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*  The 1ast two decades have seen a rayid increase in the nﬁmbers of programs
7

using'paraprofessionﬁls, ;n fact the use of nonprofessionals and volunteers

) - M

-
. E -, \

v hab>been a magor characteristic of the development of the community psychology

. . . J.

a

, movement (Rappaport 1977 He}ler & Monahan;, 1977; Nietzel Winett MacDonald,

. & Dav&dson, f977) Early reviews of the research 1n this area were positive,
, & . .
spurreﬁ by ‘such controversial studies as Poser (1966) and Rappaport, Chinsky and

ST e ~

!

Cowen!(ﬂ974), but noted the preponderance of simple outcome stud1es and . the need
4

" . for systemaﬁic research during the 1970 s. The majority of the more recent non-

1 : X i
v o2 '

“professionag Studies‘havencontinued to 1ook at basic outcome questions rather than

. . 4 {

7 " o ‘,» .
) at separation of p;ogram compo ents,.e g s training"I supervis1on, intervention
. /,, LBt . ntion

, 'i strategies-—and hdve done S0 w1thqut using obJective measures from the perspective

. ~—." . ;
. . i ) PR . -

;" of target groups {Rappaport, 1977 Zimpfer, 1974) In fact' training,‘supervision,

and 1ntervedtion variables hav? often ieen 'S0 confounded that the d1fferentia1fj
N ,,5‘. .. 1 . .

o, - R '4 h . S

1nf1uence of various nonprofeSsional program components-could not be determined.
- . ;t‘;_ N ( ,‘s

. : 4 . - Lo
Sinte the early enthuﬁiasm about th% use ﬁf’ﬁonprofessionals in various social

Lol -

p i

. N b
problem areas there has been a paucmty gf researth surrounding either bas1c ouﬁgﬁm

-,
- > .

or differential efficacy d1mensions.-'EnthusiasmwfOr‘nonprofessional programs

K

]

¢

[ ~

continues to run high, and’ the number of programs continues .to 1ncrease. However,

K . ~
. - N 3.

« conclus1ons\about paraprofessional effectiveness have often been.based on programs
. N @ . . L e -
in which'numerous variables, such as the content, format and amount of training,

L ;
superv1s1on, and 1ntervent;on were highly confounded. As well, the evidence that --

f has been obtained is often-indirect subjective in nature, and not drawn from

« .rigorous research designs. ln‘additionx a significant lack in research to date
.\»'has been the inclusion of variables from the perspective of the recipients of

nonprofessionai intefvention. - . . . e
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i The ;ypical program reported in the literature has been monolithic in its
' _interven%ion‘ﬁocus and rather narrow in the dependent variables examlned..'for ce
‘example, the major\ schools of though/"‘rega;ding change tactics‘have all ap%eared ‘.

in' the nonprofess;onal literature. These have" 1nc1uded the use of essentially v .
untraié;d" college students, use of" college studenks\ttained in Rogerian based y e

=4

skills, nonprofe551onal behav1or analysts), and more recently hOrdes,of child
N

\», ’advocatqé? The relhtive effectlveness of such Proc dures and the salient processes
& = .

had bee\fzhtirely 1gnored " o . //, R { .
z---'-ta-‘!;h.e)alm of the current study was to presemf prellmlnary flndlngs which will

N -

N examine and contrast theﬁeffects of fOur dlfferent strategles ff tralning/super—

.
@ , N N

v151on/1nterventlon uséd w1thin _the context of a dlverﬁlsn Program for JuVenlle

4 a
-.«delinquents. MultipTe measures were used to examine issueS related to the reSults
LY 5 . . } ke . . . , . Cor
=X ) .. - 4(» ., CL. ;_}_,. A < s
N of these training rntervenflon‘andJ%upeqyision strategies- A cr1t1ca1k:omponent
o e : . [ N ‘ » ' ?» 4
of ghe study was«the.'d'e'velopmen't‘l prgaEiEFmeasures wthh lncluded data‘ o ./(
Y . co it , I v

. 4 : ‘
from the recipients of the nonprof6551onal 1nterventlonf -The major isgue *examined
R s R . N - N /.

3‘.‘;-»_ ’
~in this study was a descrlptlon of the, performance<of student volunteers'tralned / Y

<

in four different 1nterventlon mbdalnkles.' The central focus was the actual per—k

:\;\formance of the students in the natuZallstlc setting ratLef than in alaboratory- ,
- / - P

/

’ -
)

' analogue. The four spéE?flc models/to be compared involved hlgh 1ntensity

;tralnlng in' the methods ofJbehav1o£al contractlng and chlld advocacy, high ﬂtten—
_ P

& -

T

51t) training in the. methods of relatlonshlp sk111s low,iptensity training ?

. » oo ) a
‘}ccompllshed in large groupsc and low 1nten51ty tralﬂlng aCCOmpllshed in small -
\ . ‘3. i . . N
\_;' P 12 (‘ i
/groups. Obv1ously at 1ssue were: Ehe format (1ntbnslty) and content of tra1n1ng ( .
'“ 5,‘ L \
A’ secbnd=maJor foCus of thls study was the deveLopment of 1nterV1ew based process
13 » ’ \/ : . ’ﬂ
® ¢ measures fhr examinatlon ofWGhe actual 1nterventlons Dronded by the student
3, s &
! val o ‘ ~ - T : -
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.o : METHOD i .o
: 1 - - . f
Context of the Research )
» i R . - ,
. o This_study'took place within the'cOntext-of"a larger research. project\funded

, - by the National Institute of ﬁental Health The overall proJect has bden i

. formal operation for apgrox1mately two\years and 1s aimed‘ht replicating -and

. _ experimentally examining the effectiveness of a spec1fic diversion protram for.
s -

‘ - ‘délinquent youth (Davidson & Rapp, 1976; Davidson & Rappaport l978' Davidson,
. - feidman, Rappaport Rapp, - Berck Rhodes & Herring, 1977; Seidman, Rapp?port &
fii mDavidson,,l976) . The overall operation of the project involved college students
_ﬁ:h ‘working on a one- to;one basis with youth diverted from a local Juvenilecourt The
4 S . ' /
' :’.overall reésearch prOJect examined such components of the diversion model as the
3 . o.

. ¢
‘ degree of involvement of the youth in theiJuvenile Justice system at the timek?f

..
)

T’qh\meferral cha;acteristics/ogfthe college Students, selection of nonprofess1onals

)
- and the scope of the 1ntervenpiom approach.

4

.: " The entire _program operated ‘under the eéycatioﬁal pyramid model prescribed by
. - 7/ .
. Seidman and Rappaport (1974). The pripcipal 1nvest1gator supervised, trained, and
L RN .
I DT W F ‘ * '
' consulted with nine graduate and @wo yndergraduat ~Studernts who. have the respons1— f

PR

bility fpr training and superv1sing small groups, of undergraduates and for coordina-
. ) & -
_ ting project;research. The nonprofessicnal tréining;and supervisiop segment of
. u . o “ o 1(,‘. ’ N\
" the project was a formal three term undergraduate psychology course %t Michigan’
State University. \ B !
™ : o ‘ Pl -
In addition to the project's relationship with the Univers1ty and the Depart-

9 »

“ment’of Psycholqu, tﬁere were close ties w1th the local Juvenile justice’ system.

a

The lotal Juvenil% court currently handles approximately five to six huﬁgred )
youthful offenders annually. It is from this proJect group that referra&s were \\*

made. téf” o B o
. . )
Seventy—seven delinquenq youth were referreﬁ ito. the proJect from October l977

through January, l978 Four of the youth decided that’they did not want to.
’ _ A .

- -
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participate. Those youth who decided to6 volunta i1y participate ifi the Project

had theufollowing demographic characterﬂstics. 62 males and T1 females; 51 whites

{

and 22 nonwhites; the average youth was in the- ninth grade with a range of 5th //

a

© to 12th; 657 of the youth_came_from broken homes; and the average age. was 14.3.

Criminal activities ranged across the full spectrum, but tended to be nonserious

—

and serious misdemeanors and nonserious felonies. There were no status offenders

-

among the group;reforred to the>project. There were no significant differences. -

\: ¢ 4§ A -
among the youth assigned to the four experimental conditions or theikontrol group -
' . . ’ -
on any of the demographic variables. . - ' ' .
- L] . .
) Subjects = - B

N LY - : . v
N { .

“
-

Delinquent Youth

i

~

Stratified by court referee, race, sex, formal/informal handling,.in order &f

referral, the 73 youth who volunteered to participate were randomly assigned t07
7.
one of the four experimental groups or to a control condition (control subjects
3 wereznot at issue in the portion of'the research repprted.}n this paper)Q At the.
outset, 14 youth were assigned to_the‘Higp lntensi&y/Behavioral Contracqing/ .
) . . [ . ~ :

Advocacy CoLdition, l3“to the High Intensity/Relatiodship Condition, 15 to ‘the Low

S

~7 N

Intensity/Small Group epndition l6 to’ the Low Inteﬁsity/Large Group, and 16 wo

‘-1 ,A: %
- the C&Ptrol Condition. There were.no’ s1gn1f1cant pre differences on any of ‘the

| , B

v o IRy

variables used in the overall study between the five groups. For the particular

- . -

aspect of the overall research reported in thisigaper the 57 experimental youth
. N~ .

< N L .

are of concern. .' 0f the 57 experidéntal youth(,él were ‘Available for complete

interview data collection during,the.study. The attritioﬁ of three subjects \ v

. SN ., S -t ™. ; .
occurred at a rate of one each in.three of tﬁéfexperimental conditions and wdgfa

. result of inaccessibility to the interviewer. ‘ Yy - L,
) . ) . -~ N , . ‘y . . ’(‘ < . . " . . ) ,
. o U ‘ 3 o -
AN NQiPrOfeSSIODal Volunteers . BN ; s . . p
T - Lot . N ) )
. J : L _ L Xg Lo ‘
P The nonprofessional volunteers used in:chisostudy were selegted from a Farge © R

. =, P aa v
3 o ol PR

o group of undergraduate college sophomores, Junibrs and ‘seniors. In the spring of = .
'—Ll i : N . / ' ""l-",“' AR e " .,
< - . s ‘. . T ‘

: B 3 s -
' ). . . 4 . b a
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1977 a letter wa's sent to 3, 500 undergraduate social science majors at Michigan

- ‘ P

State University Thiszletter informed them of the oséibility for articipation
f P

\‘

+

in the project provided a brief description of the program, and invited them to
call the project office if they were interei{;d. From this number approximately

400. called‘the project office and expreSsed dnterest in participation Of the

+ ., group that called, 300 attended an initial
L . Y

the, purpose of describ}ng in more deqLil the;
. 4 “"‘.’\v"

‘A
for participation ‘three term course sequence. At the
ot '{'

e?%?ng Ihislinitial meeting was for

%}1§tétlons for project involvement

.‘.

, and the requiremen
_ ;
.. end of this se ion, approx1matelyﬁé§9 sthdents agreed to proceed in the selection
S o y o
'ngl precess. FqlloWing the initial meeéing, potential volunteers were required to
R R f. ‘ o s’,,‘ ) ~ .
;;; rétuqﬁk@or an additional asseSSment seSSiqn This_second meeting consisted of"
2. . - . 4
JI W . .
ﬁhav&&g :the nomprof ss10nal volunteers ompléte approximately three hours of paper
an ' .
«? Jgang'pencil measur s being used %s part f the selection and student outcome aspeqts

Ve

e 'of the research. 130 nonprofeSSional q'lunteers completed this entire procegs

4 .

'ahd were eligiblg for grOJect partiCipation.‘ Of the 130, 57 were randomly

p

ﬁ*;;ﬂ selested for pa;g;p&pation in the four experimental conditions.' The 57 student |

T v unteers were a331gned to the four experimental conditions randomly with strati-

-

/ Af_qation for sex. Comparison of pre measures on over 70 variables failed to reveal
vl SR / . - '
! ‘ si%§j§icant differences in any of the four groups above what would have been

yooa 7 N *

# . ‘expected by chance. ' y g
Trainers/&upervisors . . ’ : s
Q There were ten trainer/supervisors involved in the training and supervision

of the students %n the four experimental conditions. Seven of the trainer/super—

visors were, advanced graduate students in psjchology with major interests in the

area of community/cfghical or ecological psychology. {he eighth trainer/supervisor
"évas a senior majoring in psychology. This individual has been a nonprofessional
i :
W?volunteer in”preyious phases of the project and had also served_ in other research

T g ; ) - “ 4 .
assistani/roles. These first eight trainer/supervisors were responsible for
. E Al -

) i * * ‘ ' - g X —
ERIC 5 | |

s P

-
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conducting the training and supervision groups 1n the High Intensity Behavioral
. . J . ’ - .
Contracting/C“ild Advocacy Condition and Rq&ationship Skills Condition.

4

The ninth and tenth trainer/supervisors were responsible for conducting the

two Low Intensity Conditions. ~ One of these two was a senior majoring in social

'work who was a staff member for the Student Volunteer Bureau at Michigan State ,
. P .

) University. She had been a volunteer and volunteer student coordinator, assuming

'management responsibilities, at a shelter resideﬂte(for,%elin;ueyt end abuseo

children. 1In addition, she had done field placement work in the’child care area.

. The second Low Intensity trainer/supervisor was an advanced graduate student in

social work with major interests in program planning and ‘administration. She had

been a student volunteer in’a number of programs, a staff member in a youth sFrvice

bureau, and the director of volunteer in court program. During the year in which
. > -~ \
she served as a trainer/supervisor ‘for the project, she also' served as a staff
. : - v B
volunteer, directing several programs for the Michigan State University Volunteer
. . A /

"

Bureau. " .

-

. ' All trainers and supervisors in the high 1nten51ty classes (both relationsblp

skills' and contractlng/advocacy) were- a551gned to condition by choice. 1In addition,
the particular skills and background of the trainers and supervisors were taken

into account in assigning them to experimental conditions. The background and

‘

experience ‘of the trainer/supervisors for the two low intensity conditions were

particularly relevant since they had the type of program experience that this study

was attempting to duplicate in the low intensity conditionms.

‘ Research Design

The aspect of the research reported here included a single experimental design.
In order to examine questions concerning the impact of training/supervision/inter-

. vention condition throughout the project's experience, the research design was

. , . f
a four x three design with repeated measures. The two dimensions ‘were training

condition (four) x time (six weeks following referral, twelve weeks following

ERIC | S S \

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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referral, and termination--18 weeks following feferral). Process interview

-~

measures, to be described in a later seétion, were administered to treferred youth,

L 4

. their parents, nominated peers, and their éssigned volunteer at each of the’

three time periods. 1In addition to this basic four x three design, an additional

1}

dimension, success/failure,'rQ§u1ted in the four x three x two analyses to be

presented in this paper.

[
<

Procedures

" Referral of Delinquent Youth

Youth were referred tg the diversion project by the intake staff of the local
juvenile court. The agreement that the projecE had with the staff was that they
would refer youth to the project for whom they would étherwise consider for "formal"
processiﬁg. tn other wofd;, the intgke staff ag;eed that they would not.refer'
youth to the diversion project who would otherwise be warned and released. At the
og’er end. of the spéctrum, the court staff did not refeg serious offenders (majof

> .
crimes against person) to the project. After the decision was made to divert

the youth to the Adolescent Project, the céurt réferee briefly explained the pro-
gram to the youth and his/her family. If the youth and the family were interested
in considering the diversiom project as an option, a referral inter?iew,was set
\\i up for them-with the projeéct gtaff. During this initial interview, the program
was explained in detiil, the'méthods of assessment involved outlined, the random
assignment procedure describéd, etc. After completiﬁg'this intrquctory material,
the youth and the parents were asked if tﬂey were willing to participate. Assum-

‘ing that - they voluntarily agreed to participate in all aspects of the project,

they committed themselves both verbally and in writing. Following the completion .

of the voluntary participation procedures, they were ass¥gned to one of the four\,

“ . ‘:-A'i
experimental conditions or tgg control condition according to procedures describéd
. . ‘ - ’ s
in the Subjects section.

“ ' -
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Training/Supervision/Intervention Conditions , " { '

'; Students assigned to all experimental groups received four academic credits
per term for the 1977-78 academic year. They were required to attend all super-

vision sésgipns scheduled for thefr Particular training/supervision conditiom, to

hand in weekly progress ‘reports, to keep an event logbook--a running account of - -

contacts.between the youth and with sthers on behalf of the youth--to participate
+ in assessment procedures aqd the probeés interviews described below throughout
the three terms, énd to méet with their youth six to eight hours per week for
eigﬂteEn school weeks. cGrading for the cla;s aspect of the projecf was based on
case responsibilify, élass attendance, case presentation{'class discussion, and
.

foilowing‘ethical standards.

High Intensity training/§EPervision/intervenqéon. Each of the four High

’
N

Intensity clasées (two High Intepsity,Contracting/Advocacy, two High Intensity
“ Relatidﬁship Skills) were composed of seven students and two graduate student

trainer/supervisors. Fach supervision sessiod met for two hours per week. The

\
.

first,eight weeks of the Fall term of 1977 were designated as a formal training

segment

students working through programmed manuals, outside readings, and
in' class demonstrations and role plays (detailed descriptions of these Procedures

and manuals available from the authors upon request). Mastery of the subject
. . / ,
matter was.demonstrated on oral ahd written(@eekly questions.
S~

.

After the training component was compl%£gd, the classes were used as general
case éupervision sessions; fsgudents were assigned cases as.early as the fourth
week of training and others were not assigned to cases until six weeks following the
completion of training. The structure, general format, and class size of thé two
High Intensity conditions was -similar. ?owever, the content of training/super-
vision/intervention and the resulting impact on supervision philosopﬂy and inter-
vention execution was very difficult.. The two particular subsets of high intensity

training/supervision/intervention are described below.

ERIC )

‘ I O
s ;
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a) High intensity conditions--contracting/advocacy. Students 1in this

condition were trained in the use of skills generally described as child advocgcy
y ) .

(Davidson & Rapp, 1976) and behavioral contracting techniques (Stuart, 1971).
The training séssions (eight“weeks) for this condition included the following
eight units: (1) an overview ¢f the course, the juvenkle justice system, and the

theoretical ratidnafe behind behavioral éonceptioqs of human behavior; (2) the

theoretical rationale underlying the child advocacy conception of human behavior,

" rationale for using a combined advocacy and contracting approach; (3) a brief

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

description of indtial-meetings‘between students and youth; a description of

indepth behavioral and aoncacy assessment; a description of modes for collecting

- i B w
assessment information on the youth's interpersonal network; methods for collecting

informatiop relevant to the unmet needs of the youth and determination of avail-

able community resources; (4) outside homework assignments and in class role plays

f.

descriptive of behavioral assessment methods, demonstration of methods for

.

advocacy oriented assessment; (5) methods for selection .and initiation of inter-

vention strategies, strategies for hegotiating contracts, demonstration of the

mediator role, selection of an advocacy strategy and target; (6) practice assign-

ments, role play, and demonstrations of c0ntracting ang_advocacy intervention

ting and advocacy "

approaches; (7) strategies for moni;o:ing the effects‘of con
interventions; (8) prepﬁration for termination training, description o;\practice
sessions to be used with referred youth and significant others. |

| Once tge ei%ht weeks Qf training were complete, the two hour weekly class
sessions were sﬁént in case supervision. These case superv;sion sessions consisted
of sequential presentation of each nonprofessional volunteer's case progress.
Supervisors and classmates assisted in. a general-ﬁroblem solving format group

discussion including clarification of goals, review of technqiues, and specifica-

tion of future plans. The interventions to be implemented by students in this
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condition were expected to follow the steps outlined and modeled in the .training
and superyision segment. In short{ the intervention was to préceed through Ehe N
phases of assessment, contracting and advocacy interveqfion, monitoring, and:
termination. The High Intensity Cﬁild Advocacy/Behavioral Contractiné Conditioa
is a direét;replicéte of_iptervcntion procedufés which have demonstrated to be'
successful in previous research by the second author (Dayidéon et al., 1977).

b) High Intensity--Relationship Skills Condition. The sccond high 1“t0551ty |

training/supervision/intervention condition used a relationship skill approach.

3

Desigh of this condition was parallel in format to condition "a" described above,

except that the trainingvénd'intervention approach taken was that of.Felationship
skills (Carkhuff, 1969; Egan, 1975; Goodman, 1971). The training segmeﬁt for this
Conéition was parallel tolthat for condition "a'" and- included the follLWing~ﬁigﬂt
Qnits: (1) an overview of the course, a brief history of the juvenile justice .
system, and a rationale for diversion; (2) theoretical rationale for the ésSential;‘
inéredients of the therapeuticlfelationshipvincluding empathy, nonpossessive warmth,
and genﬂineness; (3)la brief description of ipitial'meetings Letween the student
aﬁd youth, eméhasis on skills for‘enhancing comfor;ableness, trust, eéc., and the
role of crises in developing and maiétaining relationships; (4). the role of self-
undeEsténding and the importance of knowing and agcepting %eelings in intervengion,
thé rationa%sggor‘empathy skillsland practice sessions and role plays in feeling
identif{;atfoﬁ and feeling oriented responses; (5) practice assignments and role
play sessions on the skills of clafification and paraphrasiﬁg, and a description

of commonly occurring errors; (6) the-;ole of openness in relationships, the skills
of behavioral description, feedback and confrontation of discrepancies; (7) the o
importance of the facilitation of autonomy, the problem solving process, the
definition of problems and goals, and methods for the discussion of alternatives;

(8) a summary of the mbdel‘incldding an overview of the total problem solving

process and the components of termination.

(]
&y




The Effect of Iraining

~_

-

The tase supervision structure-parallels that of condition "a'", Namely, the
two hour weekly sessions for the remainder of the three terms were used for the

supervision of cases. The focus throughout was on helping the students implement
. ’:' - . N r )
an intervention based on relationship skills during the eighteen week intervention

’ s - 1

period. : -

° 1

Low IQEQQgiEXVtrainidg/superVision/intervention. fhefg were three low
intensity classes. The two with seven students comprised the Low Infensif? Small
Group Condition. The third, with 15 students, comprised the Low Intensity Large
Group Condition. In many ways, these two conditions modeled the type of training/
supervision/intervention often presented in volunteer.in court type programs.‘
"Court volunteer training is rarely elaborate, intensive, or formal. The average
seems to be about five to ten hours, Spread out over two or three conéecutive
‘evenings in one week or once a week over several weeks (Scheier, 1971, page 74)."
From another point of view, these two conditions represent attention placebo
control for the first two conditions.

¢) Low Intensity--Small Group'Condition. The training phase of this condition

included three initial orientation meetings, held weekly during the first three
weeks of the Fall term, 1977. The orientation meetings were primarily didactic
in nature. The first meeting provided a general introduction to the course, the

.

requirenierts for in class and field work experience, an overview of the project,
and a r&tionalé for diversion. The second meeting involved a lecture by the
trai: - >ufervisors on prominent theories of juvenile delinquency in the juvenile
justice svsiem and their practical implications. The theories that were covered
included differential association, intrapsychic explanations, interactionist
positions, environmentalist positions. This was followed by a detailed description

F
of tiic juvenile court system in the local community. In the final portion of
the second neeting, the mechanism for assigning youth to a student were presented
and z brief discussion for initial contacts took place. In the third meeting,
Q
ERIC 13 \
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several specific topics were discussed. First, there was a general discussion

'

of the kinds of activities that students could engage in with their assigned

youth. This included getting to know the youth and their problem areas, and

.~determining how to make changes and solve identified probleﬁs. The emphasis

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

throughout was on ‘the students using their 'naturally occurring" skills in order
to facilitate change. Iﬁ addition; the aygilability of information on services
in the 1local community was described. The necessity of being supportive and
"hanging in there"with the youth, even when things got difficult, was emphasized.
In addition, the rationake for the importance of the eighteen week time frame and
preparation for"ﬁermination were Stressed.

Supervision sessions in the Low Intensity Small Group Condition were two hours
in length and held on a month}y basis following the initial three orientétion
meetings. They were run by the two trainer/supervisors. The overall philosophy
‘in supervision was that the interest, commitment, and high 1evé1 of motivation
and enthusiasm of the voluﬂfeers could have a positive impact oﬁ youth without the
need for more specific skill oriented training. Not Providing a specific inter-
vention plan allowed the opportunity for the nonprofessional volunteers to try
out what they felt was usefﬁl, to be maximally free and flexible in whatever they
chose to do, thus using the natural skills which they possessed when they came
to the project. Supervision sessions were a time for idea exchanging, holding
group problem solving sessions, and for dealing with routine administrative matters.
The supervision style adhered to in these sessions was nondirective in nature.
Questions raised wefe explored by the class as a whole. The supervisor's task
was to summarize and integrate the discussion and reflect the comments and ques-
tions of the students. The studentg were encouraged to try out various alterna-
tives in the actual intervention with the youth.

¢ d) Low Intensity--Large Group. The Low Intensity Large Group Condition was

‘

an attempt to examine the effects of carrying on nondirective training in a large

\ 14

3
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group. This was .an attempt to reflect the size of group often used in typical
community voiunteer programsf' The low intensity/large group consisted of 15

- j e
students meeting together ;% both the training and supervision segments. The

. N
N / . ‘ . .
procedures followed in ;ﬁé.low intensity large group condition mirrored those
. . o '

.

X

11]
above.

(g}

followed in condition

Measures

Delinquent youth. While a 1arge number of outcome variables were gathered.
from archival sodrces in the larger project of which this study is a part, two
particular measures are relevant. As described in the section on design, the
performancggbf student volunteers was examined in relationship to condition, time,
and succeés/failure. Inhongr to determine a success/failure categorization, police
and couft records weré used. The frequency of police contacts and juvenile court
petitions were recorded for all youth for one year prior to the project and at
varfing followup intervals. For purposes of this substudy’the police and court
fécords collected for the time period during which the youth were involved in the
project are of interest. Namely, youth were categorized as success cases if they
did not have either a police contact or court petition during the time they were
involved in the project. Failure c;ses were defined as any cases in which there
was a police arrest or juvenile court petition.3

Process interviews. Process interviews were conducted for the overall

research project at three times dﬁring the course of a youth's and student's
involvement. This provided a detailed participant oriented monitoring of the

events that occurred ‘as a result of the training/supervision/intervention conditions.
As mentioned earlier, "the three time periods were six weeks, twelve weeks, and

Meighteen weeks following the matching of a student and a referred youth. These

interviews were held with the target youth, one of his/her parents, a nominated

peer (specified by the youth as a close friend), and the assigned volunteer.
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The development of process interview scales was aimed at 1ncrea51ng our ¥
,/
emplrlcal understandlng of the operation of the program and its relationship to

/ A
criticay’life events from the perspective of progranm participants. As such;,a

equentﬁal scale.development procedure was undertaken which involved the generation

f behav1orally specific items from the perspective of program participants (youth
~ T ¥
“parents, nominated- peers, and student vol%pteers). llu"ng the constructlon of
such an item set, the resulting data were submitted to a sequential rational/

Fl

empirical scale construction procedure. The result was a series’of scales reflec-
tive of the major characteristics of the intervention.
In the spring of 1977, fifteen interviewers were recruited to carry out the

process interviews during the phase of the research reported here. These inter-—

viewers were given six weeks of- training in interview procedures. This included

familiarizing them with fsic purpose of process interviews as a strategy of
gaining participant relevant/yet behaviorally specific data on the ation of
the project. Next they were introduced to the item set (220 ,fems) which had been
developed in‘earlier phases of the research. They then were instructed in inter-
view1ng¥§act1cs to be used. This consisted of verbal instruction by two graduate
‘~ass1stants in cnerge of process interview research components, demonstration of
interview strategies through tapes of pfevious interviews, role plays and training
N
sessions, and finally practice interviews with their roommates and youtﬁ recruited
¥ ’
from the local community. All practice interviews were audio taped and formed
the basis of feedback from interview supervisors.
Following the training, the interviewers were assigned to cases to
conduct the actual interviews. Interviewers were responsible for interviewing the
youth, parent, peer, and vol%Fteer within each case they were assigned. As indi-
cated earlier, the interviews took place at six week intervals during a youth's
eighteen week involvement with thé project. Four comp lete sets of‘interviews

were completed with two interviewers present in order to assess inter-interviewer

QO 1greement. Over all sources of information, at
ERIC 16
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v al;‘time periods, and on all.igsﬁs, the interview

. P

exact agreement demonstrating the interviewer. reliability of the interview data.
|l > - ) M .

. o _
-The interventiop items were submitted to a rational empirical strategy of

’ ! b

scale construction (Jackson, 1971). This involved initial rational groupingg ~af

»

the item scaleﬁ&zgtﬁe intervention area. The internal consistency of these
B : : :
rational groupings was then determined according to two criteria. 'First,‘in order

-

» AY - » » . . . - # - .
for an item to remain on its scale, it had to show a significant correlation with .

{the sum of the other items on the scale. Secbnd, the item had to demonstrate a

=«

, A
significantly higher correlation with its own scale than with other scales in the

intervention domain. If it showed a greater degree of convergence with another

’

‘scale it was moved if it ma\d;frational sense. Otherwise, the item was discardedﬁfu

BN

from futher analyées. This raiher Tengthly process of scale ébnstruction p%o;itf.‘
p S F '

duced scales which were maximally reliable and maximally orthogonal. As a result

of_this process the scales described in Table 1 were deyelopga. Table 1 presents

. : {
the conceptual content of the items on each scale, the number of items on the '

scale, and the alpha coefficient (a detailed presentation of the scale construction
process is available from the authors upon request). The final step in the scale
constryction process was to examine the convergent and discriminant validity of

the above described scales. The multitrait multimethod matrixv'prescribed by

Eaa)

Campbell and Fiske (1959) was used to examine the convergence of scales across

data source (i.e., youth, parents, peers, and volunteers). In short, this process
resulted in scales which showed excellent convergent discriminant validity
properties. As'a result, final scale scores were summed across data source

resulting in a single score on each of the fourteen scales for each subject at

each time period. . Insert Table 1 about here

RESULTS
' Given the large number of dependent measures described in the Methods section

‘and the preliminary nature of the study being reported here, only a sample af the

}

b~ r

’ ‘ . [

™~

er. pair showed a 70% level of . i

v

[
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results will be reaorted in detail Results from the emainder of the procesa

interv1ew scales will ye described verbally. A detailed analysis of variance x

and figures reprEsentative of mean levels will not be, inCIudEd due to\spaqﬁ

‘o~ 0 o

g \Dlindtatiéns. Overa strateg& for’analysis of process interview scales was a . ~l j
- . Y ' ‘ -
four, x Ehree X two ;nalfsis of varlance with repeated measures-EAEach oF the prdceés
) . . . . 2
‘rprerv1ew sdales’was analyzéd by condition, success vs. failure, and'tiﬁejusing¢
ccmplex analysis?qf var;ance‘wﬁrh repeated measures.ﬁ Inﬁadd%tion planned o, T
COmparlson Scheffe tests were used to examine group pean dlfferences of partifular N
L interest. Again for purposes of brerlty'and Clarlty, exact F statistics for
\ Scheffe multiple comparisons will not be provided,ﬂall schef fe COmparisons -
described can be assumed to reach the .05 leyel of sfgnificance. , The results

will be organized in two subsections. The first will preseﬂt”the results on the
three condition-specific scales. Titese will inciude the* Adherence to Eehavior%g i
’ L T R ‘ SRy
Contracting Model Scale,\thelAdherence to Child Advocacy Model Scale, and '

Adherence to Relarionship Skills ModelVScale._ In additign, the results of the
Volunteer/Target Involvement Scale will be presented, The next secrion of resulrs
zill include a verbal description of other analyses of interest. |

Tables 2, 3, and 4 provid%;the results of the cdmplex anaglysis of variance

for the Adherence to Behavioral Contracting Model scale, the adherence to Child

-

7/
Advocacy.Model scale, and the Adherence to Relationghip Skills Model scale,

respectively. .In addition, Figures 1, 2, and 3 Presgpt a graphic ﬁescription.

of the means for each of the groups by time period.;,u'é‘interesting findings
from these three scales are twofold. In the first inStance, it is obvious from
the analyses of the Adherence to Child Advocacy Model and the Adherence to
‘Behavioral Contracting Model scale, that there were major dif ferences between the

Child Advocacy/Behavioral Contracting Condition and the other three experimental

’ A
groups. In both instances, there are large effects for experimental condition.

_.___._.—__...._....____...._._._____..._...__..__________._______,_4"\-——~—’\~————
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. of intérest on'fhe Advocacy and Contraptlng scales"are the dlfferentla patternsf"~
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From Scheffe multiple comparison examination of means, it is. obv1ous that the

” . !

maj‘figy of these effects are atrrlbuc d,to dlfferences between the Behav1oral

.o s ] [ !
. By ‘ M
hd o

Contractlng/Child Advocacy grOup and t \_other thﬂgg experlmental c0nd1t10ns.

Fa

¢In fact .- these resu;ltsi arefccentuated be\tween thqﬁJAdvocacy/Contracm}Tg‘SW " .

‘ 2

‘and the relamlonshlaxskills group. fThls represents a demonstratlon wf the degree
. s -

s A~
“to. wh1ch nonpro(ess1onal Vofﬁnteers 1n(£ond1tlbn "gg%ﬂhéwed tothe tra1n1ngﬂsuper~"
- l( : J) ‘ ‘ " g
v151on[jpterventlon model from tbe perspectlve of program part1c1pants. Also

s ‘

* H
’

" of model adherehce demonstrated/by success vs. fa}dure cases.. In both instances

-

. / : .
it appears %hat failure cases received h1ghep/1evels of the’ modellnterventlon

L y . .
partlcularly at t1me perlods two and three. In q<am1n1ng the relatlonship between

' these results and outcome rec1d1v1sm results, 1t seems Safe to suggest that these

- A - :
1ncreasedleveLs of model adherence are in response to official_recidivism among

cases in those conditions; It. does not appear to be the case that thes@ groups
o » ) . ,
received 51gn1ficantly hlgher levels of modFl intervention prior to offlclally

' - ' . : . N
’ / ‘ . B N o r
A - 0 o -

Somewg§t more surpr1s1ng are the results on the Relatlonshlp Skills scale.

t . -

rec1d1vat1ng.

In €this 1nstance there are no differences between groups that are statisticallig

2 , . . ‘

reliable. In fact, there is a general incre se:(delonstrated bv Scheffe multlp

-

comparisons) in the relationship scale among a "groups;regardless of condition

1

or success vs. failure distinction.
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While these three scales’represented "manipulation chccks' and model adherence

/ .
a number of the other scales reflected addltlpnal sallcnt d1mens10ns of ‘the inter--

vention process. At the most general level was the Volungeer/Target Involvement

Scale reflective of the intensity of the interaftion between’ the nonprofessional

1

volunteer and their assigned student. Table 5 presents thc complex analysis of
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variance for the amount of tlme écale and;Figure 4 presents graphically the means
) Y . ¥ s

+ for the same" dlmension.' As can Uéngen from- Flgure 9, in combination- w1th the'
S ;

. X : W : .«? gy, :
. ' . .
e ,analy51£”of variancez there is a ge eral trend to réduce.the amouqt of time spent
“in thé inte 'ent{kn over(the duratdoﬁ of thé’ elgﬁhegn ‘week, interval Thlf 15 L

————————————————— - —————— ’-—"/ . ) . \ ’
l 'angerEAFigures’4 and 5 about hére , . .
. . —— o .
¢ ‘ ! .
“ . ) . Rl S b5 I T ¢ ’ ‘
- most cﬂgracterifed by three opt i(ﬂf: ;l {lure ﬁfoups and most dramatlcally

a re1at1ve1y,stab1e level of ;
. [y (} tg

~To summarize the ma" ‘;nted here before proceeding to a some-

‘A
- .

V' what more general
’ K2

(4§t should be noted that both the

. 4 R

ﬁéé&m$CaleS and the mostheneral amount of time sﬁent
s ' { :

T .
scale prodnced(EOme very unexpected results w1th1n a c19551c experimental- paradlgm

LS

It has been observed thaf.mﬁdel adherence must necessarlly be monltored*31nce
. R4

pneﬁcannot %ssume that the generally high levels bf adherénce demanded by experl—

o

“menta%iparadlgys w1ll nEcessarlly be adhered to in the face of real llfe situa-
A

'tlon$ %n addltlon, at the most genetral 1eve1 of amount of time spent in,inter- |

w ' .

ventlon,gcon51stency ;S'also not demonstrated in the face of officiallrecidivism;
R g _ S .

‘kL'Additiphal findings of interest from similar analyses of the intq"ention

" scales wereobserved hnseveralareas. Op other scales unrelated to the intervention
N _l» , * ) ; . v N ) _
mo&el .some 1ntr1gu}ng results,occurred In the area of parental involvement,

. @ s N ;
;ap mlght be expected fﬂe/ChlldﬂAdvocacy/Behaviora1 Contracting group showed the .
. O .

hlghest 1eVe1 of Parental Involvement It should be remembered that these 1tems

v PRRA \\ B

‘are not necessarlly reflectlve of Parental Involvement for specific change pur-

‘Y . ’ ‘6'

. poses, but. can include such}things“as the frequency of talking to fhe p:arents
: 2 ! - N ' * ' ® . g . ’ . )
* and invelving them in Qhe geyeralgintervention plan without attention to change

- ‘4 S
\ g - v

relevant:speCifics. The other maih flndlng of interest on the Parental Involvement
i} N B v . -
;X ‘ Dimen51on is that the relatlonshiﬁ condltlon, as would also be expected,
- ’

‘ A - vt

o . R ., B g
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L Oﬁ\ﬁhe ane h;/ﬁ/ it is. again the case that the suqﬁéss groép showed a moderate
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s . . ' . '
t , . =
Lo e 1 t . s - .

?d4§0 strated the lowest level of involvement of parents in the/infervention.

- . R N ’ - .
In the \Recreational Activities scale, a somewhat different pattern resulted.

J

~
and stable 1evel*6£<?ecreational activities as does the Child Advocacy/Behavloral

-

wx
-1

O

’

Contracting»gall&re.group. However, other failure groups, most notably in the
Y SR S ~ . '.

Relationship condition, show a dramatic decrease over time. Again, in these two
A S ) .
somewhat general areas of description of intervention process, we have seen a
* )
good deal of effect for training condition and an interaction of intervention

~ . 3

process with real life events.
- 2

A .
In a somewhat different area, the legal intervention scale, a rather' dramatic
R . Al .
pattern of results was demonstrated. All failure groups, with the exception of
2 en

the Relationship’skills failure group,nshowed a dramatic and statistically signi-

\ P Ve

ficant increase in ﬁegal Sistem Involvement Scale. The Relationship failure
. - . . )

group did not demonstrate .this pattern. Again, this is as might be expected since

»-
~

legal intervention was primarily a reactive area for g diversion program. Specifi-

_cally,®hen faced with youth officially recidivating, the'%olunteers expended a

ERIC
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good deal of their intervention effort in the direction with dealing with the

juvenile/jhs&ice system.
4 ‘&_,

Three oth@r salient fedtures of the 1ntervent10n deserve attention. First,

;

in the aréa of\€am11y Intervention: Focus on Changing Parents focused on changing
the parents, there was a significant effect for group. Again, as might be

»
expected, it-was consistently the case that the Behavioral Contracting/Child

Advocacy group, regardless of success/failure distinction, showed the highest level

]
of Family Intervention Focused on the Parents. Second, in the area of School

Intervention: TFocus on Changing the Youth, a somewhat Jifferent pattern of
A
1
results emerged. Again, the Behavioral Contracting/Child Advocacy group showed

N

- A
relatively high levels of involvement in this area as do two of the Low Intensity

[

,\A | (} Qi ¥
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groups. However, the Low intensity groups tended to éet involved in‘

this area only i},reaction' to failure., The Relation-
ship Skil}s group, as would be‘expected‘from training: did not involve themselves
skgniffcantly in SCHbol interven:isn. “In the third and~sbmewhat different con- *
ceptual area, School Intervention Focused on Changing th School, an additional
interesting set of results come fo¥lh. Again, as would Be expected, the Behavioral

1

Contracting/Child Advocacy group showed the&highesﬁ levels of activity in this area.
b 4

The Relationship group, regardless of success vs. failure distinction, failed

4

to involve themselves in school chaﬂge.to any significant extent. Both Low
Intéensity groups, in the face of failure, show minimal levels of involvement in
School Change activities while the Low'Inéensity success groups dg not involve
themselves in this area at all.

| DPISCUSSSION -

Prior to discussion of these results, some introductory comments are in
order. First, it is to be remembered that the results reported are preliminary
in nature. They are a subset of a large longitudinal study currently being
conducted by. the authors. As such, they represent the development of a useful
process monitoring methodology, andﬁhave highlighted s&me salient features of
intérvention process indicative of the need for carrying out such process moni-
toring assessments. While strict adherence to complgx statistical procedures
and traditional multiple comparison verification d!i!:sulfs has been adhecred to,
the tentativeness of the results reported cannot be overemphasized,

+ The results from the three scales designed to monitor the intervention models
from the pei"bctive of program participants indicated that in the case of Adherence to
Behavioral Contracting and Chjld Advocacy Model, there was considerable difference
between experimental conditions. Itlappears obvious that people receiving

specific training and supervision in behavioral contracting and child advocacy

ERIC 22 ~ | /
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are in fact the only nonprofessional volunteers to execute these skills to any

.o .
"degree. 1In the case of the Relationship Skills scale, a somewhat different

-

set of results emérges. .Name%y, there did not appear to be significant*differences
- \ ( -
between Rraining conditions on this dimension. Two possible explanations for

this received support from our own experience and from the literature. On the :
{

»

one hand, it i§ possfible that the use of relationship based intervention
\

modalities with delinquent groups is extremely difficult. However,'given the

-~

level of relationship interventions observed, it seems more plausible that all

.

groups were able, even without specific training, to carry out interventions with
éﬁ’aéceptable level of relatidnsh}p skills as an undergirding. The fact that
essenti§lly untrained college students possess high levels of such skills has
been demonstrated by other authors (Poser, 1966; Rappaport et al., 1974; Goodman,
1971).

The obvious impoftance of data resu}ting from such' process scales in monitoring

the intervention model cannot be overemphasized given the above. Within the 3
® .

traditional experimental paradigm, given the degree of reasonable conﬁ}ol and .
manipulation executed in this study, without such process monitoring”%hecks,~it

would have been assumed that all groups did what they were trained or' not trained
to do as specified by the experimental design.” If we are to begin the process of
¢ ‘s'., 'd i > § <
ﬁnderstanding the salient processes ¢! intervention programs such as that described

N

heére, the need for such assessments scems crucial. . .
. /,.

¥,
- The above point is further cmphosized when the results of a general scale
sudh*és the Voluntetr/Target Involvement are examined. As was described in the
o

reéglts stction, groups differentially trained, particularly in reaction to official
e

recidivism, tend to show dramatically different levels of time spent in the inter-
; .

vention. Given the scale levels demonstrated, the range involved is from six to

-

eight hours a week to two to three hours a week at various time points by various

groups. This £ffect was obviously the most dramatic in the case of the Relationship

Q A
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condition. The people in the Relationship Skills condition had essentially been

< : #
trained in the development of a Relationship Skills intervention to be Ttarried

out between themselves and the youth only. This training was to the exclusion of

v

(in fact restricted them from) direct interventions in other life areas. As

could be -seen from the other general results described, the Relationship group

tended not to énvolve themselves in the areas of parents, the home, or school.
As a result, those who were faced with f.iilure, essentially stopped carrying out
the intervention model since it did not fit with the real life events they were

N encountering.

>

A second major area exemplified by the study presented here, is the feasibility

of carrying out participant or consumer oriented assessments which are on the one

‘

hand open-ended and descriptive in their nature yet on the other hand psychometrically
sophisticated. A major thrust of the community psychology movement has been the
importance of examining the processes and effectsvof social programming from the
perspective of participants. However, to date, few systematic efforts at the
dgvelopment of methodologies for participant or consumer oriented domains have been

presented. The current study included a highly descriptive approach to the develop-

©

ment of such measures. It was clearly demonstrated that such procedures can be
developed in ways which may ultim;tely alter the conclusions of evaluations con-
cerning social programs. At this point in our research, it is safe to say that
they will enrich the network of information available and allow us to proceed

more intelligently in our e¢xperimental outcome comparisons.

V

A final point which needs re-cemphasis is the importance of examining the inter-

play of social programs with recal life events. The case in point in the §tudy
b ’ N
presented here is the effect of official recidivism (1.e., reinvolvement “in the
S
juvenile court system) on the aétyal execution of the intervention modelyg. The
. ) 3
common sense analogy that many of us have experienced during formal training
in particular social Innovations is the response "but it doesn't really work that

Q - ‘l - o .
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way". Some of.the data presented here in fact demonstrate that phenomena

empirically. jn several of the intervention domain areas it was clearly ang
signififantly‘demonstrated that.a critical event, sucﬂ as official recidivism,
. . . . ) I .

can dramatical}y alter a very simple intervention program that is carried out
be tween a nonprofes;ional st;den£ volunteer and é single delinqdent youth. The
effects of similar phenomena in other social program areas has only recently
received attention. It is likely that there is a rich network of relevant infor-
mation of both an experiential and empiricalmnature available in monitoring
such events. Other aspects of our own research are attempting a more fine grained
analysis of such phenomena by examining specific life events surrounding the
referred Qouth in relationship to the project, its processes, and ultimate success.

In conclusion, the current study has highlighted the need for particpant
oriented process monitoring within the context of community oriented social
innobations. A number of results indicated the degree to which the social
innovation modc¢l was actually carried out, its interaction with critical life
events, and their relationship to ultimate outcomes. In addition, the current
study has demonstrated the feasibility of developinglscicntifically credible
me thods ii:)assessing such processes. 1t is our suspicion that there is corsid-

erable ground unturned ahead of us.

?
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Footnotes

1Paper presented at annual meetings of the American Psychological
,Association?\loronto, Canada, August, 1978. : :
2Preparat}9h of this manuscript was supported in part by Grant MH29160
from the Center of Studieg in Crime and Deliﬁquency, National Institutes of
Mental Health, to the second author. ’The authors are deeply‘indebted to a large
“number of colleagues who have assited in the study reported here. Most notably
Becky Mulholland(for her hasty typing of the manuscript and Jeana Lawrence
for the preparation of figures. 1In addition, thanks are due John Jeppeéen,
Winnie G;iffieth, Marianne Lebeuf,.Tina Mitchell, Jim Emshoff, and Julie Parisian.
3ObViously the outcome results from this project on many of the other
variables except those described in this substudy may be of interest to the
reader. OQOutcome results on official recidivism, school performance, self-
report delinquency and a variety of other measures are available from the
authors upon request.
i 4The ingérvention moqi;oring scales consist of a set of approximately 200
items. Due to the length of this document, they are not included but are avail-
able upon request from the authors. All items were scaled 6n five point Likert

" type dimensions and included both estimates of frequency and duration of activity

queried about.
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Table 1

Intervention Survey

1. Lack of Complaints/Positive Ipvolvement. Ihis scaje reflects the
extent to which the yduth and volunteer get along and the degree to which there
are ‘not problems in carrying out the intervention. Example item: To what extent
does the youth 1iké what the volunteer is doing in 8eneral?"™ .4 "yolunteer can't
find things the youth likes to do." This scale consists of 23 items and has a
scale alpha of .86.

2. Volunteer/Target Involvement, This scale includes three items re-
flective of the amount of time the volunteer spend$ Carrying .+ the intervention.
These three items have a scale alpha of ,53,

3. Parental Involvement. This scale is aimed at 85Sessing the extent to
which the parents are part of or included in the interventiopn ,,d the extent to
which a relationship was established between the volunteer 5.4 +he parents.
Example item: "To what extent does the volunteer involve the parents in .the
planning of the intervention?" This scale contains 12 itemsg and has a scale alpha
of .85. -

4. Peer Involvement. This scale reflects the degree tg which the friends
of the youth were included in the intervention, Example itey: "How often does
the volunteer involve the youth's friends in recreational dctivities?" This scale
consists of six items which have a scale alpha of .81.

5. Recreational Activities. This scale reflects the extent of recreational
activities as a part of the intervention. The basic dimensig, is the frequency of
activities that the volunteer and youth engage in together. Example item: "How
often do the youth and volunteer participate in purchased Teereational activities
together?”" The scale consists of three items and has a Scale azlpha of .51.

6. Family: Focus on Changing Youth. This scale and the next were aimed
at assessing the extent to which the intervention iS concerneq with changes in the
family area. This scale reflects how much of that effort is 44, ected at changes
in the youth's behavior per se. Example itep: '"To what €Xtent is the intervention
focused on the youth doing more household chores?' This Scale consists of five
items which have a scale alpha of .71.

7. Family: Focus on Changing Parents. This scale has a similar purpose
to number six but is aimed at the extent to which the home intervention was focused
on getting the parents to do things differently. Example itep. "o what. extent is
the intervention focused on getting the parents to 1mProve thejir household rules?”
This scale consists of eight items which have a scale alpha of ,86.

8. School: Focus on Changing Youth. This scale is aimeqg at assessing
intervention activities which focus on the school behavior of the youth. The

" basic dimension is the frequency of activity in this area. Example item: "To

what extent is the volunteer trying to get the youth to do more homework?" This
scale consists of eight items which have an alpha level of .g8¢.

9. School: Focus on Changing School. This scale is focused on the extent
to which the volunteer engages in activity aimed at bringing apout improvement in
the school area, but the efforts are directed towards the 8Ctions of the school
stgff rather than the youth per se. Example item: 'How oftepn goes the volunteer
talk to teachers?" This scale consists of five item$ Which haye an alpha level

of .70.
29
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10. Job Seeking. This scale reflects the extent.to which the intervention
involves attempts to obtain employment for the youth. The basic dimension was
frequency of actions or frequency of planning for actions. Example item: "How
often does the volunteer take the youth for job interviews?" This scale consists
of seven items which have an alpha of .86.

11. Legal System Involvement. This scale reflects the extent to which
the volunteer became involved in the juvenile justice system as part of the work
with the youth. Example item: "Has the volunteer assisted the youth in getting
a lawyer?" This scale consists of 11 items which have a scale alpha of .77.

12. Adherence to Behavioral Contracting Model. This scale was developed
to reflect volunteer actions representative of the behavioral contracting model
of intervention. They represent nine sequential items beginning with assessment
for contracting and ending with instruction of the youth and significant others
in the contracting method.. This scale demonstrates a scale alpha of .95.

13. Adherence to Child Advocacy Model. This scale consists of items reflec-
tive of volunteer actions representative of the advocacy model of intervention,
Namely, to what extent was the volunteer intervening on behalf of the youth to
gain needed resources. Example item: "To what extent has the volunteer specified
individuals in control of needed resources?" This scale consists of ten items
which have a scale alpha of .82.

14. Adherence to Relationship Skills Model. This scale consists of seven
items reflective of relationship skills representative of the relationship model
of intervention. Namely, to what extent was the volunteer intervening with the
youth per se in line with the sequential relationship based problem solving model.
Example item: How much effort does the volunteer put into trying to understand
the youth's feelings, beliefs, values, etc. The seven items of this scale have
an alpha of .84, )




ADHERENCE TO BEHAVIORAL CONTRACTING MODEL SCALE

SOURCE
ConpiTION (A)
Success/FA1LURE (B)
A x B

SUBJECTS (0)

Time (D)

AxD

BxD

AxBxD

CxD

TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

DE
3
1
3

46

92

MS
11.70
4,55

- 3,12

1.02
.86
.35

1.42

.50
.01

E
11.56
4.49
3.08

S 8.84
3.58
14,54
5.12

ProB

© <0.,0005

.04

Y

037

<0.0005
.003

<0,0005

<0.0005

& o

.03
.05

.01
.01
.02
.02
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TABLE 3

- ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
ADHERENCE T0 CHILD ADvocAcYy MoDEL SCALE

SQURCE

DE 1S
CoNDITION (A) 3 7.50
Success/FaiLure (B) 1 1.83
A xB 3 .82 .
SuJects (C) B 171
Tive (D) | 2 .006
“AxD 6 12
B xD 2 13
AxBxlD 6 .19
CxD 92 - .25
. >

32

Ev

4,38
1.07
48

.02
47
54
76

009
. 307
699

.976
832
. 586
601

G F'\) a e

o L anY



SOURCE
ConpiTiON (A)
Sutcess/Fa1Lure (B)
A x B '
SUBJECTS (().

- TiMe (D)
AxD
BxD
AXxBxD
CxD

'TABLE 4y

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE:

DF
3

1

3

46

92

MS
© .84
.02
45
17
.80
.32
.22
16
13

E

500
014
267

1 6.088
244
. 165
347

ADHERENCE TO RELATIONSHIP SKILLS MoDEL SCALE

ProB
684
905
849

.003
961
8438
.910

.01



TABLE ‘5

R < S
" ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE e
. VOLUNTEER/TARGET INVOLVEMENT ScaLe
SOURCE - DE M . E Proa - Wl
ConpiTION (A) 3 1.034 - ,900 J449,)$§
Fa1LuRe/Success (B) 1 913~ /94 5;377 } o
 AxB 3 249 1870 };;4:}?{ ~
" SusJects 4 1,150 o A
TiMe (C) 2 1.898  7.838 ; $1. .03
A'x C 6 307 1.269 L)
B x C 2 1,638 6.765 .03
AxBxC 6 910 3.759 . ¢ .04
SuBJECTS x TIME 92 ., .o L Jé_
-/ ¢
~
.
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FIGURE 3
ADHERENCE TO REL ATIONSHIP SKILLS MODEL
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GURE 4
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