference, noted in Table VIII,
. ( :
appears to be primarily a spurious difference, largely a fundétion of

the higher dropout rate for males and the maldistribution ofhﬁéles
v { .

: .inﬂ;he two groups. . ) R

[N

‘Interveﬁing V;riable'

There is, however, some.c0ntinuing evidence in the data that
rates for dropping out may be somewhat greater in the Experimental ‘
fgroup. Could this small differenée resé on ihtérvenfng variable suéh

_ as séhools attended after the experimqntaibyear? Perhaps there are
different dropout rateg in differeqt junior and senior higﬁ!échools.
If this i; the case, -and Experimental and éontrol group children do

atfend these schools differentially, later school may gpecify a

condition under wh.ch the rates are higher or lower for the two

.

groups. . '
Analysis_revealis thag 70%,of‘the children in the study went t§
eiéher Lincoln Junior High and High School, or Céﬁtral Junior and
. High School. The.;emaining cﬁildﬁen went in small numbers to a

variety of other schools in the district. Tests of association with

‘variables of interest led us to. classify these othei”sch001§ with

Ve
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Py

* N .
Central-as a single group of non-Lincoln schools. Consequently, all

v !

school data is presented in this collapsed format. S R )
' . S ' A )
For instance, 'tests of statistical significance for the associa-

tion between the'Experimental/Coétrol condition and Juvenile Court

records of problg? behgvior reach the .01 level of statistical
K significance for tables‘éeparating children by later school attended.

I'n these tests the Control was high at Central High School, Manual

ﬁigh'School, Northeast High School and Westport High School. The

J

Experimental group was high at ﬂincoln High Sthol'ohlx, Ns are
small when the study popuiatioq is broken up intb SPeCffic &2;201
Acategoriés. We felt tﬁéc economy'ﬁf expressipn, claritﬁ of presenta-
tion, and the value of conservative testing was achieved‘pésp by
combining the data. ' T - . t;'

No structural reason is apparent for the paths these stﬁdents
took to later schools. As far as the school system is coh—erned,
studenﬁs from the elementary schools i; our study are as likely to

-

attend Lincoln as Central. There is no official pattern.
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Table XII: Total Cohort for Follow Up

\ J

Percentageh for Evfdence of Attendance at'Different

Sixth Grade,' SES V Only, Year 1 Parent YDP

. f~3 ' : *Schools After the Experimehtal Year + . ‘

- \

. Lincoln Other ‘N
-+ /Experiment . 14% 867 194
'g' uControi N ' _bx | ‘ _éé;"'ﬂ‘ 192
| J 118l . 268 . 386 ' .

> p=<,01
As shown in Table XI, children in the Experimental agpd Control
groups did not attend Lincoln, or Other schools in equal proportions.

The Control group was more prominent at Lincoln, and the Experimental

¢

in the other schools. Oijcourse 2y this time'in the follow up, no ~o}
H
wne at theﬁg;hools would have known who they were. No records were
: » .

kgpt,'and thereby none were sent along with themi. The children were

-

now three grade years separated from the experimental .year classroom

and with a whole newlgroup of teachers and administrators.
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\C Tablé XIII: Total Cohort for Follow Up  * )
Sixth Grade, SES V Only, Year 1 Parent YDP
Percentaged for Evidence of Dropping Out at
( .o Later Schools + -
vDropping Out Staying In N
Lincoln _ 18X , 822 118
Other 25% _léz 268
, . 89 297 386
T pec.Ol : o | (
Theidropéut rate at Lincoln is 178, and the rate at Other séhools
253. ’
.
T féple XIvV: Total Cohort for Follow Up.
Sixth Grade, SES V Only, Year I Parent YDP
a Percentaged for Evidence of Dropping Out,
Partialled to Contgol for Distfibution in Later Schools
and Differential Dropout Rate™s-
a | : .
i
Ligcoln Only
- Dropped Qut Stayed In N
MExéérimegt S 2572 5% - 28
® " Control - 16% < 847 :;ﬁl
21 | 97 ' 118
p=<.01 |
The Dropout Rate for the Experiment is 250, and for the Control
155, suyggesting tﬁac something is happening with thelExperimental
. group éhildren who went on to Lincoln, more than with the Controlé.
Q . ' ‘}, - 61 a




Other Schools

L Dropped Out Stnyed:In N \
Experiment © 23 77% 166
Control" | T 2§£}. . _12% o 102
. \ 68~ | " 200 268
‘p=>.05 . ' h ’

Dropout raﬁe; for the‘ﬁxﬁeriment and the Control at Other achoolé
afe 234 and 284 ;espeqézxely. ' o .

Tests fof partial associations in Table XII suggest a condition‘
(attendance ft Lincoln Schools) which affects the association between,
the experiment and dropping out. It should be noted that ﬁxperimental
Grdup children dropped out more than their Controls when they attended
, Lincoln,'but not if they went on to ;chools other than Lincoln. The
rate for the Experiment at Lincoln is higher, whﬂ&é it is appfoxi-

mately the same as that for the Control when children are attending .

other schools. : ' ,

Further inspection of\Ehe’data suggests that it %s Rossible that
dropout ;ates for ma1e§ are lower at Lincoln than at other schools,
exclusiyé of experimental cqnbtﬁl conditions, while feméles rates
vary by experimental-control condition differentially by schgol

attended.

)

5
At

T

\l
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- ,
J Dropout Rates for Males " For Femaloes -
4 ? 4 , .
Experiment, Eincoln 240 . , 250
Control, Lincoln . ‘ ‘ ‘ 230 ' \90 .
A . . - ) ‘
_ Experiment, Not Lincoln 350 / 170
\ ‘Control, Not Lincoln '370° d o 300
. Both males and fegales have'bigheat ratyg/;t Other schools, {f ~,‘\,5
they are in the Control Group. Males in the éxperiment also have a
" higher rate at‘Other schools, but females in thé Experiment have their
highest rate at Lincoln. .
4
’ '; SUMMARY: DROPPING OUT
- Such differences as were noted in our fi V ropout table,

. " ~
‘. Table YIII, were Sggarded as primarily an effed®~of the assogiation

N

of this variable with sex and the sex disbalance noted previously

bet een the experimen:zal group and ®he control group. A possib}e

secandary effect. from' the nchools children attended after the
) éxperimgnt was also noted.
The two groups, experimental and contro} were regarded as
sufficiently comparable for fgrchérlstudy.
® Based on this experience with the data and the advice ofbour'

consultants decision was made to handle the da&ﬂ/in further qnalyses

in six study groups.

e

oo
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2, THE SIX STUDY GROUPS
.'Oncc we were wat £af Led ,that the Cont rol m;oup “and Experimental
group were 3ufflcl-,_-n't-1-3ll (‘()tﬂp&“tlbl(‘ for nn'nlyslu, we divided the study
population into six study groups to control major sources of bias for
" further comparisons.
The study population was divided into groupé which were homo-
geneous for sex, race or ethnic tdentification and schools attended
. N
after.thc‘expcfimcntul year. ‘This divigion resulted in six groups:
"1. Whitte Hnles,Awho wént'on to Other schGSTB\from the ”
‘experimental year, labelled WMO. .-
2. Black Males, who went on to Other gchocls ffom the
experimental year, labelled BH%.
3. White Feﬁnles,’who went on_ to Other Schools from the
experimental year, labe}leé WFO. N
4. Bl;ck Females, who went on to_Othef Séhools.?rom the
experimental year, labelled BFO.
5. Black Males, who went on to Lincoln from the experimental
year, labelled BML. vy
6. Black*Females, who went -on to'Lincéln fraﬁ the experimental
year, labelled BFL.
These groups were supdividgd by the Experiméntal and Cont;ol
cohdition to -then produce six comparison or study groups.for the
analysis as follows:

1. WMO Ex N=16

’ WMo C 4

5 s



2. MO tx 10

BMO C 14
) LN
3. wro fx 2%
wro ¢ “ho }
4. BRO Ex 55 X
BFO C | 50
5. BML Ex 14
omac . 30 )
6. BFL Ex ‘ 14 | )
| #BFL C 60

s

It should be noted that there are no white study. groups for-
Lincoln School. N§nc of the white children {n the study attended
Lincoln, so our_comparisoqs there are for black children only.

Devising study gréups in this manner rshould éontfc{\Qpr the
;ffects or bias of variables which are pot associated with the
experimental/control condition eﬁually -- sex, face or ethnic
identification and school environment during‘the éoll&y up.

Ve

- 3. ,DATA COLLECTION

.
/ TT— sl

\\0ur cohort then consists of the entire first year SES V pop-
ulation from the parent YDP including both experimental and control
classrooms of children. The cohort is limited to those children

who actually parti{cipated in the program. Pupils who were not

bresent for the initifal testing at tﬁe beginning of the program are
s AR

-

3
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v not included, even if'chey.were present for class later. Only ;hgje

-

4ch11dren for whom we have,fecords fér the full perioa are includéd.
| . e
RECORDS FROM EARLIER INVESTIGATORS ~
Record§%reheived.from earlier invescigacbrs included:
namé -of pupil - ‘
classroom in experimental year
S;anfbfdvAchievemen; cestﬁ?éores from expe:imehcai year
‘birth ;lace #’ S : _ 2
raqe/echnic group ldentification .
ceacheryracings for seventh, eighth, and ninth graig years,
" public schools
- school absences'fsr sevénch,‘eighch and ninch grade years
school family file data for K-9 inclusive N
master list of pupils in the parenc YDP by original class- :

rooem, Experimeno and Controls.

L|' ‘{. ) ' ’ s | LA %
. ASSEMBLING THE STUDY POPULATION LIST

Our first task was to re-locate che'pupils in'che cohort. We

used che;'r éster List for SES V Year 1 of the parent YDP,;,.'

JPupils thche llst wede checked for partiéipacion in the initiai

- - 5 e ' .
' cesting at the b}ginning of;che program, and for participation in the

l o
school year the g}perimenc took place in the classroom of record.

- f .
»‘j R . ’ o 3
’ . o ‘ . 69 ' L




Pupils were.notlretained for the study population if both criteria

-

uere'nOt-met.d ‘ R - o 5
Pupils were then coded for racial/ethnic identifftation, as

noted in the section deVoted to Racial/Ethnyc distribution earlier

in this chapter. Children of Mexican—American or Spanish-American fi

!

deacent were exc?Tded for the study populatlon because all 22 were in

P

the Master List.
The list of pupils resulting from this gffort.was-submitted.to
the Board of Education, Kansas City Missouri Schools for identif:[cation.j

A run through their conputers identified children currently in

.

school and located them in the proper school This permitted us to .

»

go to the high school and search out the child's c@ﬁ&ent,;ecord

This list is referred to in our documents as List Found in School.
The Board of Education also furnished<us with a cqmputer list of
children not found in the school system. We searched for these

¢ 5 | | .
children inithe schools'ourselves, and in juvenile court, police and

mental health center files. -

- .

-

Data was needed to completé{fhe school records for two more

* Pl N -

years and to construct recdgﬁsafor contacts with the juvenile court

.'olice,dePartment‘and mentalxhealth centers. -
R ?\jih.
' e
ﬁ . A

"% A searth was instituted for the Cumulative Record Ca»dg ‘of!

. ) ' e . ““3" ‘ 'l . ‘
ﬁpup s in our cohort. These cards contain record of absenc@s and oﬁ

- . 7 -
’ y 7 4
teacher ratings, and are located in the school currently atte ed
/ .

by“the child.

L, S
I R A
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List of names not found in the school system.

"This list‘was also a print-out from the School Board. It

,_

} : contained the studernt number and original c1assroom number. The

‘numbers were matched with those from the original classroom lists

to obtain names.-

If there was some original information on the child, the school .
which was last noted was used as the place to begin looking for the
record. From that point the yellow transfer cards, which are filed

alphabetically with the cum cards, were used to trace the movement.

>

If, however, there was no information given for the 63—64 year, and
-y

+ a further loss of information during the 65-66 year, no follow up .
was done. fIn a few cases, there was family file’information but no
original cum card information.. When;this occurred we .tried trackingu

b : .
down the complete cum card. ) , B B
We checkgd through the original‘cum cards and if a hole was

. 4found in the Personal Ratings during the orlginal study this

- -

picked up during the follow up.

One group which presented 4 problem was the students who had K

‘//’ attendea West Junior High. We consulted/with Dr. Clyde Baer, of the
Board of Education as to the most likely high‘school these'children
would attend. Since they were listed on the "not found in school"
list; we were not expecting to find many of them. Dr. Baer had a

breakdown of a group of 84 students who had attended West Junior

High. The following list shows the disbursement of these 84 students:

. \ | - . = r’7 l
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o B
Manual 9
Northeast 18 .
Westport .23 -
_ Other 2 : o L
< ~ Out of District 24 e P
Not located 8 .- v or '
- : 84

- From this example we saw that slightly‘more than one-half of the

, _ ?
_students went to Westport, Manual, or Northeast and #dst of the

- remaining group tran tred out of the district or were\not located.

We concluded that i wouldége w0rthwhilefto check our list of West
Junior High students against the Westport, Manual, Northeast, and

Archives files. If they were not located in one of those places we

did not try to track them down any farther,

Teacher Ratings

Teacher ratings. are the evaluative numericai statements class-
room teachers fécord on report cards in the Kansas City Séhool_
District which reflect the teachers judgment about théipupil in
four wdrk cafegogies: 1) work hébits, 2) responsibility, 3) self?
controla‘and 4) getting:along with otheré. Each teacher rates each
pupil from on a séale of five f;r each category. There may be more
than'one-teachgr rating the pupil each year. We recorded the mean
rating,-stanqara deviation and the number of raters for each work
category for each p;pifdfor'each yeari ' These ratings are a noqﬁal

part of each child's school recbrd.(}kétho&s replicated those of

s

. 79
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earlier investigators, and compleceé some records which they had‘

b

‘not been able to complete. \ ) ’ &

B . \ .
T - ’ -
| ~ . . Absences - - '( | Q~/).

~ Absénces by school yeaf are also recorded on the Cum Card.
Absances are.recofdeq as ''days absent." If absence record was not
completé fof a given school year, the data was not included in our
study. OnlyudaCa for complete years was used. Absences wefe'colleCCed
into weéks absent ‘for our analysis, or_exprqued as ave;age weeks

-

Data collection methods. replicated those of earlier investigators
: ‘ .

absent.

adding to records received from then.
_OTHER VARIABLES

The Family Files

/
Methods used in 'gathering data from the Family Files have been,

discussed at some length in the .previous section devoted to that-

data as a prior condition of our population. BocﬁiliSCS(fi:und and

not found) of students were checked in ‘the files. Forms f&
collecting the data were devised and*were used in the data collection."

Care was taken to represent an incident of problem behavior only once.

Family Files were a:ranged'aiﬁhabeC1cally at a central office.

Juvenile Court Records and Pdliqe DaCa

- L]

Please refer to earlier section dealing with this information.
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M & re- also run through thejcafd»file of the Western

o e , .,
e 'M&ssduré'gLngaIJHealth CE@;er. Weétérn Missouri is the current ”

Dy
‘v I’

".f of the Psychiatric Receivin enter'deﬁeloped'by the Greater

R . e ,
o Kansas City Mental Health Foundacion and operated under conbcac‘lbith’!

/' po "\){‘ v, s

the Ciéy of Kansas City, Missouri -as a comprehensive community mental
Zbalth center. Its catchement area includes the neighborhoods
epresented iniour study. The facility has become the facility for
5 X y
the.western thiid,of:Missouri, in a‘state_operated system of mental

o health services. It was thus regarded as the most likely (and only
| public) center for mental health.services for our study population.
The.card file at Western Missouri 1s an alphabetical file of
people who have been seen on any of thehservices. The card'gives

dates of visits or stays d type of service given. Patients are .

> identified by name, birthdate and address. "

1

have not included mental health center data as evidence of

problem behavior, where problenm ‘behavior has been” reported as a _.
ng P .
- RN ‘L/,,,»..ua-

phenomenon combining school, police and juvenile court problem "Q

records. These last three sources of information are frequently

utilized in discussions of juvenile‘delinquency.' Contact with-

~!

mental health services generally is omitted from that list. Our
experience with the referral of children to Western Missouri is

b . L ‘

T téat where it is a result 6f school behavior problems, it appejyrs

in those records. Not enough is known about the nature of the

‘ ’
-

;l\7 g .
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complaint to assign other contacts to this category: Data will be

presented separately in the Findings section.

‘Grade Year

All data was organized by -grade year,*defined as a ca1endar
year from September 1 to August. 31 inclusive. After preliminary
analysis, this variable was selected as the time statement, representing
both the distance between ,the experimental year and the year the out-
come measure represents, whether the child was in school, in school
but out-of‘phase, or in school andvtracking, In thisnnanner, attention
can be focussed on approximate age of the child, and time elapsed

since the experiment, which is thereby kept constant in the comparisons.

[

_THE NEW MASTER LIST -

Finally‘a nevw Master List was cébnstructed alphabetically, con- (

hé/cnildren in our study population, with identifying.

~was included who I) did not particip te in initial testing, 2) did

not complete the experimental year i ‘he original classroom, 3) did
not have at 1eaét two years of school data available and 4) could not
be placed in the city for the period of the follow up.

Students were coded by student number, by original c1assroom,
and by identifying numbers to permit cross-referencing data gathered

by previous investigators who used another system of numbers. Coding

instructions were developed for a11 data, and data coded for IBM card.
. !

. ; ’ N . . dr
S . ) ‘

©
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punching, Cards were made and corrected for errors in coding or

punching. Computer print outs were utilized in data analysis. Code,

<A . v !

and card format attached.
Raw data is stored under lock and Key under the personal super—

. v ,
vision of the investigator. Records have been kept in such a way as to

permit any future investigators to build on our work.
N | A statenent should be made recognizing the professionalism of
previous investigators, which we have had many opportunities to
appreciate. - /Records hﬁVe been kept intact and were made intelligibly
vat the outset. Our follow up would have beeniimpossible othervise.
Relationships with the schools- etc., have been built carefullv and
well. We have had the benefit of this early work, afid trust we have

4"

continued in a similarly responsible manner.

SUMMARY: DATA COLLECTION

A cohort’of three hundred eighty—six children was identified
from the SES V, Year 1 parent YDP project for folIow up. This. study
population, or population at risk, consists of children who partici-
pated in an experimental sixth grade year in the Kansas City public (.
'schools, and their co:irols from that proJect. Demographic data,
and data for a three year follow up in the public schools was
received from previous investigators. Replicating data for two

e

more years of school follow up,. and adding data for police, juvenile

court, and mental health center services comprised the newldata
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. r - .
collected by this 'investigator and staff. O01ld records were verified,

: 1
and in some iﬁscances_cbmpleced for the first follow up period, as
well. | | |
Variables of interest are:
expgrimencallcohcrol condition
sex identification |
race/ethnic identification : ‘~¢4
outcome measures
e

grade year

3ropping out =<
/

s

problem behavior
familyv file entries

juvenile court entries

4
police contacts
L
school absences B
teacher ratings
™y ! -
4. S OF ST

ATISTICAL ANALYSIS: STRATEGIES N

- 7

Background

s
Early analyses from the -Institute for Community Studies dealth

with the classroom as the ﬁnic'of analysis, following the parent YDP

study design. We chose the child as the appropriate unit of analysis,
- ‘ ‘

particularly because the eriginal classrooms were not functional o

v

FA 4

,‘/7
’ ) (.ﬁ ‘ . X ; ’ A,
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¢ <
units after the experimental year;. children scattered in a seemingly
random manner to a variety of junior highs and high schoois. No class
room group stayed intact in the follow up years. Our analysis of the

-

comparability of the.exﬁerimental-and control-groups indicated that
-
latef classroom or school experience and environment might have
- igfportant effeéts én outcome. Racé‘also looked important. This
decision was made at the Mental ﬁealch Foqﬁh#&ion Epidemiologic Field
Station, but odr,biostatistical consultants agreed when they came
into the project after jt was moved to:the KU Medical Center.
Finally, after consultation with our longitudinal study één—
sultant, Dr. Philip Enterline, we settled on two concurrent procedures.
1. Selection of a standard pbpulation or sﬁpe; Eon;rol consisting
of the pooled experimental and‘control groﬁps; i.e., the
.standard or expected~frequeﬁcy is that of the average of the
groups, which Dr. Enterline felt was the cost conservative
test. i
2. Selection.of the control group as the stéﬁéard for the poﬁu-
lation at risk, against whitch the experiment should be
) measured, whiq& was %?garded by our Bioﬁetry departﬁént

faculey as the usual and proper process.

3. Application of X specific rates to this (these)
standard (s).
4. The Mantel-Hentzel goodness of fit, chi-square

suvirvorship test introduces the time variable

¢
-3
20
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for the longitudinal analysis, selected for this function
by Dr. Enterline.
5. Statistical signficances between the experimental and control
(non—cdmbiﬁed) groups were  determined by the use of an

'il

-ada tSEﬁﬁn of chi-squared tests designed by Pearson to determine
“'sig§t9(

cance between age-adjusted death rates.

)%

We felt ;hac while the pooléd“@tandard proposed by Dr; Enter{ine
was more conservative, the use of the conté%ii;£§;e for this purpose
was sufficiently cqgﬁ}é that we should show it as well. Usé of ﬁhé. ‘$§‘giv
control alone will give other investigators, who'mighc be‘unfamiliar
with the pooled QCandard, a better feél for the size of the outcome
figures, since. it will be more in line with their experignee. Tables
etc., are_clearly‘parked as to the base used. e .
Wherever possible and prQCCicai, both methods are utilized in
‘this report.
L
I{ : | Strategy of Analysis {
A. Definition of the Problem (Reprise) N
The Kansas City Séhﬁol Behavior Projecc was intended to devise
and test the effectiveness of a program of action for the

treatment of mild behavioral disturbances in children in the

school setting. The program was expected to prevent,
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4

- to some extent, severe behavioral Aisturbances among these
children in the adolegcent years, and to have an éffect on
behavior in the total community as well as in the school
setting. Th. design was exe&ﬁté?zﬁ@thin the resources of
personnel and time budgep“qf the regular school system. The

«\ project was intended to be a pilot demonstratipn ~— a model for-
other schools and communities.

Early follow up of the pupils in the préject indicated that
there might be pésitive results three years J;;er the experiment

3 .
took place. This pattern of differences was observed in referrals,

“~3

suépensions, absence rates and teacher ratings. After six years
of extensive effort, the pay—off appeared to be emerging from the .
mountain qﬁidat; that had been gathered. We héﬁ to know if it

was dependabié, and whether it could be broadened to Behavior .

outside the school system. We felt we had to know what the

conditfons were under which it worked or failed to work.

B. Plag.for Analysis and Evaluation . .
. P _
~ 1. 1If the apparent prevention effect noted in the ninth grade
~ ™~ :

year data can be shown to persist into the two following
“;éhool,years; and,

2. If.this apparent prevention effeét- can be buttressed with
data from outside the school system, giving it both

greater credence and value; and,

-

“

X1 o
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. 3. 1If epidemiologic conditions can be specified under which

-

~ the effect is valid, invalid or more or less pronounced;%

3
then, o
4, We can reasonably maké récommendations for the design of'
future intervention efforts consistent with our findings
P C\* and our understanding of the relationships among tﬁe\\\\
<;\S*;1mpprtant factors delimited in our analysis.
Our attempt' to answer these questions too\k”this form: v
Cc. 'Détaprllect;on
1. Absence rates, teacher ratingSu. -
/ Family File entries for two further school years'extending
‘ the time of the school follow up to f}ve years, oifthe
; eleventh grade yéar.
2. Police records, Juvenile Court records and Mental Health
Center records for the entire liéé of each'child in the
study up to an 1;:1331ng the eleventh grade year.
Many other indicators might be used. Our concern ;5; that:
| J 1. We dupligate the earlier data on a longer ;ime line.

& '~ 2. We utilize real iife variables -- records which are kept as
an ordinary proces§ (and %ot conjured up for our benefit)
and are consequential in the lives éf children in a <

’ : .
community. ’ »
.

o
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Methodology
, In order to provide the most conservative answer to thes
questions we have engaged in the following procedure:

-+

a) assume.the null hypothesis;

b) pool the experimén;al and contr;l groﬁp frequencies tL
arrive at expected f;equencies; and,

c) compared the experimeétal condition with the (pogled)
expected frequéncies:- | S .

d) a'sta;dard experimenFaL/control comparison charactéristic

by characteristic. L

e) compared each race X sex X school group (each of the ~
six study groups) on each variable and graph the

longitudinal changes. .~ . {

Thg'two groups .are compaggble - the\differences notey in
. . Y

) \
the charts should not be attributed to:

a) Loss in follow up ) -

4 X

mits — less than

)

1. 1loss ;ate well within accepﬁabre
10% ove;_five years. ' -
2. Review of characteristics §f remaynivg pupils does’
.~ not suggest losses were -any Specigl group.
- b) Dropping Out ' 3 i.'i - .
No statistically sig diff E/C
c) Soc181 and Economic Factors-
- 1. Neighborhoods well matched ‘ (’\'°._ .

2. All children in one socio-economic ciass, no

buésing etc.

. ' g -
3. Stanford Binet Scores S
X within .3 -- ndﬂblg difference ‘

AN

<
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4. Behavior problem rates prior to sixth grade
.o ' @
experience if anything favor cqntrol.\ w
¢ o N . e
. A final andlysis "Were Children in Trouble Helped?" .was a‘ddéa‘ v
. 5
- - \
to deal with one of the goals of the parent YDP; to help child\lren o
o . N , R
. already in oublée, 45 an alternative to.expens%ve 1 \d;erapy.'. In
/ o ' . - b T Y
' this analysis, the experiment and control groups have;}ok beeﬁ-~ ‘ a4
; L . : p JRE - . % -
poole‘d to establiish expected frequencies. A standard,é eriment / : .
5 . . Y . . ) . »
&g;rl'.‘ i . "‘.‘_ . .
'Eqpptrol design was employed R ‘ -
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. , The Teacher Rat]‘.MA ?
s [ -

"~ ;%" The teachers rating is' a c 1+ score (summed) developed from

s on work habits? getting along

2
W

numerical scores teachers -give pup

responsibility and self-control Each characteristic

i u
from l—5, so 20 would be a perfect score. Ratings may

vii:h &

: “&our or five teachers. .Means of ratings for each of the four.

. -
dhafacteristics vere summed to’ produce a combined score for each

.o .

v

ildifor -3 ade year.

;’fDaEa begya th the’ seventh grage year, 1mmediately after the

" experiment and ¢gont nue through the eleventh grade year. Most of the

children vere in sch;;ls other than the elementary schools where they

,’ . ik

-were in the expegiment by this time. Ratings“shauld. nof be affected

by awareness by teachers that children had or had not been in the
- IS -

/\
No entrie? were made in theﬁcﬂildren s

experdimental or control groups.
) A
records, and there is little communication from school to sthool.

An inspection of the‘chart which® follows indicates that 1f 1 we

<

had ole seventh grade year and eleventh grade year data ve might\

conclude-a positive effect. However the-longitudinal view does not

%, 4.

support this conclusion,_fGT’the tenth grade year.: R

.-

Figure lA presents the data for the- erimental grou against
d.'? P 5

2
‘the pooled standard for the populatlon at risk Figure 1B presents -

£ .

the,samé experimental data againﬁs the simplf Control standard o,

. , _ ) ..
. } . , . L
o : - -

P e ) - o _
) I $ N " el
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control, as we expected but both.graphs are clear a dir :"' ;
-:% the differences T‘\e solid line is c'sistently “Bi ther

@O ' ’ ! . ' g “/F'?;.’v
Both graphs show the Experimental group with higher ratings
immediately after the experimental-intervention-in sixth.grade.

Both graphs show the experiment slightly better off at the ninth

1

grade year and the final year of the follow up.
¢

Breaking the data down by schools attended after thp sixth. grade
4
produces much learer pictures, and an explanation of what w‘g"pro— ; | \\1$ﬂﬂ‘{
ducing the relatively flat effect, or. lack of effect in Qhe

W/ L
comparing only the experimental and.control.conditin)p '

show a rather noticeable effect. . L
Figure 2A shows the data with the pooled standgi

2B the dayga with the regular control.‘TBoth fig. €§;.’

ratings are consistently higher for ¢ e.exﬁerimentq-;;
et o : ~
Schools, and lower at Lincoln. Size off the differen -,A

experimental aQy)control groug-zetings is smaller fo*!t
¥

Y
in one, set of schools and consistently below at Lincoln. ‘ }/}F
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It appears possible that somechln& in the environments at Lincoln

Y
and at Other Schools is related to teachar ratings. Something which

works with the experiment at the Other Schools, and something which

works egalnst it at Lincoln. E I ' ~'
These findings nlght be even more marked in this difference 1if ] ;

White Females.at Otheér Schools had not.been rated consistently lower ‘o

when they had been part of the experiment enan when they had been in

the Control. One can't help but be curious about what “was happening. I((

Findings for of our six study groups are presented in
Figures 3A and 3B Flgure JA presents data Compared to the pooled
dt‘ " \ ’ N : ’
standard, and 3B the regular control. _'fﬁ’
Inspection of the study group graphs suggests the finding of ‘
‘pasitive effect for the Exgerimental group at d%her Schools is largely

. T
N a result of J& itive effe:t for Black Females and White Males at

-
-

Qiger Schools.- Black M%les have generally higher ratings also, but
[}

this effect has disappeared ana reversed at the eleventh grade year, .
/ - ‘
Reenforcement 1s prooably in order at the tenth grade for many of
- .
these puplls, both Female and Male. L]

As was the case in comparing Figure 2A and Fﬂere 2B the pooled

standard glves a more conservative, but not a different picture of

the tesults.

-

On the whole then, we find pogitive effect for.Fhree of bpur four

study groups who went on to, other schools, and negaFive effects for

v

‘pupils who went on to Liacoln School. This specifies an epidemiologic e




\

\

condition under which the experiment tends to work or not work --— the
school environment in the years following the experiment. Data also

\
shows clearly how a positive result in one enwironment may cancel or
. < !

{8
be étzcelled by a negative resgult in another, in the over-all assecss-
ment (of a program. Or results in peculiar findings L‘ only one
environment is tested? We were fortunate that our stud%;populatioq HQ
attended several different scﬁools, ana that the environments
applr;htly’differed in Qays 1mportant\{: the success of this project.
At this point wé have shown data on one dimension, teacher

. ratings, wgich éhowsfthdt the prevention effec; is present, and

persists into the tenth‘and eleventh grade years, and that it may

-be conditieonal to appropriate later school environments. The effect

1g .linked to the experimental year in that it begins the following,

s e s
P N

or seventh grade year. There 18 no gap in the time order,. , .

,,’l
N
Y




s The  Abaence Data

\ o ) \ )

Abse&(@ dntn hus Deen convnrted.fromﬁdnys‘nbéent, to average

»

4

- 4
.* numbar,.of ablﬁr& ucclrta*fot‘ (:omparative purposes. Data begin with the
. ‘ . ‘o
X\“"’ 5.
5 ;,vaonth grade year immediately after the experiment and continue
b

through the eleventh grsde year. In the @work of earlier investigators,
,J’ and in the parent project design, absences were regarded ;n at least

~ partially a reflection of dissatisfaceion with school, failu e*to ac@mpt
N ~ . —
a steady school role, and generally a failure to work out a pos\tive
coping strategy for an important segment of a child's life. We have .

acceg}ed that definition in regards to absences as problem behavior.

One -might also note that the schools define absences as problem

behavior, imposing sanctions in cases of excessive or unexcused

absences.

An inspection of the chart which foliows indicates that while

. - Experimental and Control group absences are about the same in the o/

year immediaéelyyafte: thé intervention year; by éighth grade a

. .
Y . - . l(

i' + definite pattern has begun with Experimental group absences lower .

than thefgooled control. These differences are statis:ically sigy&—

-.-,,av

) fif;a‘nt ‘jgﬂg"_g;ya_de‘ years nine and ‘en (Figure 4). . B P
~Differe?ces increase in size, but the pattern remains the same T ‘\\h
when the siqple control.is utilized ip the ch;rt in Figute 5. ‘ —>M§;¢meﬁkt
When absences are compared in our’six study groups, Figure 6A, fka‘lgg'.

using the pooled control, it is clear that most of the effect Moted

[KC"@’ R m. e

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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v

Figure 4 {3 a result of fewer absences nmeng chilldren in the
’ L)

Experimental group who are 1) black and 2) in Other Schools.

Differences are in‘the prober direction in some of the other charts,
\ .

but are not marked Agait’ it appenrs that the Experimental sgroup

. 1
children are better off when they go on "to schools other than Lincoln,

12

'and it appearsuthat reenforcement of the intervention might have been

)

~useful about the time of the tenth grade year.

. . .
~ .
. M . 4

As in the case-of the feacher Ratings, it seems possible that .

. i , ‘ ‘ .
something in the environments at Lincoln and at Other Schools {is

different, apd related tobabsente rates. Somethin&'which works with
1 r

the Experiment at the Othér Schools, and»somethiné;ﬂﬂth works either *

against it ?i’;ith the cpntrofbat Lincoln. .
When we use the standard control, in Figure 6B, differences are -

accentuated, and perhaps clearer. - )
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The absence data adda a- fiirther dimennfon to guggest a prevention
l‘ : ‘\ .

g ' cféhct which pFrslqtq a( least ‘Into the tcnth grudc year, and which

may . be conditional to appropriate later school environments.
“‘.*.ﬂ ' ‘(, ’ ] .. e

-

v The Fagily File Data ) d )
. | ) a ‘
S The nature of the family file-data was described at some length

An our Methodology sectioh. #1 The St dy Population which discusée&

the comparnbility of the pnrent YDP SES V expeéimenc 1 and control

groups. The Kansas Ctty ML;¥ouri Family Eile is a fecord of behavior

\ T
Eroblems in the schools thch\Q?de referral or other.iocumentation
. h _ i ; 5
necessary. It includes SUSanSiOnS, visiting teacher referrals,

referrals to’ other helping agencies -- in short& it is a kk/ﬁ of

- system banging count. \\ (

—

Data consist of the number of behavior g:itipms noted in the

»
_ family files prior to the intervention year, and then the numbeﬁkof

problems noted, class year by class year beginning with the inter- v

vention, or sixth grade year. *These probIéps would include ahy

ol

~

. %f : prpblem motation in any of thirteen content areas:

" Juvenile Court Referrals

. S . i ) 4
“ : : ¥ « ¥
Child Research Council Referral
Visiting Teacher‘Referral_ R
Pupil Servjces Referral y
: ‘Home School Coordinator Beférral S
: “ " Other Referral , o %). . b
= - A
¢ . "'
P ‘ ‘4
N .

[
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. 1n the éethodology section was in terms of numbers of kids in trouble,
R .

[ ’ ’. > P ' - ‘ . [ - - -
' " . ) » . ) N
Suupenuiou TN . . ~7¢ :

Special Wlthdrqwnl .o . - \

Trnnafdr tbACorrectionul Inutitusiona‘ N e

,UcLLEre ) AN '
\ . ! ' ) -
' - Truahcy .- ‘ .
. v . . ) . ]
N Tardiness B ) oy

: ' . _ S . § ,
_\\\ Miacellaneous.' , . S . .
" Cate was taken to make sure that only problema were coded into

¢

the record, and that eachizroblem was counted only oncetv : <
[ N ) -

-

hart- in Figure 7 wili indicate positive

~y

"+ An inspection of the

effegct for all years after the experimental year, ekcept grade year K

) ‘ _ . e
eleven. Both“the tenth and eleventh grade differences/are sfatistically .
. . - ) ' .

significant at the .05 ievel. Sixth, seveénth, eigptﬁ and ninth grade

year differences are in the\HEgper directioq*/Bdt fall to reacn the )

>
N N

significance level in this qompariapn with the pooled control._ The

S -
rreversal in direction during the)elevenbh‘gfade year may indicate slfss
/ . .
need for .reenforcement sometime prior &o that point in time. o

~_

. The\difﬁerence in problem behavidrshrior to the experimental
7 i 3 , : '
years is.also_statistical' sighificant, \nd favors the control. This ¢

is the'same finding we described earlier in the Hethodology aecttpn,
\ -

a1th0ugh it is produced via a different rqute of analysis., The report
- L/ M . .

-r

while this repogtais made by number of problems.n In both’ cgses the

f

& -

’ .

. 1 H -

" cohtrol is im "better" shape at the outset of th ’gariit projecg. ’ The

-

.
€
o
o
P
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Expatimental group atarta from behtnd ('hn.pxm‘mhlali ‘eiphthall, but

£ Y
ptikl ahows ponitive tenalts, particularly tn the teuth grade yoay..

-

'

are even {n this comparison with the poulc;d control, tewep behavior

problumt; 1n\thu Expertimental group atter the Interveantion,

'When these data are compared to the standard or stumple conttob,
i ‘ .

s
. ¢ .
shown (n Figure 8, ditferences are larger. . »
. . J . . .
. - - L .
L 3 . - . ’ ‘
. | . Ji . . / . ’ -
\
. .
\ , \
\ ' A \ .,
v ‘.‘.' . N 1
/'/ Vh—'\\ 'r -
1 ' ’ . \ “
. .
/[ . { . ~
3 “ . i
, ~ . ] .
. : BN
N . . K [ 4 v
1 14 »
\ad \
- / - .
) . - ' b .
- hl
¢ Sl
. . ! -
3 | T
. . . -
v .
- ) -
. ) 4
-
AY
Y
. .
. R "
. A )
. .
N -
_ U8 -
° . . [y
. 1] * . -

The soltd line shown the Experlmental group problem count. Theve



e FIGUNE A

\ . y
( o . ?'nmhv Flle Data o ‘
. '4 .
' \
’ ' ‘ A \
- . . .
OTHER SCH00LY | . i ,
Wack Malen Mack Pemles Wiie Malea m‘s)lu Femalew
" . 80 ) 40 Y ‘ -
: g1 ‘ y ST ‘. !
B ' \ J v
IR Y . ) 40 W0 ' Y
ERY , W .Y \
b \ C ? : .
[ NI | . " \‘\ (%] . (Y] . VO
b ] , . .
; 10 y \ 1 , M]' . 1
T 1IN X \ 10 ' ' Y ‘ Y ’
oo ~g ., ‘ ‘ . : S
p ) ; 1 vt . L N
_— . 0" . ' : v .“,,.«.“‘ ’a';
v . b frogrt 9 ko 1
1] ' - vl‘r - o C e ~
A T T I B T I N T B LY A N B U L B R A
/ . ' 0!-!\[0‘ . ) ’ !
! [} '
! v -
- . , . ‘ , \
Ll:;(,”l-h ‘}.“ ! , / . V N !
N\ e ' ' ‘ |
{ . \‘ »
Black Males . Dlack Females g !
] (1 T \ o
I b \
~ ' { ’ \
o' b A 60 \
: $0i 50; \‘ | . A -
W vy '
! \ ?
30 " ‘
w [ | k ‘ \
» 10 ( - \ '
2 ' . | ., '
' £ ‘0 L.'/r q ' - . X
\ .0 0 passe? Y 0l == _..L” T { \
- — . . , . .
SR S 2 B B TR LA B ST gy M v -
o Grade ’ E ) 4 . ‘ -
I B I
a L \r
" Observey (Expertbent)
: | o -.- 'J:E"P"f[“d (Super control) -
Co , o~ - = (Pooled)

.t , * I
- | LR

: | _ v



T

v
L)

1%
SN 120
LI

e
g

=

gehavibr'Pfobl

""" OTHER SCHOOLS

-+ Black Hales! o

s \

-, brade

© Black Méleig_;/)/ |
! o ’ v HOE

BRYIY

‘
[

.
e

l . Do g

N . 9“

Vo

. LN
Lo ]

56 7 809 vl

160
90

e Uime g

'Fﬁﬁilj

T

~ Black Fenales
13 o

gl e Ny
AN
w oo :
. e B
0 )

80|

RN
-‘..w‘)'

Cos
{

.. Black Females -
110

80
n
80,
59
'00 ]
30|

20
Y

File Data

EREIE
R

L1

100

B

__ Obberved (Experiment); |
f,*f‘- - Expectéd (Contrpl) -

. 130
S 1 | I
s m
ST

g | B T
o ' . . 80‘
I

A ' s

4

4 (]
]
- d
) S
. . . ‘
Y
o !
Y

o,

'\.‘

'
.

,"1;

i' .

0_}



. ' F1gure 9A shows the famllf file daCa scudy group by study grnup,

oo ~

¥

comparing the Experimental g}oup data to the expe\;ed frequencies |
developed by pooling the §7ﬁerimencal and Control group figures.

Dr.-Glick ré%orced/éérlier,tﬁec he foun¢-a difference in these

4 — . )

data faVOrlng the Experimentalugroup at the ninch grade year.' Some
- ‘ rd

evidence for this finding can- be seen in chese Figures, excepc for

the Black Males at’ Ocher Schools -- in five of the six‘harCs. Simiaiiér

-

. )’

differences show in the combined charcs ianigures 7 and'8, cending'

to corfirm his finding, although che‘pEccern does not reacp statistical

q

-

s significance. o

' Figure 9B shows the ‘same Experimencal Group data compared wich

1
the Scandard Control.

. . -

3 N ’ .
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: thé'final portion of th\ iFindi

. effects, particularly Male White Children.

-year.-

~ As before, in the other_sch

of the positive effect see?p to

possibly from Black pupils; ohf?

B k -

Further detalls relating—to

e

Helped?"{ whicﬁ makes before ghd

\J .

ool . based measures, the maih po iqn

be cﬂging .from Other- SchOols, and

“w

after ‘compaxisons: LT
©2 coe n
. N

4 - v

A ) " SIMMARY OF SCHOOL DATA -

s

e

Dr.,Glick s ninth grade

' continuing after that time; in the same order of data.'

o :
for reenforcement seems)

[

PS

to be indicated about grade year

that there is indeed a measurable
‘?\

er the expﬁrimental year, and some—;ﬂ
¥ “' R c

e . up &o the tenth or eleventh grade

‘ear finding can be shown toybf\

leven, as

data suggest that the effect may be smaller, or even reversed by that -

time. L

Epidemiologic conditions have been suggested by the data,

,}j conditions under which the effect is valid,

pronounced. Black children who

have the largest benefit from the experimental yeaé, but White
% f.

'.a:.
e

.
P
.. . T
4 - . ARN ~ ’ 4

invalid, or, more or less

v

do not go to Lincoln School appear to '

.

children who do not go to Lincoln School also show some positive

Black Males also show

ra

the Family File Data may be found in _

ngs section, "Were Children in. Trouble

= N ) . [ a-_ .
'ious investigators.d Data suggest

-~

P ssible need K

N
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Somewhat greater positiVe effects than Black Females generally
The majgr question remaining is;. Can these findings be butteressed

p o with data from the larger commﬂnity, or is this simply a schobl-
. ~ - < )
. -related finding7 . .

) -

We have suggested that the prevention effect does seem to be real,

that it persists into the tenth and sometimes eleventh grade years,'

and that it may“be Conditional‘to appropriate later school environments.

- Y - * . - N M
< ' . « . ] .

o . . ) 4
v : .
» ) - . ' . T Ya [ . .
- . < . . .
.

.o ' " The Juvepile Court Data
The methods by which-these data vere'collected and categorized

]

3"

e d are described in our Methodology section. ‘Data are summed in Yhese

charts as number of-recorded problems. Care was taken to assure a

RN

N

_count of behavior problems’ onlv, excluding:juvenilescourt,attention to

. 4 »

~-matters such as custody,vfamily problems, etc. There i3 some overlap
# of these datq.wit@ those of the Family File, because referrals to

-

Juvenilé Court is‘one of the thirteen content areas in the Family
Ve ) v
1
‘Files. The data are by no means identical, of course since the : \

juvenile Court has many sources other than the schools for its contacts

. \ N .,'\'
' ~with children relating to problem behavior. . S \ h

Data begin at birth, anH'Continue through the eleventh grade year. .

Data prior to ‘the experimental year is. summed, as in previous counts

!l
of problem behavior (See Family File Data) The data pridr to the’

experimental year tend to corroborate the family file data which

suggesfhd that the Experimental group was in more trouble prior to the

. .
]

-~ ¢

e .
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experimggg than the Confrol, re-emphasizing the conseﬁvacive natuyre

i
'

/

1 of the ansper, parcicnlarly wherd the pooled expeccedffrequency is

used as the test fét:§ifference orfeffecc. The,daca/also tend to .

corroborace the nin grade_year as significancly differenc from the

: sixth, sevench and eighch grade years. Ic is at cth poinc, in facc,

L. ‘ /e
chat che Juvenile Courc records show a posicive effecc for the

Experimenc, an effecc which concinues afcer che ninch grade year, but

,
/\'

: does not reach scaciscical sighlficance afcer that cime.-

t
o

Figure 10, presents the numbeﬂ recorded behavior problems in

the jnvenile Conr:\{iles for the Experimencal Gr0up compared wfth the .

pooledlexpecced frequencies.. The ninch grade year difference is rf

-

\{scacistically signlfidanc at the .05 level. Differences for grade

. . C
years ten and eleven are in. che propqr direction, buc do not reach

4‘,’ PO

l

scacistical significance.. Differences for grade years six, seven and

» ’

2ight are in the wrong directlon, but mirfor che initial disparicy in ..

Qr

the two groups. . The negacive differences are not scaciscicalIy
E 1

-
w

s . -

Y




<>

-102- '

| -‘;.; ' .FI(.;l:IRE 10 N /
./ .7 T JUVENILE COURT DATA i

/ B c oA S
: . . . : . rL

-

. 30‘ ! v
g [~ [/
v | . R /
X oL IR
- FREQUENC i

N (EXPER. GROUR)
' o----o EXPECTED
" (POOLED)

{

N o )
"RECORDED PRQBLEVS
8 A
[ J

o
4

A2 g
- . -
~
Y.
v

o .

T S T B BN o ot A
85 T -9 .l YEARS B
. 9thYEAR DIFFERENCE

™ STAT.SIG, AT .05 LEVEL

Y‘




- ' FIGURE 11 ° . .

Al
° . . ) .

Juvenile Court Data o o -

BN . . .y .
B . , o | ' ‘ S .
. . Dverall . : f ! ; \

—

' ¢ ' A '

‘ g R ,
- < ° p—— -» .
~ . . -
~ - . v .
4 o . . .
N ~ ,
\ . SN
SR ’ 4 L
s \ v v _ /
& oo .

2

zo < ) » v A B . . . . ~

ieéo%ded
Problems

y ,
¢ . ‘

IOtﬁ and 11lth grade yéar.differenCes statistically‘significang at-@02<levelf

¢ S ‘ ° ‘:'é‘a
. ' : .
. o, .
4 ' ’ \ . (,»"
. “
2 \\ e
. o . | . | | -
Q. . ‘ B | 186 L
ERIC . f : o e .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



C, - h A ./,, o ‘ . IR v
/ _ / ‘ . B Yo o b | | .l
\ , , . FIGURE 124 -
. - S .o ‘Jpvenile Court Data
v o . o . .
. o (
c mmsowons c [ -

. . . '
1 v

" Black Méle L ‘Black Female ~ —  hite Male
20 4, 20 I

D . o
AT A w, ..o 10 o 4§ 1
0 " : :

L . bty
/ . S 6.7 8 9 10 1l jvfx 7
" Grade o

L4

= S : .;:__¢‘¢ .o &)
Loy | o N / |
.\v')' P oo o S : b /

Black Malg‘ " Black Female . - - : ' ,

‘ i N II |
ou . ' ' . L . -
D o coa g ‘ O L

| 35 4 oo o : |
M . ’
9 1ui LI .
! » ' ' ‘.0-\" NS
. 0 -’-1\‘-‘: A/.\.L___(’; . 0:' H—hff—*-—‘-‘“““"""j , . i )

‘ J‘Graﬁ~ Z St - ; | o
| ‘ . C , | . §

~ Observed (ﬁkpefiment)

_'). . - - - -Expected (Supéf Con;rol)

ST T : o T . : '
S S V4l 4 Y As .
L v v ‘e ] / : r
0 El S 0 " SN . 0 P
. \ o o
]



N

N .- FIGURE'12B .
» Juvenile &qurt Data R ,

" ' . . .
e

* Black _Female
C .20 _

P8 ,3.;
’ \“ ' s
. \ ? R - y,vI &
’f_“ \ r e .3(.“.
‘ . : : .
. o ,
INCOLN e .
"~ . Black Male : ". Black Female
S .,, a , ) o o
20l - Yo ) 2ol - . , ‘
N g ) . - . ) P
10 Vo L - ‘.
O 4 . M

1 0 ’ N . ~ ‘. "‘ -
peT N .
5 6 7.8 9 10 11°°
i Grade.

0

o
0
:
k ]

& .
N

ERIC

t

" .White Fe
.20,; T
i

10i

male

e

g

Vo

[

’

-GS0t~

o Obsér%ed‘(Expériment)
- .- - Expected (Control)



e
i

o , ' -106~ -

. " N o - ) ’ Y . ’ ' .
e e . /} - »“‘__\k. .
. : POLICE DATA .- R
T 7 >
N Hethods ut;>1zed in collecting an¢ coding polide data are 4
désc’lbed in the Methodology 5éctiod;*fPoche data consist of records
/1

P '
of arrests and violations, collected for the entirgvcohort from birth

[ \" (S 3

M

. to including the eleventh'grade year. Records are summed as counts of
; N Y . -

behavior problems, year by year;with the exception of 'the period of
. : - . Ji 2.

* “time :riof.to the experiment, which is handled 4s one uﬂit.fonsistéht

o/ .
with our practise in other'portjbns of this report. . T ‘s
> Figure 13 presenting data camparing frequencies of problem be-

haVior hoted by the police department for the Experimental Group to
ppoled expected frequencies, indtcates that statistically significant

differenceswappear in the ninth, ;enth éﬁd eleventh grade data. These

- \

differences are in the proper direction.\

‘ . t’
v - . . ) ' . . .

Police data t%?ds to confirm the minth grade finding reported

earlier by Dr. %6lick, andi to show continued effect after that time

even when we use our conservative measure to test the relationship.

% - Figure 14 shows the’same data for the Experimental Group,
: teéiedqagainst the standard Control Groyp frequencies “
p - . . . ) . /
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-

Police Data tend to: 1) confirm the ninth grade finding, 2)

extend that finding to grade years ten and-eleven, and|3) serve to
t

buttress the school data with similar findings from the larger community.

A 4
- . hd ¢ o

'
p

. SUMMARY RELATING COMMUNI%& DATA TO SCHOOL DATA . v~
} .

» School Data indicate a prevention effect dating from the

experimental year, demonstrated in Teacher Ratings of work habits,
faking responsibility, getting alomg with others and self-control.

By teacher estimate then, the experiment worked. ABsences from
!
school suggest that the students estimated a positive effect as vell.

y -

Absence rates indicate a’ prevéntion effect in our largebt study group
in the Experiment, (Group #2) immediately following th experiment,

and for the total group by the following year.’ Differences reach .

~,

statistical’significance ‘two years after theé experiment, but the

pattern is euident from the sixth grade on. /Bamily File data.

demonstrate prevention effects beginning iﬁ the experimental year,

s :

and continuing through the four years w follow. The effect tends
to disappear the fifth year of the follow‘up, suggesting a need for

reenforcement of the intervention about that time. School Data

conf!%miﬁthe report of a positive ninth grade finding, and extends
that posii 1;; report back to the experimental year and forward into
the'tenth and eleventh grade yea;s by most measures. o

Data are subjected to the most conservative test our consultants

‘could recommend, and presented also in mote typical fashion as a direct

. ea ) .
R 4



experimental/control comparison. They are further tested against
epideﬁiqlogic variables, chosen in carly analysis of the cohort for

’

. comparab ity of the'Experimental andAControl groups.
A
‘School Data also indicates that the prevention effect may be

pretty well confined to appropriate later school environments, ‘and
‘ ., that it may have been dysfunctional inﬂothere. The poaitive effect

for the Experimental group 1is often. reversed at Lincoln School

Community Data also indicate a _prevention effect which may date

from the experimental year, although this effect is not as clear at
that point t; ‘time as the Family File Data effect. Statistically

significant ifferences in the g\gper direction begin two years after

the experiment, in the nihth grade year, in both Police and Juvenile
. S | ‘ . g .7 -
urt data, and continue into the tenth grade year in the Police Data.
N -
he pattern is clear throughout the Juvenile Court data: the lines

»

7

begin to converge after the experiment, cross about' a year later,\and
then remain in proper relationship to each other throughout the follow
up period Police Data present a very similar set of curves, but the

Y S

thositive effect seems to'wear off in the'final year of the follow up,

‘

s -

in that ‘data. However, “at the very least, Juvenile Court anﬂaPolice

Data tend to 1) confirm the prevention effect, particularly the ninth

«

grade finding, and. 29 extension of the prevention effect into later

years, 3) buttressing the School Data findings with findings from

—o,, . .
¢

social systems of‘the larger community. . 'g\\
» . . .

The preventiop effect appears to be 1) real, 2) lasting, k)]
{ The preventiop effe st

B

L




The Mental Health Data (,’

Western Missouri Mental Health Centqr is the.designated

-~
.

community mental health center for the 3eographical and political
~

.. area of the neighborhoods involved in this follow up. The children

3
9

in Ehe cohort 1fbed in Western Mlssouri‘s catchement area 1n Kansas
x

f.“ty Westetn:Missouri M@ntal Health-Ceoter is also-the deuignated
A . R

‘thirdn f the State of Missouri,\which.includes Kansas Cit».«_

N ’ ! : ‘
s .

search of the patient records at Western Missouri produced evidence,

that seven children from our cohort had sought mental health services, >

- a

. - " . /
or a rate of 18 per thousand at risk, over the 17 years of the follow

- up data. _Three of these children were in 'the Control, and four in

.
)

- the, Experimental group. ‘ v
' ) . : a & )

When the data on these mentaI health center visits is. graphed -

cogparing the eﬁperimental condition with: the pooled control as

’ .
‘ 4 . W

shown in Figure 16, there are more visits by chirdren in the

A v 3 ‘

! ‘ f=expertment in the tenth grade year, and less at the eleventh grade .

5'vyea: than}might be expected Figure 17, the standard experimentai/”

: v

control comparison indicates the seventh grade year ‘peak again for"
th;.cqntrbl but o?herwise very,mixed results.

S o -When, ¢ eis}zﬁdard experimental/control count is broken down

¢

‘ T4
© by later gehool attended, as in Figure 18, the effects of these
. A . .
. later enviro_nmen;ts specify a 'condi.tional ‘outcome we have noted * v) :

-
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bef%re} children in the Experimental group appear to be experiencing

more stress at Lincoln, and the Control appears to be experiencing
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WERE CHILDREN IN TROUBLE HELPED?
x s '
One of the goals of the Kansas City School Behavior Project
'Was to. prevent children already in trouble from engaging in

further problem behavigx through education in- appropriate methods ,

of social interaction. E' -

\**;\gh ', : This goal is difficult to evaluate in’ terms of. the,total
. -project, bécause only one of the cohort comparison groups presents
- sufficient data for analysis._ Group 2 (Black males qho went on to
, schools. other than Lincolp)/presents probdem rates prior to the G .

,-'experimental year which are similar in both the experimental group S ¢

and the control. -Rates are approximately 50 children in,trouble,

- : . o . e - %
.pernthousand'at.risk. This group is also our largest study group
v ) »(N=l14) Ns are small in the other c0mparison groups available, S Aﬂ;
. ,: .
or there are no children in trouble in one half of the dyad. - /
., q¢ ) -
Y LY ‘“‘*E_, .

. .\\

-
~
‘e
-q

—
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57
" 46

.‘.«'g.> 120 -

“3b
o 20

. T
, "0
r’ '\,7‘.:1 7\% ’
.33
¥
ﬁ;} '
b
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Group 2 also -presents mixed ggtoome data, in that one measure :

suzgests the control may fare Better than the experiment. Teachgrf

<

S

tatings ‘are slightly higher'for{::is control group,at the 1llth

2

grade year. All other measures show the ekperimentaf group to be

B in - less trouble ‘thaf would" have been exbecteg ‘Sﬁch mixed findings
T A .
- -,‘ might indﬁcatg that some of the early problem behavggr continued
Hlafter the experimental sixth grade year.. _ ) v R
L . Inspection of the oata shows that four children in this experi—j

] /mental group of seventy children.had family fiLe records prior
A
t the experimental year; 0f these four, one child" had no further’
L3 A T
tecord and one no further recor& after sixth grade. Neither of the

other two children had rxecords in the ninth tenth or eleventh grade

7

. yeafs. By this measure then, all four were OUteOf trouble by the - .

% : PR R Y

k) o . ' -~
ninth grade ye&r.. -’ he oL e ‘ e E .
- < \\ oo . ¥ - L
\ . © Two of these same four children also had a Juvenile ‘court:
v

reco%d.prior ‘to the experiment.' Onewnever~repeatedv The other had
. A . i . , ‘-..
a juvenile court record in the ninth and tenth grades, but no . new - )

R problems in the eleventh grade. year..*None of‘the other sixty-six . . By
’l N ﬁv

children in this group had'a prior juvenile court record. ' 4

S

e

Three of the same four “‘children also had police records prior
) R ‘

to the experiment . One had no new offenses after that“time. One

had two furthertoffegses in . the 10th grade year, and‘the third, had

Y

L' 3 . ¢
. .

offenses in the 8th, 10th and llth grade years. .

! This search the caseahistories suggests thatathe rate increase

A <

™ in problem behavior from prior tj/khe experiment to the eleventh grade

bl

. . : . M ..

[ . LN . . 1 . £
e




=123~

. CHILDREN IN TROUBLE PRIOR TO EXPERIMENT:
BLACK MALES, OTHER SCHOOLS ONLY, EXPERIMENT
ALL OFFENSES, FAMILY FILE BASE
- o . ?
. ' . ERN
5 -
7 4 - ,
‘74 Number o - !
.0 of 3=
Children .
2 -
1 - '
(Pricr) 6 7 .8 9 .10 11°
) " '+ Grade Years " ; )
CHILDREN IN TROUBLE PRIOR TO EXPERIMENT: .
. ’ N N i
BLACK MALES, OTHER SCHOOLS ONLY, CONTROL
! .¢ .- FAMILY FILE BASE |
s, *TALL OFFENSES - -
“ ) ssoj’— ‘ .
g \:’.\\
-~ N -
) —~

7 8 9 10 11
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‘or returning to trouble-making, but'prinarily a functivn of new "
~ o 3 : o ! . ) » s ' T . i
~ children having trouble during the eleventh grade year, presumably

unable to cope with new stresses'and perhaps needidg reinforcement
- - S :

. of'thé-experimental year program. - .
I ‘ : V-

“ Reinforceﬁbnt might be ‘use ful for all these ehildren,  In ‘the ﬂ

. seventhAgrade, immediately -after the experimgntal vearJ there were
. . ,,)

- no offénses from this groug.

-

-In the toatrol group of forty-four children, two had family

file records prior to sixth grade. -One continued to. hsve entries

A Sy

| y in the family file in grade years six, seven, e{ght and nine. The
other Had no further school record of problem hehavior "but did
make both juvenile court and the police records in the sixth, ninth
tenth and eleventh grade years.' The first pupil added juvenile
wcourt snd ‘police records to complete the picture for ninth tenth
and eleventhlgrade years. "Both pupils started out in trouble and
) :were in trouble at the end of  our follow-up period .in contrast

to the pupils in ‘the experinent, only one of whom was in’ trouble

at the ‘close gf the follow up period.

. -

*"" o . ,
'’ " COMPARATIVE RATES FOR CHILDREN IN TROUBLE*
: PRIOR TO EXPERIMENT (BMO ONLY) : g

) Rate Prior Rate at Close
. GrOUp ) : to Experiment - of‘Follow‘Up
’ . :‘fbj A “,. -~ ..; S * e Y ’ -

Experiment .. 1000 - . 1250
" Control o | 1000 . 1000

‘_! ‘ - e ] . X . s
*Children in trouble (BMO) only. N for children in trouble = 6.
Q : . i ,1 30 .

‘year isg probabl&snot a result of children in trouble continuing,, ' ,

L
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DELINQUENCY RATES PRIOR TO EXPERIMENT

FAMILY FILE DATA BASE - | /

Comparison”Group ’ C Actual . ..~ Rate per 1000 . °

- v
R . s . .

Total Study Population 18:386 . | 47~
g - - ‘

P

. N ! ' ' . . ' . . %
Experiment CL 13:194 ;g;~_‘ Y Y S

Control » 51192 ) R
. ) B ‘386 - ¢ .4 ) . g

Male o  ;(9:178 o 51

" Female ce l 8 . " . 43
. T N386 | -
1 ®
: . <
Black . - 12:337 . IRV 36 '
White ' 6:049- . - . , 122
: . . 386 ! .
Lincoln School . o 3:118 C ' 25
Other Schools - 15:268 . 56
: ' 386 » .
, e



. . . . .
‘J'The data thus far ate.boild on the éameeinformation base as
eatly reports from this project'detailing behavior p;gplems, the
. family file of the Kansas City, Misaouti publie schools. Rep-
<:I..cat1on of Dr. Giick's datafg'a'the;:ing methods for two further years
.of school éata,'plus the addition of poliee and juveniie court data,
"permqps the statement about conditions five years after the ex-
_periment for the children he noted had problems ptIor to project
1ntervention. - H
If we take advantage of the coéplete juvenile and police-
records which were added by our staff;.we can make_a more complete
statement of the nature of 1) the problem‘as it existed prior to the

experimental yea?i.and 2) the degree to which chilQren with problems

“prior to the experiment were helped.

.

. o /.-'126- ' " J
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\ J : -
. o " 'r AN
o . ’ N
. ¥ DELINQUENCY RATES AT CLOSE -OF
FOLLOW UP (11tf GRADE YEAR)
COMPARED TO BASELINE RATES
i ) Bgselirie v Follow Up
Comparison Group Rate - . Actual Rate
' y & o ; .. ; N ( B
Total Study Populition | 88 . 69:386 179
.. *  Experiment . 021 31:194 160
.Control ' .13 38:}ﬁ’ 198
Male " 19 , 50:178 280
Female S 15 - . 19:208. 91
‘Black 1 7 62:337 184
N © White | 10 7:049 . 143
, . | i :
L:§oln School 5 - 15:118 127
Otifer ‘Sc_hocv)ls ‘ - 29 " 54:268 201
-), . — V . ) .
Y, * ‘- .
R P
144 -
J
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Estimates of the magnitude or the degree of involvement of
3 e : fe et
LI N

this cohort in behavior defined as problem behavior by- the

\/Zommunity at large have to be revised upward,when information about h
/ juvenile Court ,records and police records is added‘to thehdata base.
In making the table which follows no child’ was.counted in more than - 2
one category. That is;;if he had a family file tecord and also a | Iil ;}f

juven}ie court record, he was only counted odce. Mental Health

v

i
e

Center admissions were not included
u.\
Comparisons may‘be made by viewing the following table,

W

Delinquency Rates Prior to Experiment All Sources along side the 'fss

‘ Family.File based ‘table just.presented Rates are about doubled by
" . v ; o B [} ‘. .
addimng this information. Rates fﬁf;the Control are raised considerably

more, from 26 per thousand population at risk to 78.. This relative
", increase for‘the Control appears to be randomly spread through the

=

ecologic dyads of-the study population representing possible sex,

-

T race and environmental diff ences. Thé‘increase for the Control

o~

ha¥

also helps to bring it in cJoser adjustment with th&‘EXperimental

group in the number of children who were in trouble prior to the

i

project intervention, although the ﬁ perimental group still

contains the larger proport%on of these children. ;4 . ,4 .

! - E-aN
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DELINQUENCY RATES PRIOR TO EXPEKiME&T

.
© .47 4mL sourcEs - PP
Comparison Group - , Actual - . Rate per 1000 .
‘Total Study Population , 37:386 | T 96
Expe‘ﬁmnt‘) . ' 22:194 _ C _f-_: 113
.7 Comtrol - 155192 . - .78
- 386
. | ST <
Male \ ~ . 220178 S 124
Female - . 4 15:208 . 72
' - 386 ;
: ?. o ’ & - . B | :
Black ; 27:337 L 80
White ’ 10:049 7 . 204
, . ~ 386 -
Li:ncbl.n School - i/7:118 .‘ ' 59 A
« . Other Schools ~ . 30:268 . o 112
S SRR . i 386 .
-~ ‘ 'X :
‘ ( . N l l.; _\’E ’ ' —
&
5 . .
r. \J
_
§ S 2 ' *
) ~ | , |
116 .
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1

. If we'return_to our criterion group, the Black males who ,

went to schools other thanfLincoln, and add this new‘informa;ion, N
: what happens?
: - : .\\' .
Problem behavior rates prior to the experimental year, based

;/, on all sources offdata,-areﬁsho&n in the summary~table, by'the o

e

(’ saﬁ& sixiftudy groups we utilized early in this chapter. Comparing

: \\ the’ rate for Group. 2, we discover that the rate is changed from 57

Y

) to 114 for the ‘Experimental group, and from 46 to 182 for the CBhtrol.

"+ We now show 8 children 1n trouble in the Experiment instead of 4 o d
(- .
- : ,

LY

o and 8 in the Control instead of 2. SR

Of the eight children in the Experimental group who verg in
ot
Crouble,with either’ the school, the juvenile authorities or thé

L
police prior to sixth grade, four had clean records in the final
J ',7 - [ R
year of our follow up. Of those in’ the control, a majority, six,

were still in Erouble. . ' :
¢ . e : : /hﬁ
.. As shown in the two following tables, ‘the eight Contyol gfoup j
o Y o ’
children were all in trouble in two of.the follow up years, grade

- years eight and ten. The Experimental group shows a eomevhat clearer

3

V,J

" and steadier decline over the years, with no year showing all

/ - Pl
¥

eight still in trouble. - 'i‘ o R 7o
| - =N e
Again, the reader should be reminded that the Prior figure is

a cumulative one, and no value should be attached to the "apparent'
o A

drop at sixth grade.

~

v

{47
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"CHILDREN IN TROUBLE PRIOR TO EXPERIMENT;

BLACK MALES, OTHER SCHOOLS ONLY, EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

. e

‘

//,}& ALL.OFFENSES, ALL SOURCES

. ‘_-_'\

(prior) 6 7 8 9 10 11

~ 4
.

» AS ABOVE CONTROL GROUP

v ag

O sk

Prior) 6 7 8 9 10 1r




Group
Experiment

Control

- l132-
. . .
COMPARATIVE RATES{ FOR
! e

" CHILDREN IN TROYBLE

PRIOR TO EXPERIMENT (BMO ONLY)

Agkosouacssf‘

Rate Prior to Experiment. -

1000 .

. 1000
N a
*
v". l
’
L4

K ey

4

3
L
'

'Ré;e at 'Cloge
500
750

Y ~ Lt

y

e
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\

A revised Delinouency Rate table, reflecting data

\3L sources of ififformation on problem behavior exprbssed by children in

the gtudy ior to and five years after the project experiment still

suggests p itive findings for the expefiment. The rate £or the
¢

Experimental group increased from ll3 to l60,/while that .of the Control

increased from 78 to 198. ' If the .same proportion of the Experimental

o /
1group children were in trouble, in relation to the-number in trouble

+

at’ the outset of the sy:dy, as we fiﬁd in the Control ‘the:
Experimental figure would be 287, or nearly twice (179%) as large.
When we began with Family File data only, the raté for thef .
Experiment was raised from 21 -to 160} while that of the Control was’
. raised from 13 to 198. On this basis, the final Experimental rate

should be 319, or nearly twice (1992) as large as we found.

> J

The triangulation of the more nearly complete data collection-

_produces a slightl9‘more conéervatiVe answer,,but the answer is

’

ese entially the same. The final Experimental rate is far lower -

than might have been expected. : - o

[l

If one were to apply the-most conservative test, recaimended
by one of our consultants (see earlier description in Methodology)
working fro&»the total data, pooling Control and Experimental

frequencies aslour expectation, to produce new super control rate
>~ ' Y « o - ’ '
of 96 prior+to the experiment and 179 as a final rate, the figure
P , ) N ‘\ ,
becomes 187%, again requiring an Experimental rate increase of -

-

{50

-

-
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nearly 200% to suggestpaébepting the null hypothesis.

I1f one could_figure the rateg withoutﬂthe Lincoln ‘group, the
spread between the Experiméntdl and Control rates would be increased
siigptly.- & - . L o |

Twenty two children were omitted from. the analysis'because there
were no control groups to match them in their racial clgssification.‘
If these children were added, the experiméntal outcome'would be enhanced
slightlyrin comparison vith the control rate, as there were five l

chi1dren in trouble prior to the project yéar and only two at final

follow up. Rates would be adjusted as follows:

e N N Rate 1 Rate 2 (Adjusted)
Total Study Population . 408 96 174
- : Cd /
. Experiment ' 216 120 ' 153

N Control © 192 68 o 198

7
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DELINQUENCY RATES AT CLOSE.OF

FOLLOW UP (1lth GRADE YEAR)

COMPARED+ TO BASELINE RATES ’

. ALL. SOURCES
L ) Baseline - Follow Up
. Comparison Group: .- © + Rate .. Actual date
g . ‘ . o .
Total Stud:{fgpulat%gnf . 926 69:386 . 179
‘Experimént 113 31:194 160
Control 78 : 38:192 198
Male 124 50:178 280
Female 72 19:208 91
Black 80 62:337¢ 184
White 204 7:049 143
Lincoln School 59 - 15:118 127
Other Schools ‘112 54:268 201
r
. — : v
) .
¢
~ . .
-~ . J .
” -
Y, ,
N
4“ .
> - ‘ 1
152



-136-

" Ten per cent (N-37)‘of nur study nopulétion was in trouble with
either the schools, the juvenile court authorities, or the police
when the project hegan._ Six years later, in the eleventh grade

'year, eighteen per cent of the.population_was in trouble‘with.ohe
or more, of these systems. ' - )

At the Outset, sixty per cent of the youngsters in trouble
were in the enperimental group. At grade eleven, forty-five per.
cent.” This finding suggests that children were being helped. The
control had become the larger pacticipent in problem behavior.

- An intensive exemination of the onlybepidemiologically
comparable group. in the study to exhibit snfficient data prior to

“

the intervention disclosed that.children in the experimental group

did'in fact “imnrove." :

Half of these children imnroved, while only a fourth of the
Eontrol pertion improveé As can be seen in the following table,
a fucther suggestion that children may have been helped can be
drawn from the drop in absolute rates of problem behavior for white

children in the experiment at other schools, and the failure of

rate for black females in the enperiment at Lincoln to increase as

-

it did for black males. ' ' ' o _'
Such' increase as exists)in the data then, appears to be a
regult of new children getting into trouble rather than of those in

trouble continuing to be in trouble.

Y
s
-

pew
"R
29
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DE;}NQUENCY RATES AT CLOSE OF FOLLOW UP .

- ¢
e RATES IN SIX STUDY GROUPS ALL SOURCES

Y

1th GRADE YEAR) COMPARED TO BASEMINE .~

.
,

4
T .,

Follow Up

P Prior "]
Group N _ Actual Rate ~ Actual Rate
. ,
1. WMOEx 16 4 250 3 - 188
- wMoC 4 1\' 00 000 3 T
2.. BMOEx 70 8 . 114 19 271
BMOC 44 8 182 15 340
3. WFOEx 25 6 240 1 40
WFOC . 4 0 000 0 000
4. BFOEx 55 2 36 . 3 55
BFOC 50 2 40 10 200
5. BMLEx 14 R 71v/) 4 286
< BMLC 30 1 33 6 200
6. BFLEx 14 1 71 1’ 71
BFLC 60 4 67 b 67.
_ >
TN
\

A
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_— What happened in the Later Schools? ,
: \\\— , :
. . P
(The reader would be well advised to re-read the final .paragraphs

. .
o p‘lDr; Edgertons remarks paraphrased from notes taken at the ROR .

1

'orkshob. We know that much of what he surmised actually happened,

rom interviews with students reported by earlier investigators).
: L

N LS
FE

. The chiidren in thia study, were in‘secondary schools from about’
133563-64 to 1968—59: They were the "class of 1969." Those six yearsf.
ncompass’ ajlot of social change; School integration, the Vietnam
Conflict, the assassinations of persons in high office and visibility

including Martin Luther King and rioting in the streets and schools
. s

.

&13 impinged upon their lives and the lives 3? their teachers and

parents. Social mobility borme of new ymphasis on civil rights affected
‘ . . '} . '

all our cities during these years.

i

The children in tKe experiment were being taught\:o participate
in, to control in part, and certainly to cope with chahge. They were
developing confidence in their abiliby to cope withfchange.

A child with these skills,‘placed in an ehvirqnnent in a state

v

of flux, with turnover in administration, faculty and student body

might do very welll,and certainly might manage without banging into

. \ 3
the system in any big way if he were motivated to succeed. Flexible,6

or disorganized environments might present assets.

s The same child, or another similar child with similar skills,

k .
placed in a traditional lock—step environment might well make waves,

1

L

K]
Pt
¥
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—
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I

ssk questions, and generally create trouble just doing what worked (\

3

in 6th grade.

§

Children from t_he.neighborhood, without the.special training for

.

coping 1with ¢hange), .might have a -lot-of trouble 25 t/heir ‘world shifted gﬂs
¢ . . . '

around them, repeatedly. It might be harder for them to &igure out
what was going on -- todays solutions wouldn't work next week. These

childrerUm/ight, on the other hand be pretty comfortable®where the

rules were known, the head man was a known qusntitv and history was

. . oo ) toa
some help. . - P - .

Interviews with people familiar wi}:h Kanéas City schools,

' c -

-. parqicularly wi'th Lincoln and . Central whqre most of the‘chi‘ldren in

o -
V u . )

&4 l;he utudy went for secondat'y education, describe the schools as - different

‘ . . ~ »
“ - in sbme of these’ respects. TLoo.

r‘, J ’_
) D"“ ~\ Central has been described as having a good" a%ademic image in

T
h -

v the inner city - and as having pearly all white students in 1960

M‘

v

nesrly all black by l970. . Movements of more affluent and successful

i
- Y r\v.
:J - L i
.

ﬁz:f;nmilies toward the suburbs helpgd tﬁ"account for this. .Families

. a

“’“/ nearl)"Tll had toI buy hqmes to move int:o the’ area Centra“l served

. ‘-‘ . h
KN Teschers and administratbrs moved in ani out of the school. Central

.4
9

T

U also had a reputation for an” admiufstraticm which was f;lexi-ble and

e
R A

o People oriented I,n any case, it certa:lnly was’ a, transitional _Phase.
. o;, K ;; ‘_' ~ .
# . -The staff remained most:;?y white d:r;xng thi~$ time, with turnover at i
7 : O e N . ‘ : o-,
- B 'o - P 4.’/ i ] "‘ 5" . : ’
,all ley;ela. P A /o s f_lf o : C
Epeln . A s L £
- L:[n‘c’ 1’&,\!1 the other hand, had beené}%bléck for tsome time. ‘
i One *administrator served Lincoln for nearly'oIoO years. Another spent = 2
i ' - - T
. ’.[.y'“ . -- . ) i ) . . . :
8 Y A . ;
e Sedats e v

Y

RN
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/ " -

nearl all of ghe time of our fbllow up as principal. This stability

of }eadership suggests solid cradicional organizacion, possibly some-

what hierarchical in nacure, and probably wich a set of clear cogstant
/
rules and regulations.y A student would know who was in charge,
" {
where he stood. o ' . .

«

[

Lincoln may have been, from 'our accounts, more formal in organ-
ization; Central more egalifarian.

If éur descripcion is somewhere near ﬁcéurace, atd one must realize
the diffiCUlcy involved, ché_diéfergnces we found from the one-school
secting’co the other make sense. The stress w&uld be greacér for

children from the experiﬁencal classrooms at Lincoln,~andffgf:§bé

\ : .
contrql at Central!’ ’ -

We have not been able to conﬂuct a rectos}ective study of the

«r"

school environments. We certainly have wished we could, or that the

finding had surfaced in time to assess the effect on the spot, or that
secondagy'échoél environments had been part of the parent project <
‘design.

If ome had the resources, a study of disciplinary problems in T
the two schools might be possible, or a study of teacher conments on

cumulative records. We would have to start, at minimum, with a random

" sample of the enrollments those years and track down the records *’ \>

A

pupil by pupil in central office files: B PN

There is some indication in our informants xeports that all-black
A f

‘schools in the Kanéas City Missouri system traditionally have been

<

i
SN
9
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’

more formal in style, traditional and éomewhdc iock-stepped in -
. . - 4

organization. If this 1s so, Lincoln dny have been like thac;

Certainly there were a smaller nymber of discipline and. other problems

. -~

surfacing at Lincoln than at Central. If the rules are not clear, 1t

n
1

may be easier to get into trouble, more refekrals may have to be

made. The “delinquency" rate at Lincoln, accerding to Familytﬁile

- Data, was less’than half that of Central and the Other Schools prior

to the experiment, and  from all sources at the close o{:the follow up

127: 201 : .
The literature isn't of much help, although a Kansas City
investigator (Doll, 1969) idencified aaminiatracive leadership in

elementary schools as an important variable in problem ori@nted

- .
schools in the inner city. A study of schools in Harlem (Clark, ﬁ968)

~also identified the principal as important in differentiating school

environments. Polar types were described by Doll as.l) hierarchical,
rigid, by-the-book, operating willingly within a closely structu;ed
bureaﬁcracy and traditionai custom and 2) personnel-oriented, flexible,
less c;feer orienCed, attentive to locai'differences and needs,
willing to buck the sygtem; Some of these qualities may describe

leaders in 9ur secondary schools as well. A classic study at the

International Harvester Company (Fleischman 1955)-pointéd out the

problems whﬁph can result when only a segment of the people in an
f B
organizatién aXe taught new ways of performing in their work roles.

-

Similar forces may well have been at work in certain of ﬁhe later

»

school environments. L .
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DISCUSSLON

The Kansas City §chool Behavior Project was born of difficulties
posed for the schools and soclety gemerally, by pupils who for one
reasqpn or another did got fmnctioﬁ successfully or satisfactorily
with eheirAfellow human beings. Efforts.to solve these problems
through clinical~serviee arrangemests with the Greater Kamsas City
Mental Health Foupdation had proven rhat solution was inadequateii>the
need. It was lirerally impossible to give individual treatment to
all children needing it. It was felt that any long range solution
wouyld require extensive effort to prevent such problems and prompte
mental health, rather than treatment at a more sergous stage. Such
erforts, it was thought, mighr best be expended on the d?;ilopment of
certain classroom methods and techniques in which teaehers'could be
‘trained.' ?heee methods andntechniques would be aimed toward
producrﬂé learning c;nditgons in the cf:ssroom whieh might be more
| emotioméLly healPhful for all children, and which might thereby
prevent the mildly disturbed child from getting to be a mdre serious
problem. Major emphasis of the training pregram, and hence the élass—
room experiment were interpersonal relationships witﬁ pupils and pupil-
to—pupil, and the teacher as a group worker utilizing then new concepts *
in group dynamics and skill training in techniques of group management.

!

“utilizing smd‘l group interaction in/:he clagsroom. -

If successful, such a program might both reduce the need for help
> . . ’ : ' ' . ' ) ' N
and increase the effective manpower ratio.

.
Ui
<F
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- Behavior problems continue to be a number one issue in the public
schools, and in our communities. A recent survey of school personnel,

personnel in children's agencies and in other helping professions
)

rated behavior problems their prime concern (University of Kansas, 1973).
Workshops, textbooks and consultants proliferate in this area. Every -

solution offered,{ylth few'exceptions. still demands individuél

¢

treatment, whether behavior modificgtion, reality therapy, meﬁication -

or other modalities‘prevail. Manpower stili is far behind demand for

services.
»

) .
Crime by children, some of it serious and commited by children not

yet intheir teens, is becoming a problem of growing concern to parents,

police and school authorities across chﬁhcountry (Kansas City Times, 1971).

Crime throughout the nation has increased to the point that insecurity

on our streets and in our homes has been declared one of our foremost

national problems. If official records are an adequate index, juvenile

del¥nquency and crime are outracing our capacity to deal with them

(Eisner, 1969).
" The Report of the Joing Commission on the Mental Health of" -
Children and Youth suggested we have in our nation alone 95,000,000

~

children in need of remedial help. “turrent emphasis in federal and state

S 160

(A
“\/
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v;programp on the problems of children indicate an acceptance of the

priority pf these.ncedu. Every gxnmlnntlon»of health manpower f{ndicates

that the hecd is far greater than can be met.with current conceptual

and technical formats which require highly trained individual treatment

modalities. ¥
The problem in the schoolg seems to have grown nubséantinlly

worge in the last few years. 'Bicycie‘thefts inFreased in Eo§ Angeles

70Z over tﬁe'hine yearg %fom 1962 to 1971, Schools have increased

“thelr security forces. Dade County had five men in 1968 and 98 men

in 1971 only three years later. South” Boston schools are in the news

today with stabbings and other violence.
|

As our society has become more complex and individial expectations
and pressures greater; the acquisition and exercise of social &nd
inteépersonal skills becomes mo;e and more impartant in func;iqning in
the everyday world. But what works? In a broadvsense the teaéﬁer—
training program which constituted the independent variable in?iheq
Kansas City School Behavior Projécc represents a wa& in which the
schools might more deliberaﬁely and explicitly gtteqpt to meet their
dbligation in the area of the social-emotional development of children
“"and youth.

The Kansas City School Behavior Project is not new. It may be
unique. ) . .

In the early sixties James A. Davis of NORC was asked to review

existing knowledge about experimental attempts at influencing



-145-

behavior toward 'positive mental health." He reported that while

there was soma'evtd;ncc that attitudes could be changed experimentally,

none of the experiments deal{ng with attempts to 'change behavior had

positive results (Davis, 1965). -.

Gene Stanfo?d and. Albert Roark, in their 1974 book luman
:«F v , ,
Interaction in Education remark on the thcrgpcyt(é virtues of small

group interaction in the classroom, but they~“do so on an experiential

basis. They cite no research to indicat¢ positive results in‘actempts

-
e

. to change behavior, or prevent or ameliorate behavior problems through
its use. Conversation with Dr. Roark indicated that they did not find

any. Roark and Stanford do point out that children do learn respect
{ . ‘
for others, careful listening, and that they learn to communicate

unambiguously in group discussion. They suggest also that children
4 ,
develop skills 'in group problem solving, anin feelings of

»

acceptance and belonging, which they ofCe”; not learn in teacher-

led dfscussions. They go so far as to say AS A LABORATORY FOR TEACHING

STUDENTS TO GET ALONG W1T: OTHERS THE CLASSROOM DISCUSSION GROUP IS

:

UNEQUALLED. . The .cohesive nature of the classroom group coupled with

N
‘ .

norms that are similar to those in society in general, cam, according

to chése authors, be a‘pocent force in socializing the student

(Scanfprd and Roark, 1974). It appearg likely that that is just what
ewas going on in the sixth grade classrooms of the Kansas City ‘School

. )
Behavior Project experiment. -

Pt
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It also appeqra likely that the Kansas Cfty project with {ta

apparent positive effect {n the prevent{on of behavior disorders,

pay well be a first, and thereby for the time bcink. an only.

[y

Because ii'ia unfque, we have made every effort to be both co

1
3

y :
servative and candid ld.our analysin. But we have not been able to
make the positive finding go away. We have instead extended it,
linked it in point of time to the experimental year, and buttressed it

with data from the larger community. It just will not disappear. We

have specified'epidcmtélogtc conditions under which it is more or less

promounced. o ‘ >

The value of demonstrating a soltd evaluation of one such program
should be clear. The feasibility of qhort course instruction in
techniques of managing groups and their utility in the classroom are
given considerable impetus. It i;>not unrealis?lc to expect that the
program could be imstituted at’ modest cost by a&y urban'school system
with access to adequate teacher tfaining facilitfes.

The program also has significance in_that iz departs from the
usual emphasis‘on individual attention to children and school
behavior pgbblems and pndertakes to train the teacher as a group
worker, which is appropriate to h;f task.

Finally, we may have learned something about realistic program
evaluation. AEarly féllowvup failed to show much in the way of elither

: . .
positive or negative results for two years after the experiment.

Further data collection based on positive findings in the third year

after the experiment and an epidemiologic straCegy'for the longi-

-

.

r\
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tudinal analystn extending both the langth of time the atudents were
. 3 '
folloved and the breadth of coverage from achool to fuvenile court
¢

and police data tends to confirm the positive nature of the orfgfinal
flndlng.? Later analyss also linked the ponitive finding to the

experimental year, demonatrated the continuation of thae pomitive
B 1

p )

_effect into two further years of snchool behavior and buttresmsed these

findingns wtth'uimllnr findings from the 1uvcnll} court and police flieu.

Long term follow up, by ordinary standards, has been necessary to
learn whether the experiment worked. It was also necessary to collect
. . .
addittonal data from new sourcds, and to change the. strategy of tHe’
-  }

. .
analysats. None of this could have been clearly {ndicated at the time

of the early follow up. Time for the children to experience further

(
school environments was needed, and time for us to begin to se¢e the '~

’
effects of those environments on dropping out, before we became aware

. L .
of a very fmportant {ntervening jrondicton.

»

Naturally not all of the behavior differences can be attributed
: . #

to the one year experiment. Many other factors must have impinged,
’ L d

on the lives of these childmen during the time of the follow up.
We can only assume that they did so in a somewhat random fashion,

equally to the children in the ¢ontrol and the experimental groups.

The wonder is that such a small change for only one school year, and

- .

as late as the sixth grade had any i{mpact at all.

L5
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Dissemination

. K : L . )
In addition .to less formal contacts with many people who have

fnquired about . the project, ‘several presentations have been made.
ST
An abstract was submitted to the World Congress of Sociology this year,
and a paper was read at the'MidwestvSociological Society meetings *
near the beginning of the grant period
A rather extensive presentation was made in September at the

University of Kansas Medical® Center Workshop, The Roots of Responsi-
bility: Designsi'ir Solving Health Problems of Children and Youth IV. .
This preSentation provided background a descript on of the inter-
vention, presentation of findings and a discussio of significance and
.implications by'persons involved in various stageg of the parent YDP .
project the principal investigator in the grant study reported.here,
and a representative of the community mental health/prevention
movement to an audience selected for its interest in child development,
children's-health and mental health. [This is arregonal WOrkshQQ

held on an annual basis. We anticipate publishing a proceedings

booklet of the type enclosed from 14st ;%ar s worksf

booklet for the meeting this year is als0'enclosed.j Wﬁiﬁ; of'these
remarks are paraphrased in the Background.and Significance sectién
. ofithis reportt
Alseminar wilégiebpresented later'this year at the Medical
Center for an interdisciplinary audience. o . _Ai"

Publication of journal articles is anticipated.

e
I

; S
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 RECOMMENDATIONS
) ' .
Lo & o
The first recommendation suggested by our data is that teachers
and school.administrators, be encouraged to learn small grqu "
‘techniques if necessary and install them in the classroom if they have

 not already done so. Workshops should be sponsored hy NIMH to motivate

-

-and teach school personnel. ) ) . ;

-

If behavioral outcomes such as are reported here can result from

one year of such teaAhlng, it 1is possgble that implementation K-12

d

would change the face of our problem, as it was outlined in the Report

. »
“ue, OF the Joint Commission. .
° . Evaluation should be an important part of installing this’ )

» . . Y. -

program of teaching. Techniques such asmwe,haye used are capable of
application by school personnel B
We are wvell aware that the positive finding 1s for only ‘the
- lowest socio-economic'group in the Kansas City experiment. We have'
not'agtempted any data_collection or analysis of the material relating
tg the other so:iq—econonic groups. We do believe that positive

findings might well be available if a follow up were to be made

'similar to the one rggzrted here. Early investigators, who reported

.no effect for thq“th groups, were. locked into a: unit of analysis

which could easi¥?@obscure what happened an.fhad o X

g [

' follow ‘up data. Using the sixth grﬁde classroom a'

$

',analysis fit some of the parent project design. Thaﬁ\ and their time

{t 1ine does not allow much flexibility for analysis hy later environments,;»-°
' : : . /. i

ol P
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. Further study of the effggts of secondary school environments -
would be very useful. Certainly any<néw experiments should build this
" into their evaluation research. Retrospective study of the Kansas
Citj-sefondafy schoo} environments at{;incoln and Central would be
ﬂecesgary before we could make serious recommendations abouﬁ the
fmost'effecﬁi#e seéondafybsghool environments for reinforcing the
p;ess'of the infervention. i
| - The be;£ approach fromlou: point of view is to start teachers
‘utiii;ing tﬁese techniques where they are not already doing so, and

e&qluate further as we go. We.plan to mount a workshop for this

purpose, and willﬁﬁe seeking funds. . | e

’

™

If we were .to proceed in the most scientific way, of ‘course, we
4 . N

would.first ap%ly for_fuﬁdSvto do_the follow up_for'thé oéhg;ltwo
groups ahdrto analyze the secoﬁdary school environments ané if - that
was sﬁccessful, plan a tightly designed replication in sggectea
cities,“carefully analyze that, and then implgment. .

A more ﬁractical approach might be to operate on all these

Tevels concurrehtly, and might be practical if we could find the
: A

-

support.
| What seems most feasible in line with chrent funding realities,
is to begin cafeful, evaluaéed iﬁplemengation now.
Any fplzz; up work should be designed on a basis which can be’

maintained for at least five years, and ihcorporate studies of the

later envirbnments, if our experience is meaningful. One year
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e
evaluations, or tests of attipudes beforg aﬁg ;ftef short course
instruction did not work., Three year folldé.dp'was not long enough.
Effecfs-would hﬁve remained hiddeﬁ if we th not taken.,a longer time
period and the later enviromments. into account(K Tgis!may mean that
. To. .‘,
future NIMH grants, Yhere behavioral outcomes are Atfsfhke, ;ay need.“

- SN %

to require longer follow up than has been the practise up ﬁp;.hfsltime.

We would encourage the use of real-life variables and epide
strategies of analysis to assess these outcomes. .
] v A 4
If NIMH or HEW believes the findings to be worthwhile, we

v‘ would like to e widespread dissemination of this report, or.an

appropriate s Ty, é? persons and organizations concerned about the

v

health'of children, problem behavior, juvenile delinquency, crime in

the streets, child development, educational processes,.sociai inter-

»

action, evaluation of social action programs, epidem}ology of mental

L health, orthopsychiatry etc.
B

S

——my,
&
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Problems Encountefed Un the Follow Up
é

NE

Early on, our greatest'problems had to do witﬁ?tfacing the
B
chiraren in the cohort. These problgps relateé to the fact €E//)

1) we had fairly limited idEntity material, since the earlier

. )

investigation'concentrated on the classroom as the unit of analysis;

2) children in the cohort sometimes changed their names informaliy,
registering ip a different school under a.different name; 3) sehooi v
recorﬂs were kept in the school attended, and each-sohool had some-
what unique record keeping habits; 4)®some data in the schools was not
yet entered in ‘the childrens f{?es, and our assistant had Lo first
post the records in order to add the; to our study data;.S)-schools
in the Kansas City system at that time vere faitly ahtg:gsous, and
therefore ‘were each’dealt with singly; 6) chtldren werehalso
relatively autonomous in that they could attend pretty much which-
.ever school they‘wished, so that there was both a certain asount of
mobility and a lack of pettern?ng in terms of which junior high
school you might expect a'child from X elementary vchool to attend,
making the search for records more difticult; all factors we were |
able to deal with suecessfull; as discussed in the Methodology
section of this report,_‘We were, as a matter of fact, asked to
consult with the school system about record keeping as a result of the.
successful effort in tracihg these children.

- Our research assistant was able to work in all thleiles we
needed date ftom, except those at the police departmentl‘ Another



anticipated that Dr. Glick w uld be able to produce a flow‘irartjfor

:? %Eogramming his analysisau@ut bhis.was not the case. Our only reason

)
&ys. ‘\fe; dbiéi' not ‘rep,rfduce .fDr l{f’

statistical consultants didtzot recnmmend that we do so. We had

Glick s analysis of variance. Our

o

~ ,/4 >,

&

for proposing to do so was because the early finding had been
produced by that method, and at that time we felt it was only fair
and propefithat any comment on whether that finding persisted be
based on replicated processes. Our consultants were able to show

us other procedures which did, as a matter of fact, produce a similar

finding, extending it both by tying it to the expetriment and taking

“it .forward over a longer period of time.

Finding people who .could describe the later'school’environments'

has been a problem. In several instances, people we realiy would -%
"';l ., N '

ﬁa§e~lfked to interview had moved away, or died. The people we have
found have been very gracious, but.generally had to refer us to
someone else. Unlisted phone numbers, privaCy, unwillingpéss %arbe ,

o
quoted and other problems typical of informants generally, h e

H

intruded on our effort. We.have made every effort to treat people

1

- fairly and sensitively in our data collection, and trust we have

done so. " Qur remarks on this subject are a distillation of what we

have been able to learn. , What we have been able to leaxn seemed to

E
us to help explain some of our outcome data, and for thatl we are

}
grateful. '
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The change in leadership and wind-down of the Field'Station in
Kansas City created other problems. Priorities changed ane funding
became a problem. Personnel changed as well. Moving the project tc
KU and the grant solved most of those problems at tha; time. Center
staff from Washington was most helpful as were people here at KU.

1 was already getting biostatistical consultation here at KU, and that
m;:; the transition easier. It did take some time to shift to the
new computers, etc.

A new academic ,department may not be the Masiest enviiqnment for
a ﬁrincipal investigator, Problems of tooling up and other'eariy.’v
organizational needs took time and energy and interfered somewhat.

A personal illness did the same. ’
More recently;’a long hassle over equal pay for equai work .
required reorganization of our'department(reSulting in the resignabpu“
v+ tion oftthe first ~chairman, naming an acting chairman and an

extensive departmental review. : {

I

sdpportive top administration, a very supportive new chairman,

on from other members of our staff, resourceful research
?and a particularly fine secretarialhégoup has made
erseveranéeivand/success possible. Cepter staff has been most
umderstanding and generous in alloﬁing extensioms to cbpe with these
problems. A supportive family and Interested colieagues make

perseverance and success possible, with sanity.
’ .

i

il
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