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Introductory Statement

The Center for Social Organization of Schools has two primary objectives:
to develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affect their students,
and to use this knowledge to develop better school practices and organi-
zation. '

The Center works through five programs to achteve its objectives. The
Studies in School Desegregation program applies the basic theories of
social organization of schools to study the internal conditions of
desegregated schools, the feasibtlity of alternative desegregation policies,
and the interrelations of school desegregation with other equity issues
such as housing and job desegregation. The School Organization program
is currently concerned with authority-control structures, task structures,
reward systems, and peer group processes in schools. Tt has produced a
large-scale study of the effects of open schools, has developed Student
Team Learning Instructional processes for teaching various subjects in
elementary and secondary schools, and has produced a computerized system
for school-wide attendance monitoring. The School Process and Career
Development program is studying transitions from high school to post
secondary institutions and the role of schooling in the development of
career plans and the actualization of labor market outcomes., The

Studies in Delinquency and School Environments program is examining

the interaction of school environments, school experiences, and individual
characteristics in relation to in-school and later-life delinquency.

The Center also supports a Fellowships in Education Research program that
provides opportunities for talented young researchers to conduct and publish
significant research, and to encourage the participation of women and
minorities in research on education,

This report, prepared by the Studies in Delinquency and School Environ-
ments program, describes the interim results of the program‘s national
evaluation of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delfnquency Prevention's
(0JJDP's) Alternative Education Program,




Staff
&sngel.Assien_gi:esslzeasgs_isngx-i&e!!

Center for_Secial Organization of Schools

Gary De Gottfredsons Project Director

< Denise Ce Gottfredsone Associate Research Scientist
" Michael Se Cookes Associate Research Scientist®
Deborah Ke Ogawas Research Analyst

Donald Ee Rickerte Jree Research Analyst
Helene Kapinose Data Technician

Claire Skardae Editorial Assistant

Stuart Gavurine Research Assistant

Laura Gugertys Research Assistant

Richard De Joffes Research Assistant

Robert Kirchners Research Assistant

Hazecl Kennedys Secretary

Barbara Hucksolle Secretary

Lois Hyble Secretary

Social _Action_Research_Center

Jo Douglas Grante Director of Formative Evaluation
Carol Yamasakies Coordinator of Formative Evaluation®»*
Richard Carltone Research Associate®ss

Deborah Danielses Research Associate

Jane Ste. Johne Research Associate

Federal Project 0fficers

National Institute for Juvenile_Justice_and

Delinguency Prevention

Barbara Tateme Project Officer

Special Emphasis Divisiony 0ffice of Juvepile Justice
and_Delinguency Prevention

‘Monserrate Diazes Project Officer
. ;- Cecilia Smithe Project Officer

i (f ___________________ -—
a Joined the staff Januarys 1982

s* Left the staff Januarye 1982.
ses Left the staff Septembers 1981,

-i-




Technical Assjstance and Tral ning_Bivisions 0ffjce of
e_Justice and Delinguéncy Preventjiop

Noel Daye Project Co-Director
David Shepparde Project Co-Director
Dian Overbeye Project Associate




Preface

Preface

The School Action Effec-
tiveness Study (SAES) is the
national evaluation of the
Office for Juvenile Justice
and Delinguency Prevention®s
(0JJDP's) Alternative Educa-
tion-Programe The study is
rooted in the perception
that neither social action
nor research will make pro-
gress without the collabora-
tive effort of project
implementers and research-
erse Togethery these two
groups can create change and
examine its consequences in
settings where answers are
needed and problems are
real.

The study is also rooted
in the notion that theory is
an essential ingredient of
both program development and
evaluation researche Conse-
quentlyes SAES aims to imple-
ment an action research
modely in which project
implementers work together
with researchersy specifying
theory-based research ques-
tions and designing their
own evaluations as an aid to
organizational self-study
and continued project devel-
Opment.

Any large evaluation pro-
ject creates tensione Mul-
tiple stakeholdersy 3 col-
Yection of agencies and
actorsy and varied audiences
with only partially overlap-
ping--and sometimes diver-
gent--interests present what
will always be a challenge
for evaluatorse Because
evaluation necessarily
involves critical and skep-
tical examinatione there may
be no way to mesh these

-fii-

divergent interests com-
pletelye The approach taken
in this project is to
involve as many parties 3as
possible in the evaluation
enterprisee. When the sub-
jects of evaluation are col-
laborators in its develop-
ments the tensions may be:
reduced somewhat and evalua-
tion feedback may be more
helpful in project davelop-
mente

We have been partially
successful with this
approachs but complete suc-
cess has escaped our graspo
The reasons are manys 3nd
include limits on timey
moneys and our own talent
and energye Some of the
more important reasonse how=
every are differences in the
perspectives of the Federal
sponsor, the various action
projectss and ourselvese
The Venn diagram shown below
illustrates the probleme
The various actors in this
project have sometimes over<
lappings and sometimes u-
niques goals or outlookse
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The primary sponsor
(0JJOP) is first and fore-
most interested in delin-
quency preventione It wants
to evaluate demonstration
projects=-involving youth
participations organiza-
tional innovationss alterna-
tive reward structuress and
individualized instruction
(among other interven-
tions)--creating institu-
tional changes that may pre-=
vent delinquencye The
action projects sometimes
place less emphasis on de-
linquency preventione. They
may be interested in educa-
tional achievement or
truancys or in ~ontinuing 3
program already in exis~-
tence. Delinquency preven-
tion is sometimes related to
these interests even when it
is not a primary aime AS
evaluatorss we are inter-
ested in assisting in the
development of effective
projectss critically assess~
ing project effectivenessy
and contributing to know-
ledge. Our critical per-
spective often results in
approaches that diverge from
the methods action projects
find most comfortable.

These projects often assume
their interventions to be
effective and prefer not to
devote energy to the criti-
cal and sometimes painful
scrutiny of those activi-
ties--especially in areas
that are of interest to the
sponsor and to science but
that may be seen as tangen-=
tial or even irrelevant by
action project managersSe

Our bias when encounter-
ing this tension has been to
push as much as possible for
a sound and thorough evalua-
tiony in ways appropriate

for each projecte At the
root of this bias .s the
conviction that the public
deserves educational and
delinquency prevention
efforts whose effectiveness
has been or can he demon-
stratede This is especially
true in a Federal! demonstra-
tion programs in which the
expenditure of public funds
is justified by the evalua-
tion of the resulting effort
to learn how to develop and
implement similar projects
effectivelye In shorts we
have little sympathy for the
arguments that evaluation
diverts effort from or
detracts from programmatic
work in these circumstancesSe
Because the effectiveness of
these acticn projects is un-
knowns the only ethical
course is systematic evalua-
tione In additiony we
assume that the avaluation
of a project®s effortss the
generation of knowl edge
about the consequences of a
project®s interventions, is
a part of sound project
administration and implemen-
tatione.

we have not assumed that
evaluating this program will
be easys and we are grati-
fied that we have been as
successful as we have been
in translating our ambitions
into realitye The excellent
rapport and cooperation we
have with the Federal agyen-
cies involvedsy and with most
of the action projectss have
been critical in this suc-
cesSe

This interim report sum-
marizes some of what we have
lYearned in the first year of
the SAESe. (For the most
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part the report covers the
period August 1980-August
198l.) Most action projects
began implementing their
interventions sometime dur-
ing the past years and all
17 projects are now out of
their planning phasese
Start-up activities are now
behind us: Action projects
have had up to a year to
become -accus tomed to our
expectations and methodse
and we have had up to a year
to acquaint ourselves with
the action projectse We are
pleased that evaluation is
becoming routinized as an
expected and well=-understood
part of the activities of
most projectse

we are entering a second
year of interaction with
these 17 projectse In many
caseses evaluation designs
that are stronger than those
possible in the first year
are now being implementede.
The next phase of this eval-
uation should be more pro-
ductive in assessing project
effects on students and
schoolSe

Everyone is impatient for
information about a proj-
ect's "impacte™ This report
is not the place to Took for
impact assessmentse Here
you will find information
about a project®'s historys
its start-up activitiess and
its successes and problems
in implementation during its
first yeare VYou will find
some organizational diag-
nosese and some ideas about
improving projectse Occa-
sionallye you will find pre-
liminary attempts to assess
effectivenesse These pre-
‘iminary attempts are not--
-nor are they intended to
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be--authoritative and con-
clusive statementse They
are intended to provide

information useful for pro-

ject developmente.

Effective projects
develop over times incorpo-
rating feedback from their
own observations and those
of evaluators to become
strongere. Provided that a
project operates over a suf-
ficient period of timees with
a stable set of goals and
quiding valuess and with
evidential pressure to guide
the choice among alternative
activitiese an evolution
that approaches an eventu-
ally stable wclimax™ program
may be expected (Tharp (A
Gallimores Nede)e This
report is therefore directed
primarily at project imple-
menters and otherse includ-
ing 0JJDP and its technical
assistance contractore who
have a stake in fostering
project development or in
planning new initiativese
It is also directeds how-
evere to the community of
scientists engaged in the
evaluation of social pro-
gramse The evaluation meth-
ods being developed in the
school Action Effectiveness
Study should be of interest
to evaluators and students
of evaluatione

Acknowledgments

This interim report is
tne product of many people’s
contributionse and it is
possible to describe only
some of these contributions
neree Initial discussions
leading to the proposal
involved a small group: Je
Douglas Grant sugges ted
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using a program development
approach and incorporating
critical benchmarks as a
component of the modely Den-
ise Gottfredson conceptual-
ized the information systems
Lenore Campbell prepared a

preliminary workplan on very:

‘short notices and Gary Gott-
fredson provided the theor-
etical and methodological
rationale for the projecte
This rationale was heavily
influenced by the work of or
discussions with LaMar
Empeys» Lee Sechrest, Joseph
Weise David Hawkinse and
Travis Hirschiy among oth-
erse The general strategy
owes much to the intellec-
tual father of action
researchy Kurt Lewiny and is
influenced by the example of
Don Me Gottfredson in his
work with criminal justice
agenciese The evolution of
the PDE model owes much to
discussions with Carol Yama-
sakis.and the reactions of
social Action Research Cen-
ter personnel in early staff
training sessionssy as well
as to the the persuasive
account of the ecology of
program development and
research provided by Roland
Tharp and Ronald Gallimorees

This project is based in
part on the contributions of
thousands of students and
teachers who shared their
views about their schools
and provided information
about themselvese We hope
they will be rewaruved for
their help by having their
views heeded and acted upone

Richard Carltons Deborah
Danielsy Denise Ce Gottfred-
sone Jane Ste Johne Deborah
Ke Ugaway Donald E. Rickerty

Jres and Carol vyamasaki
worked long and hard with
action project personnel in
workshopsy site visitsSe and
on the phone to prepare for
tne surveysy to evolve Pro-
gram Development evaluation
plansy and to draft project
narrativese This report is
possible because of their
help and practical wisdome

Ann Birdseyes Doris Coa-
xume Barbara Dilligard,
Hilda Gutierrezy Roland Pat-
tersony Edward Ne Whitneys

Glen Badere Hilda Irwiny

Richard Smith, Charles Almoy
Herman Steptoee Thomas Cor-
corans Mary Lewisy Preston
Elrody Vanita vactorys Anita
Batistiy David Baileys Ana<
dia Andrewse Tyrone Szalsy
rhyllis Betzy Ciorah Montes,
Ivelissi Me Chardon=2avalay
Craig Overbecky Phillip
Canos Cristobal LopeZy
Roberto Durans Nancy Cohene
Marilyn McKnighte Prentice
Deadricky Melvin Aarony Dave
Reisse Lia Teppy Joe Nathanys
Mark Gilbert-Cougary Nic
Coopers Sally Wisotzkeyys
Sonny Lustery William Kott~-
mans Tom Leightys Darlene
Amyottes Roy Mahoneys Pat
Kenneye Marvin Dunn, Andrea
torings Dolores Junne
Mizhae! Coleman, Pat Gahly,
and Dorothy Martin were cri-
tical links between the real
world and the evaluatione
whi thout whom there would be
no School Action Effective-
ness Studye They provided
the theories that guided
much of the instrument and
scale constructiony devel -
oped project plans using
evaluation terminologye and
made the action orojects and
data collection JoOe




Denise Ce« Gottfredson
performed the superhuman
task of coordinating and
managing all of the datae
Gary Gottfredson and Oonald
E. Rickért designed the sur-
vey instrumentss and Deborah
K. Ogawa and Donald Ee. Rick-
ert put in many l3=hour days
analyzing data under incred-
ible time pressure. Compu-
tation at the Center for
Social Organization of
Schools is possible because
of the work of Carol Wein-
reiche

Delbert Elliott, LaMar
Empeye Joyce Epsteine J.
Douglas Grants Joan Grante
Travis Hirschis and John
Holland gave valuable advice
on the development of the
student questionnaires not
all of it takene Raul
Romero translated the stu-
dent questionnaire into
Spanishs and Dennis Dillon
of Intran Corporation pro-
duced the optically scanna-
ble instrumentse

We were ably assisted in
managing and processing the
data by Stuart Gavuriae
Laura Gugertys Richard De.
Joffey Helene Kapinoses and
Robert Kirschnere Helene
Kapinos coordinated the flow
of an incredible amount of
informatione Lois Hyb1
helped keep the project ord-
erly despite what often
seemed to be incessant new
demands; she maintained pro-
ject filess typed manu-
scriptse and helped us to
sthedule our time.

Monserrate Diaz and Bar-
bara Tatem of the Office for
Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention cleared
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the way for this project to
proceedy and heliped to
resolve nearly countless
problems along the waye

This report is edited by
Gary De Gottfredsons who was
assisted by Claire Skardae
Mse Skarda devoted many
weeks to turning our nearly
hopeless original manu-
scripts into grammatical and
readable chapterse Gary De
Gottfredson wrote the chap-
ters not attributed to oth-
erse Michae! Cooke Deborah
Danielsy Denise C. Gottfred-
sony Lee Sechrests and Jane
Ste John made useful com=-
ments on a3 draft of several
chapterses Opinions
expresssec are the authors®
or editor'ses and do not
necessarily reflect the
position or policy of any
agency or institution. Voo

The remainder of this
report is organized into two
sectionse The first of
these discusses general top-
ics that underqgird or summa-
rize the entire evaluatione
Chapter 2 discusses the
record of research in Creat-
ing organizational change
and delinquency prevention;
it summarizes the «eak
nature of foregoing efforts,
and argues that the defects
of these earlier efforts
must be ovarcome to increase
the value of research and
demonstration programse
Chapter 3 summarizes the
conditions that lead to rig-
orous summative evaluation
and argues that somne common
ob jections to creating these
canditions can be overcomee
Chapter & describes the

-vii- 10
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~approach taken by the School

Action Effectiveness Studys
focusing on what we call the
Program Development Evalua-
tion Modele Chapter S5 dis~
cusses some of the measures
used in SAES to provide the
action projects with diag-
nostic informations and to
measure delinquency and the
important theoretical inter-
vening variablese Chapter 6
provides a thumbnail sketch
of the research designs for
the 17 action projectss and
summarizes the status of the
evaluation and of the proj-
ects themselvese An over-
view of the results~-all of
which are formative rather
than summative at the pres-
ent stage of the evalua-
tion--is also provided in
Chapter 6.

The second section pro-
vides a narrative descrip-
tion of each action projecte
Most chapters were drafted
by the field worker assigned
to that projecte Thereforey
they generally have the
benefit of having been given
direct attention by the mem-
ber of the evaluation team
most familiar with the
action projecte At the same
times howevers the involve-

ment of multiple authorse
each with a different back-
ground and perspective on
evaluations has led to some
unevenness in presentation.
Some authors have striven to
include as much information
as they could to foster
project development and to
characterize the projects
thoroughlye Others have
leaned strongly toward pres-
enting the projects with
which they work in a posi-
tive lights and have coped
with the tension that.could
be created in the presenta-
tion of constructive criti-
cism by downplaying that
aspect of the reporte The
editorial process cannot
eradicate the personal and
stylistic differences that
exist among the authors of
these draftse. The reader is
therefore urged to consider
each of these narratives as
a distinct essayes and to
avoid making comparisons
across projects on the basis
of these individually
drafted accountse Many
readers may he interested
only in reading Part I.

and then selectively dipping
into chapters in the second
section.

-vifi=-

11




Preface
Referancygs

Tharpe Re Ges € Gallimores Re JYhe_ecology of projram
reseazch_and development: _A_nodel of of evaluation_succes-
sione Unpublished manuscripte (Available from Rcland
Tharpe Department of Psychologye University of Hawaiie

Honolulu 36822.)

12




Table of Contents

Preface e« o ; e s o o o o o o ¢ @ e e ® ® © o o o & o o iii
Acknowledgments e o« @« ® @ ® © e o ® o o o s o 0o & o v
i ' Jdrganization Of this REPOrt e o o o o o o o o o o vii

- References e ©¢ @« ®« @ © ®© ® o e e o e o o o o e o o 1IX
Part I: School Action Effectiveness Study Overviow e o o 1

le Introduction'to the School Action Cffectivanass

! StUdy e © ®« @ @« ® @ ®» ¢ e @ ® o o ° o o o o O e e o 4
The Alternative £ducation Program e« o e e o o o o ¢ 2
Evaluz*tion AiMS e e« o« # © s« o o e e o ¢ ¢ o o o o . 4
SAES CONCerns e« e o e o o o o o o ¢ o ¢ e o o e o o 6
cvaluations the Sponsors and the Action Projects = 15
Qefarences e © ® ® 4 @ ® ® e e e o e o o o o ¢ o o 18

2. Preventing Delinquency: The Record of Accomplish-
ment e © @« ® ® ®© ® @ e o @ e ® o © o o o o e o »r o 264
by Deborah Ke 73awa
The Record e « © ® o« 8« ® o ® @ ® ® e ° o o & o o « 24
Theory in Evaluation e ©® 86 o ® ®© ® e © e o © o o o 26
tvaluator-Implementer Collaboration e « ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 27
Good Examp]es e @ © e ®© o e e © o © e ®© @ o o o o @ 21
References e ®© @ ® ®« e ® e ® © o e o & a o o o e o 29

3. Making Inferences 3bout Project Effectiveness e« o o 31
, Rjval Explanations e o ¢« e o o o o o o o o & o © « 31
Randomization and Alternatives e e o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o © 33
Other Conditions Making for Confidence e o o o o ¢ 34
Some Common Ubjections e © 8 ® @ ® ® © e © & © o o 35
The Taxpayer Over 3Jur Shoulders e e 43
Implications e ¢ © © ® ® ® ® @ e o © & o o o o o o G4

[ ]

[ ]

References‘ e © @ ® o ® e ® o ® ® © e o ° o o o o 45
FOOLNOLES e » o ¢ o o o o e & e o o o o o e e e o 47

e Proyram Development Evaluation e o e o ¢ o o o o © L4
Antecedents Of‘PDE e © @ ® e ® @ ® @ © o o o o o o 51
The PDE SLruCture o e o o ¢ ¢ @ s o o o ¢ o e o s e 55
Limitations and Potential Criticisms e e o o o o o 62
Practical Application e © @8 ® & ®© o © @ © o o o o o 66
Refarences e ® ® o6 ®« o @ ® ® e ® o ® a o o o o o © 35
FOOtNOLES e e @ ¢ « ®© » e e e o o ¢ o o o e e o o o 4]

5. Students and Teachers in Context: The Measures

S used in the School Action Effectiveness Study e e ¢ 15

v by Gary De Gottfredsons Deborah Ke Ogawas Donalc

E. Rickerty Jrees and Denise Ce. Gottfredson

why MQBSUfe? e e © © e ® ®© ®© © @ o o © e © o o o e 15

Measuring Individuals and Nrganizations e« o o o o 16

Some Essential Psychometric Concepts o e o o o o T7

Measures of Students e ®© @ © @ e © e ® ® e o ¢ & o 82

Measures of Teachers e © ®« 8 o ® © o © ® e o o o o 94

Q ‘ - - -

13

_ o




4easures of School L1imate e ¢ ¢ o o o o o
Interpreting Scores for SChools o o o o o o
The Uses of Scores for Individuals o o o o
The Utility of Inf:rmation for Project Manag
Qefurences e © ®© ®© © © © ® © © o o o o o o
FOOLNOLES © o © o © © o ¢ ¢ o © o o o o o o
Appendix TAbles o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o

r

e e o Y o o o
e o & N & o O

Overview of Interim Results for the Alternative
Eagucation Program e © © © o o © o © o o ©° o o o
hy Denise Ce. Gottfredson
Implementation e © © © © o o © © o o O o o o
Overview of Evaluation Results for the Entire
gram: Outcome Evaluation o
Project Descriptions e e o o o
> .
[ ]

References e © o © o o ¢ o o
FOOLNOtES e o o ¢ © o o o o o

e w o ¢ Ve

Te Subject INdexX o © o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o @ o o o o o o

Be

Part Il1: Project Narratives

Name Index e » © ®© © © © o o o o © o o o o o o

Interim Evaluation of °roject PATHE--Charleston
by Denise Ce Gottfredson

Academy for (ommunity £ducation: Interim Repor
by Deborah Daniels

Pecr Culture Oevelopment (PCD)y Chicajo
by Jane Ste John

Otro Caminos La Playa Je Poncesy Puerto Rico:
Interim Report
by Jane Ste. John

Project PR:iP: An Interim Report of its Evalua-
tion ’
by Leborah K. Jyawa

e ¢ o ¢ QO o

t

e SO
«10¢
«103
«1C3
1ns
109
123

139
139
iel
145
15«
155
183
138

191

The Plymouth-Canton Alternative cducation Project:

Interim Report
by Richara Carlton

Student Tratning Alternagtives through dJrban strat-

eyies (Project STATUS): Interim Xeport
by Richard Carleton

The Georye le« Sanchez School: Interim 2eport
by Deboran Oaniels

The Milwaukee Youth Employment Center
by Carol Yamasaki

-xi-




The Compton Action Center for Youth Development
Altarnative School: Interim Report
by Deborah Daniels

Project RETAINy Chicajo soard of Education:

Interim Report
by Jane St. John

The Milwood Alternative tducation Project
by Richara Carleton and Michael Cook

The Lac Courte Orreilles Alternative tducation
Project: Interim Report
by Richard Carleton

The Virgin Islands Alternative tducation Project
by Jane Ste John

New Jersey Educational Improvement Center-South
by Donald Ee Rickerts Jre

The Jazzmobile Alternative Arts Project: Interim

Description
by Oonald Ee Rickerty Jre

Project Together: Interim Report




part I

school Action Effectiveness Study Overview

i
(og)




SAES Introduction

Introduction to the School Action Effectiveness Study

The Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention (0JJ0P) has funded
17 demonstration projects as
part of a Program in Delin-
quency Prevention through
Alternative Educatione This
0JJOP initiative is premised
in part on the observation
that individual delinguency
is associated with a number
of school-related or
school=-based problems,
including disruptive class-
room conducts absenteeism,
truancye and dropouts An
additional basis for foster-
ing delinguency prevention
through alternative educa-
tion is found in a major
theory of delinquency (Hir-
schiy 1969)y in which com-
mitment to educational or
other conventional goalsy
attachments to teachers and
the schoolsy and belief *in
rules are viewed as bonds of
social control which prevent
delinquent behaviore tearn-
ing theory, especially
social learning theory (Ban-
duras 1971)s provides an
explication of the ways in
which these elements of the
social bond may be strength-
ened by appropriate educa-
tional environmentse. Social
learning theory also helps
to explain how the influence
of alternative school organ-
izationsy and the influence
of peerss teacherss and
parentsy can converge in
preventinges or failing to
prevents delinquency. These
theoretical perspectives
find substantial support in

the evidence provided by
research; they concur in
implying that alternative
education programs can be
structured in ways that will
reduce delingquent behavior
(Gottfredsons 1981b)a

This outcome--primaryy
and to 3 certain extent sec-
ondarye prevention of delin-
Quency--might beé achieved in
alternative education pro-
grams through their effects
on the academic and social
development of the youth
involvede.

The demonstration program
is for the most part tar-
geted at schools serving
grades 6 through 12 in rela-
tively high crime communi-
tiess with high rates of
delinquencys dropouts sus-
pensionse expulsionse absen-
teeismsy and youth unemploy-
mente Projects funded as
part of this program were to
b2 aimed at achieving
(a) decreases in delinjuent
behavior in and around
schoolsy (b) decreases in
dropoutse suspensionsy
expulsionse and truancyy
(c) increases in attendanceys
(d) increases in academic
success in school! with con-
sequent increases in gradua-
tion ratesy (e) improvements
in the early post-schooling
labor market experiencess oOr
in the post-secondary train-
ing or educations of youth
as530Ciated with participat-
ing schoolse.

The achievement of these
objectives requires some
reorganization of school

2= 17
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policiesy practicesy and
environmentse Specificallyy
the 0JJOP program calls for
achieving the following -
instrumental objectives to
foster the attainment of the
overarching program goals:
(3a) limiting or decreasing
referrals to the juvenile
justice systemi (b) making
school discipline fair and
consistent while providing
for due process;

(c) increasing youthye
parenty and community agency
participation in school
decision making to reduce
student alienation and feel-
ings of powerlessness;

(d) decreasing the grouping
of students according to
inappropriate criteria (such
as social class or race)
whichey accompanied by
improved learning environ-
mentsy should preclude
Yabeling effects and stigma-
tization while enhancing
educational successs; and
{e) providing a structure
for learning that promotes
educational and social
development because it is
tailored to realistic levels
of performance for indivi-
dual studentse

A number of national
advisory panels (President®s
Science Advisory Committee
on Youthy 1973; Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies in
Higher Educationy 1979; Pre-
sident®s Coamiusion on Law
tenforcement and Administra-
tion of Justices 1967) and
delinquency researchers
(Golde 1978; Gottfredsony
1981a; Hawkins & Weiss 19803
Johnsony Birde & Littley
1979; Hawkins & Walle 1979)
have argued that tradition-
ally organized schoolings
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which focuses primarily on
academic goalss does not
provide opportunities to
develop ccgnitives interper-
sonaly and vocational compe-
tencies and may be inappro-
priate for many of today's
studentse Incorporating
aiternative educational
options into school programs
should provide more opportu-=
nity for development of such
competencies or a3 better fit
tetween student and schoolye
thus promoting post-school-
ing vocational adjustment
and preventing delinquencye
several authors (including
Hawkins & Walle 19793 Gott-
fredsons 198l1a; McPartland &
McDille 19775 Johnson et
aley 1979) have stressed the
inability of conventional
school reward structures to
enable all students to
experience succesSe This
outcome-=-a failure of many
students to be rewarded in
school--decreases their
stakes in conformity by
decreasing their attachment
to schooal and their commit-
mant to educational goalse
Youths who do not find
school rewarding have little
raason to conforme Conse=
quentlyy alternative reward
structures are one important
feature of the alternative
education provided in the
action programss

‘The 0JJOP (1980) program
announcement invited appli-
cations for action projects
intended to alter school
organizations climates and
educational practicese Spe-
cificallyy the following
characteristics were
requested in the solicita-
tion:
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le Projects are to pro-
vide opportunities for
voluntary participation in
alternative educational
experiences aimed at "devel-
oping constructive interests
relevant to (youths') envi-
ronment™ and promoting edu-
cational and psychosocial
developmente The focus of
projects is to be on youth
making transitions from ele-
mentary school to junior
high and from junior to sen-
ior high schools although
this focus need not be
exclusivee Trackings label=-
ingsy segregations and stig-
matization of students is to
be avoidede

Z2e Projects are to spe-
cify goals and objectives
aimed at achieving the 0JJ0P
program goals and objectives
discussed earlier.

3¢ Projects are to exem-
Plify the following elements
thought to be conducive to
achieving these goals:
(3) individualized instruc-
tion; (b) clear reward
structures that supercede or
supplement traditional
classroom grades and that
reward student improvement,
incorporating a flexible
array of rewards for differ-
ent amounts of progress;
{(c) coalitions of schools
communitys businesssy parents
and youth leadership that
attempt to change the educa-
tional environment;
(d) comprehensive rather
than piecemeal attempts to
improve schoolss involving a
variety of relevant organi-
zations and agencies;
(e) use of peer and parental
influence as a vehicle for
accomplishing goals; (f) the

training of school personnel
and the creation and imple-
mentation of practices to
increase positive interac-
tion with and responsiveness
to students; (g) small pro-
gram size and favorable stu=~
dent=-to=-adult ratios;

(h) strongy fairs consistent
school governance and admin-
istration devoted to student
growth; and (i) caring.
competent teacherse.

These 0JJDP=-generated
project specifications
constitute the first of
three bases for an evalua-
tione The second basis is
the theories of action which
underly the project-specific
goalss ob jectives, and
intervention models each
project davelopse The third
basis for the evaluation is
the broader delinguency pre-
vention and educational lit-
eratures which specifies
some intermediary objectives
that are important for
delinquency prevention
effortse

The overarching goal of

the_-School Action Effective-

ness Study is to create com-

delinquency prevention
theory ana practicee
complex evaluation such as
the School Action Effective~
ness Study must accomplish
many aims if it is to be

But a

effectives There are many
dudiences interested in
delinquency preventions but
so0 far demonstration and
evaluation efforts in the
delinquency prevention area
have amassed a dismal
recorde




The audience for the
study includes project wan=
agers and their organi za-
tionses because they want (or
sometimes need but do not
want) feedback on their pro-
gress as one tool to use in
developing their projectse
The Federal sponsor is
another audience with a
direct and immediate inter-
est in the evaluation
because it has chosen alter-
native education as a prom=
ising area for research and
development. The sponsor’s
mission is to contribute to
knowledge in del i njuency
prevention and to develop
prevention methods that can
- be suggested for broader
implementations it needs
evaluation to accomplish
this missions The general
publice keenly aware of what
it perceives as widespread
youth crime and disorderly
schoolsy is 3 third audi-
ences with both prurient and
practical interest in a
problem that affects every=
day life. Evaluation
researchers are struggling
to develop paradigms for
evaluation under difficult
circumstancesy and they are
therefore eager to learn
what others at the forefront
of evaluation are doinge.

. Researchers and theoreti-

cians in sociologys psychol-
ogys and criminology have a
direct and obvious interest
in the knowledge gained
through action research.
Finallyes Congress andy pos-
siblys state and local leg-
islative bodies want to know
how effectively the public®s
funds are being spentsy and
what kinds of programs they
should support in the
futuree Legislators and
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other policy makers are
therefore important audi-
encese

A

As the chapter by Ogawa
(this volume) makes cleary
previous delinguency preven-
tion efforts and their eval-
uations have been fraught’
with problems of incomplete
isplementationy weak evalua-
tionsy and V13ack of interme-
diary and outcome measures
required to assess the
effortse Not only delin-
quency prevention programs
suffer from these problemse
Sarason (1971) describes the
disappointing degree of
implementation of attempted
educational innovations such
as the "new mathe®” Whereas
the developers of the inno-
vation intended to alter the
ways teachers interact with
studentse the major outcome
was the use of some new math
bookse Lots of educational
evaluations ares as Charters
and Jones (1973) put ity
evaluations 2f "non-eventse®
The SAES must take steps to
avoid evaluating non-eventsy

~and also to avoid the other

problems from which earlier
prevention evaluations have
sufferede.

The multiple consumers of
this evaluation and the his-
tory of previous del inquency
prevention efforts imply
that SAES should accomplish
the following goals:

le The collection of

sound measures of delinjuent
behaviore achievementy
attendancey persistence in
schoale and vocational
behaviory as well as meas-
ures of the relevant inter-
vening theoretical variables
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believed to be associated
with these outcomese

2e The establishment of
evaluation designs that
allow the most confident
interpretation of results
possible.

3e Tha dacumentation of
project historys contexte
and conducte

4« Documentation of the
theoretical rationale under-
lying each project's inter-
ventionse and assessment of
the plausibility of that
rationalee

5¢ Documentation of
project implementation in a
way that allows assessment
of the strength and integr-
ity of that implementationy
and replication of the
interventions if warrantede.

6e¢ The development of
sound project management
plans to increase the effec-
tiveness of each project and
to help accomplish Goal Se.

Te The education of
project managers in the
utility of evaluation as a
management tool and in the
use of feedback about proj-
ect implementation and
ef fectiveness to foster
project developmente

8e The development of
knowledge about conducting
an evaluatione.

9« The development of
fundamental knowledge about
delinquency prevention “and

- I
educatione.

10« Explicit guidance
for policy makers and future
program implementers to
increase the payoff from
future expenditures of
public fundse

These are the overarching
goals of the School Action
Effectiveness Stuldye These
goals are being pursued in
the context of a Federal
research and development
effort which provides
further focus and structure
for SAESe The remainder of
this chaoter explains some
of the specific concerns of
the evaluation and describes
the interorganizational con=-
text of the evaluyatione

SAES Concerns

roject tx
valuation

imie
v 10

« The 0JJDP program
announcement specified that
action projects must explain
how their approach would
enable a national evalua-
tione It also required
applicants to give assu-
rances of their willingness
to cooperate with a manage-
ment information systeme.
Furthermorees an 3appendix to
the program announcement
discussed the desirable fea-
tures of an evaluation. The
action projects selectedes
howevery did not usually
address thes2 issues thor-
oughlye Some projacts were
surprised that they woculd be
involved in serious summa-
tive evaluations and would
be asked to create arrange-
ments to increase their
projects® evaluatabilitye.
Other projects did not anti-
cipate (despite the program
announcement) that they
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would be collaborating with
a national evaluatore. Con-
siderable work was therefore
required to (a) explain the
elements of formative and
summative evaluation to
action project staffse

(b) obtain staff cooperation
and gain access to the
information required to con-
duct these evaluation activ-
itiese (c) demonstrate that
evaluation can be helpful to
project implementerse and
(d) negotiate arrangements
to increase project evaluat-
ability. Unfortunatelys the
legacy of many previous so-
called evaluations in the
education and delinquency
prevention fields is one of
extensive miseducation about
evaluation issuese Conse-
quentlys important short=
term objectives for the SAES
involved orientating action
project staffs to a serious
evaluation aimed not only at
making hard-headed summative
assessments of their proj-
ectse but also at assisting
in project developmente.

Planning

The history of evaluation
research in delinquency pre<
vention is replete with
examples of programs in
which the implementation was
undocumented or not carried
out as planned (Dixon &
Wrighte 1974 Krisberge
1978; Ogawas this volume)e.
Knowing the fidelity with
which program plans are
implementeds the strength of
the educational and social
“greatmente” ‘and the context
within which the program
operates is essential for
--three reasonse Firste any
evaluation result--either
positive or negative--is of
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little value unless the
nature of the program is
well describede Seconds
information derived from
monitoring the activities
and the implementation of
plans is needed to
strengthen the integrity of
the programe and to detect
unforseen conseguences or
potential breakdozns in
project plans or the evalua-
tion designe Thirde nega-
tice results of summative
evaluations have sometimes
led observers to conclude
that the interventions
intended to be implemented
do not worke whereas the
interventions may not in
fact have been implementeds
implying a quite different
conclusion. Knowledge of
what was actually imple-

mented is essential in draw-

iang conclusions from tests
of any planned interventione

Project _environment. A
component of our work has
been to describe the origins
and development of the
action projects. This
includes a history of the
practical and theoretical
origins of the projectse
accounts of the poosulations
serveds and description of
the links between the
schools or school systems
and other agenciese

strength_and_integrity of
planned_interventionse
Assessment of the planning
and implementation process
consists of two distinct
components ({Sechreste Heste
Phillipse Redners & Yeatone
1979). The First relates to
considerations of the
strength of the intervention
plane This is essentially a
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matter of the construct
validity of the measures
intended_to_be_taken in an
interventione In a medical
analogyes if a person is suf-
fering from a bacterial
infectionsy treatment with a
sufficient dose of an anti-
bacterial agent may be
deemed 3  construct=-valid
(and strong) treatmente.
Treating the same person
with aspirin (in whitever
dosage) would be deemed a
weak treatment lacking in
construct validitye No
rules have been agreed upon
for assessing the strength
of programs such as the
alternative education action
projectse Several proce=~
dures are availables how-
evere These include

(a) analysis of the plausi-~
bility of the plans® theo-
retical premisese and deter-
mination of how closely the
specifics of the plans are
linked to delinguency pre-
vention theories; (b) expert
judgments about the likeli-
hood that the project as
specified wil) produce the
desired outcomes; and

{c) comparisons of the
intended programs with the
range of current or past
efforts at delinquency pre-
vention (in this way a pro-
gram that was otherwise
unr2markable but resembled a
previous ine.fective effort
might be judged a weak pro-
gram)e In addition to a
theoretical basise parame-
ters involved in making
assessments of strength
include staff stability or
qualificationse intensity
and duration of treatment,
focus of efforty clarity of
ptanss and the extent to
which the plans involve dif-

==

ferent responses to
different persons (€sQeve
individualized instruction)e.
In generale replications of
previously tested or well
engineered interventionss
comprehensive attempts to
cope with the multiple
causes of a problemy treat-
ments with clearly spelled
out treatment protocols or
implementation manualse or
primary prevention efforts
that affect a substantial
proportion of an environ-
ment®s inhabitants are
likely to be judged stronger
than those that lack these
characteristicse

The second aspect of
assessing program implemen-
tation relates to the integ-
rity or fidelity with which
plans are implementede.

Clear plans are more likely
to be implemented with
fidelity than diffuse plans,
fuzzy promisess or vague
project descriptionse Some
components of implementation
that must be monitored or
ohbserved are (a) staffing
patterns (including experi-
encey trainings numberss and
stability)s (b) methods used
to selecty admits Or reject
the youth involved in each
project and each of its com-
ponentss (c) the differen-
tial assignment of youth to
alternative projgramse or the
basis for individualization
of instructions (d) the
naturees duratione circums-
tanceses and frequency of
services to individuals or
groupsse (e) methods used to
determine who (including
students) is involved in
implementatione (f) the
interventions® elements and
their durations (g) the
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_uays.

degree of projsct staff
commi tmente (h) project
supervisory and management
practicess and

(i) curricular materialse
individuali zed education
planse lesson planse diag-

"mostic protocolse treatment

planse and the like.

The importance of this
aspect of assessing imple-
mentation can scarcely be
overestimatede The scope of
the alternative education
action projectss encompass-
ing as they do many distinct
componentses makes the faith-
ful implementation of 3all
plans unlikely. A failure
to obtain sound evidence
about the strength and
integrity of these preven-
tion projects could lead to
erroneous conclusions about
the efficacy of the delin-
quency prevention ideas
behind these projectse It
could be a mistakees for
examples to conclude that
reorganized educational
reward structures do not
help in preventing delin-
quency (or in promoting
carcer development) on the
basis of negative summative
evaluation results. Speci-
ficallys this cenclusion
could be a mistake if there
were no solid evidence that
reward structures were actu-
ally altered in systematic
Equally importante
even if a summative evalua-
tion implied that a project. .
had been effectives in the
absence of sound information
about what actually was done
the project would provide
little basis for its repli-
cation at a new sitees Such
a project would provide only
the shakiest guide to others
who wish to implement a
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similar programe

Changes_in_Policiess Prac-

ticesy _Proceduress_and_their
Isplications

The 0JJOP Alternative
Education Program hopes to
alter school policies and
practices dealing with drop-
outse Sschool disruptions and
delinquencys and to deter-
mine the implications of
those changes for the school
and its studentse Empiri-
cale theoreticale and prac-
tical considerations (Gott-
fredson € Daigere 1979;
National Institute of Educa-
tione 1978; Tobye 1980;
Howarde 1978) implicate poor
or inconsistent school dis-
ciplinary practices in the
failure to prevent disrup-
tion in schoolse Further-
morees evidence implies that
youths who will drop out of
school are more often disci-
plinary problems and experi-
ence more absolute or rela-
tive academic failure while
still in school (Elliott &
Vosse 19743 Hirschie 19693
Gottfredsone 1l98la: Hawkins
£ Weise 19805 Johnsone 12773
Golds 1978)e School prac-
ticese policiese and proce-
dures for coping with or
responding to disruptive
behavior--especially the
fairnessy Firmnesse and con-
sistency of with «hich rules
are applied--are of great
importance in preventing
delinquent behavior and
other forms of misconduct.
Improvements in this area
may be expected to pay off
in terms of reduced delin-
quencye Similarlys altering
schools® responses (McParte-
1and € McDilly 1977) to
youth who have difficulty in
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coping with traditional aca-
demic programs (by providing
individualized curriculas by
rewarding and encouraging
the developament of a wider
variety of social skills and
vocationally related compe-
tenciess and providing a
more extensive range of
.rewards and responses) may
be expected to increase
learninges promote psychoso-
cial developments and
decrease delinquency and
dropoute. Thuse improved . .
school governancey altered
curriculas and increased
responsibility may al
directly or indirectly lead
to decreased student miscon-
duct and increased schoo)
retention ratese. These
changese if they occure must
be documented by the SAES.

Youth and Parent Participa-
tion

The evaluation aims to
determine the effect of
action programs. on youth and
parent participation in
school activitiese An
increase in such participa-
tion is expected to prevent
delinquent behaviore

In Hirschi's (1969) theo-~
retical accounte youth
involvement in conventional
activities and commitment to
conventional goals or pur-
suits are important bonds to
society which serve to con-
trol behavior. Andy youth
involvement in school activ-
ities carries with it the
opportunity for increased
interaction with peers and
teacherses an outcome that
also may serve to increase
stakes in conformitye Hir-
schi (1969) wmarshalls some

.tical problem.

empirical support of this
theoreti;al perspectivee.

Parental involvemen: in
school activities may also
have salutory effectse.
Recent reviews of the use of
home-based reinforcers as an
aid to the classroom manage-
ment of disruptive behavior
(Barthy 1979; Atkeson €
Forehandy 1979) imply that
cooperation of parents in
providing backup reinforcers
is useful. Gaining that
cooperation is a major prac-
In addition,
ample testimonial evidence
(McPartland € McDilY,y 1977;
Hawkins € Wally, 1979, p. 25)
implies that parent involve-
ment may be importante.

The efficacy of increased
Parental or student involve-
ment in school decision mak-
ing is more dubicus. Gott-
fredson and Daiger (1979),
in a reanalysis of the Safe
School Study datae concluda
that no evidence that such
participation is related to
school disruption exists in
that study of over 600
schools. They accord with
the original National Insti-
tute of Education (1978} and
Hawkins and Wall (1979)
assessments in this regarde.
Despite considerable testi-
monial evidence that such
participation may be impor-
tant (summarized in Hawkins
€ Walle 1979)y little firm
evidence or carefully arti-
culated theory implies that
student or parental partici-
pation in decjsion_making is
a promising strategy to
reduce delinquency. Availa-
ble evidence is basedy how-
everes on the analysis of
natural variation. Because




schools typically do not
involve students in major
ways in decision makinge
this evidence does not show
the consequences of major
youth involvement in deci-

510N MAKiNge

The notion that student
participation in conven-
tional activities such as
athleticsy bands clubse stu-
dent governmenty and the
like may prevent delinquency
has more support in the lit-
eratures Heres theory (Hir-
schie 1969) and research
(Gottfredson & Daigery 1979)

'converge in implying that

such participation may be
importante. Indeedy typical
explanations of the often-
observed association between
school size and delinquencCy
(Hawkins & wWeisy 1980)
involve arguments about the
Yowered opportunity for par-
ticipation or involvement in
large schools (Garbarinos
1978; McPartland € McDilly
1977; Wiatrowskis Gottfred-
sony & Swatkoy 1980).

Youth and parent partici-
pation is an intermediate
outcomee As suchs it could
be considered a measure of
the strength and fidelity of
an interventione The over-
all goal of reduced delin-
quency is expected to come
about as a result of
increased participatione.
Thusy there are two impor-
tant evaluation questions:
(a) To what degree are proj-
ects characterized by stu-
dent and parent participa-
tion? (b) Does
participation appear to con-
tribute to delinquency
reductiony and to decreases
in truancy and absenteeism?
An ancillary set of
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csestions related to the
second of these is whether
increased participation pro-
duces the thenretically
expected increase in attach-
menty commitrente and

beliefe.

School_Achievement: _socials
Academicy_and_Vocational
Skills;_and_Postsecondary
Vocational _Behavior

One set of objectives for
the evaluation is to deter-
mine the effects of the
alternative education pro-
grams on (a) educational
per formances (b) socialye
academicy and vocational
developmenty and (c) the
transition betwean secondary
education and works post-
secondary educatione or
vocational traininge.

Experimental evidence and
theory predict that altered
reward structures will
influence educational out-
comese Specificallyy inter~
ventions involving the reor-
ganization of academic
rewardss so that all stu-
dents are rewarded in pro=
portion to their educational
improvement rather than in
accordance w~ith their per-
formance relative to other
studentsy hold much promisee.
Stavin (1980) recently
reviewed the literature
showing that cooperative
team learning is a powerful
way of narnessing peer group
interaction to promote
learning at the same time
that it improves students’
satisfaction with the educa-
tional process and increases
learning according to stan-
dardi zed achievement testse.
Various strategies are
described in the

-11-
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experimental literature Sla-
vin discussess but. they have
two themes in commone

Firsty groups of students--
teams or classrooms—--are
rewarded in some way on the
basis of group performance.
Seconds each student can
contribute to the perfor-
mance of the group regard-
tess of his or her current
level of academic perfor-
mances This is accomplished
either by assigning points .
to the team based on
improvements in individual
performance above each stu-
dent's bas:line performance,
or by structuring competi-
tion so that students of
approximately equal ability
compete with each othere
Points are then credited to
the team based on this
structured competitione.
Because students compete
with others of approximately
equal abilityy all students
contribute points to the
team in approximately equal
proportione This is in
sharp contrast to the tradi-
tional classroom system in
which some students never
are rewarded or perceive
themselves as contributing
to the performance of a
valued peer group or classe

Such learning structures
have never been evaluated
for their effects on delin-
quent or disruptive behav-
iore But theory predicts
that such programss which
resemble what the NJJOP has
called for in its Alterna-
tive Education Programy will
reduce delinquency if imple-
mented with sufficient
strength and fidelitye The
existing evaluations of
these programs show

(a) increased academic
performancey (b) increased
self-esteemy (c) increased
peer friendshipss and

(d) increased satisfaction
with schoolte. When trans-
lated into Gold's (1978) and
Hirschi's (1969) theoretical
termsy these outcomes imply
increased self-esteem (lead-
ing to decreased need to use
delinquent behavior as an
ego-defense)s and increased
attachment to schools and to
peerse Jochnson et ale.
(1979) summarize additional
evidence that the kinds of
peer group and reward Struc-
tures created by such inter-
ventions may be effective.

Some action projects are
attempting to "individual=-
ize™ instruction by using
differential educational
treatmentsy such as alterna-
tive curricula or teachiny
styless or by developing
learning plans based on an
individual diagnosise A
recent comprehensive review
by Cronbach and Snow (1977).
which analyzes work seeking
to estaplish and use know-
ledge about interactions
between student characteris-
tics and instructional
treatmentss confirms the
utility of this approachs
although progress in this
area is not as great as
would be hopede Attempts at
"individualizing” instruc-
tionsy based on research by
Fizzell (1979) or by Hunt
(1974)y are described in the
0JJOP solicitation®s back-
ground paper by Hawkins and
Wall (1979); these attempts
are examples of strateqies
that programs could attempt
to implement and which show
at least some promise.
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The evaluation task is
threefold: to describe and
document the implementation
of the interventions used by
the action projectss to
assess the contribution of
these activities to student
academic performances and to
assess the contribution of
improved academic perfor-
mance or skills to delin-
quency reductione

nd_Educational

These and other aspects
of. the alternative education
projects may influence
social and vocational
skillse Altered student
participation rates in a
variety of school activi-
tiesy more experience with a
broader range of curriculum
(some of which is directed
to vocational and interper-
sonal development)s and the
altered nature of peer group
interaction and reward
structure may all contribute
in some degree to these out-
comese Xrumboltz (1978),
for exampley has spelled out
‘a social learning theory of
vocational development which
implies that such influences
should alter individual com-
petencies and inclinations
to pursue various careerse
The development of voca-
tional and interpersonal
skills should increase
youths® stakes in conform=-
itys and thus prevent delin-
quencye .

The task of assessing the
ef fects of these projects on
the transition from secon-
dary school to post-secon-
dary employmente training,
or education is a difficult
one. Longitudinal studies

A ;“':: - 1 3-

o
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extending beyond the antici-
pated three~ or four-year
duration of the evaluation
would be helpful heres The
reason for this is that only
relatively few students wil)
have experienced a project
for three years and accumu-
lated any post-secondary
work's trainings or educa-
tional experience in this
time spane For students
experiencing fewer than
three years of an alterna-
tive education programs the
intervention will probably
lack sufficient strength to
produce substantial effectse
Despite these limitationsy
evaluation tasks include
documentingy insofar as is
possibley the educational
and vocational plans of stu-
dents leaving secondary
schoole and assessing the
contribution of various pro-
gram components on those
early career outcComiese

o 2_Sus ions
Expulsio nsy_Truancys
2

‘Assessment of the effects
of the alternative education
projects on rates of drop-
outy suspensionssy expul- _
sionssy truancys and delin-
quency is a major goal of
the evaluatione. Improved
educational experiences as a
result of the alternative
education programsy if
implemented with sufficient
strength and integritys
should influence these out-
comese.

Academic performance is a
strong correlate of delin-
quent behavior in and out of
school (Bachmany 0*Malleys &
Johnstons 1978; Elliott &
Vossey 1974; Empey & Lubecks
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1971; Hawkins & Weisy 1980;
Gottfredsony 198la)e.

Truancy and dropping out of
school also appear to form
part of a constellation of
behavior of which delin-
quency is a frequent concom-
mitante I[nterventions that
prevent delinquency may 3lso
be expected to influence
these outcomesys both on the
basis of empirical evidence
and on the pasis of theory
(Hirschiy 1969)y which pos-
tulates that attachment to
school is 3an important
ingredient in delinqguency
preventione.

Program_Models Most Effec-

———— — —— — — —

tive for Vifferent Types of

D - — — . - ——— e e = — -

th_Under Different Condi-
ns

The evaluation also seeks
to determine which types of
alternative education models
appear most effective for
different types of youthsy
and under what conditionse
This is a challenging task.
Clear and confident answers
to this set of evaluation
questions will almost cer-
tainly not be forthcoming.
We are limited to informa-
tion derived from 17 proj=-
ectss which are attempting
to implement different
interventionsy with diffear-
ing degrees of fidelityy and
which are serving popula-
tions that differ. Most of
these projects have not been
set up to permit the unam=-
biguous search for the kind
of statistical interactions
demanded by these evaluation
questionse And the history
of the search for statisti-
cal interactions in quasi-
experimental research is a
discouraging one {De Gott-
fredsony 1981).

Despite these difficul-
tiess it is undoudtedly
worthwhile to dredge the
evidence from the 17 action .
projects for clues about
what works bests for whom,
under what conditionse Cer- ?
tain interventions are most
effactive for certain tyoes
of individualse - For exam-
ples a youth who performs
poorly in school is expected
to receive few rewards from
traditional education and
thus to have Yow attachment
to school and little commit-
ment to traditional educa-
tional jgoalses Empirical
evidence supports this gen-
eralization (Hirschis 1969;
Sewells Haller, & Portess
1969; Bachman et 3lesy 1778),
Other studentses bH2cause they
receive rewards and perform
well in traditional school-
ingsy are already attached to
school and committed to ecu-
cational goals. 4 program
designed to alter reward
Structures may be emffective
in decreasing delinquencys
truancys and dropout amony
the former group but may
serhaps have no effect on
the latter groupe

This is put one example
of the theory-derived expec-
tations that can guide a
search for interaction
effectse Other theories
appear to predict that
enhancing self-esteem
tnrough alternative educa-
tion may be more important .
for youths with little
s2Cial control than for
those with high levels of »
$2Cial)l control (cfe GOoldy
1978)e A thorough theoreti-
cal approdch (cfe Glasers
1977) to the search for.
interventions most effective
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for particular subgroups
appears to be the most
fruitful way of pursuing
“"this ewvaluation goale

The "under what condi-
tions®™ part of this evalua-
tion question hinges on
issues of implementatione
Projects with the most plau-
sibility (or in the terms
used earliery the most
strengthes and those which
are implemented with most
fidelity)s will likely
create the ®"conditions™ that
are most effectivee Other
conditions that merit scru-
tiny have been mentioned
earliere They include
staffing patterns and sta-
bilitys resourcesy exten-
siveness and duration of
servicesy community charac-
teristicsy and the interor-
ganizational environment
within which the project
operates. Learning about
the conditions necessary to
create effects is likely to
involve 3 boot-strap opera-
tioney in which clues to the
conditions necessary come
from the theory-based exami-
nation of the nature of
effective interventionse

Evaluations_the Sponsore_and
the Action Projects

The Alternative Education
Program is sponsored by the
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinguency Preventions
with supplemental funding
provided through 0JJOP by
the Department of Labore
Three divisions of 0JJDP are
involved directly in this
program. Firste the Special
Emphasis Division has pro-
grammatic responsibility for
the grant awards made to the
17 action projects listed in

ok

SAES Introduction

Tables 1 and 2. Seconds the
Technical Assistance and
Training Division has
responsibility for providing
assistance in project devel-
opments and works through
contractors to do sos. Ini-
tiallyes the Westinghouse
National Issues lenter w3as
assigned these technical
assistance tasks as part of
its larger contract to pro-
vide assistance for 0OJJDP's
Delinquency Prevention
Research and Development
effortse In recent monthse
westinghouse was replaced by
Polaris Research and Devel-
opment in this rolee Thirdy
the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice 3nd Delin-
quency Prevention is respon-
sible for the evaluation.
The Institute made a grant
to the Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity to perform this evalua-
tions and the University
subcontracted part of the
work to its collaboratsdrs
the Social Action Resz=arch
Centere In short, a total
of 23 organizational enti-
ties are directly involved
in this efforte The parti-
cipation of each is essen-
tial to the successful con-
duct of the evaluatione

The degree of collabora-
tion and cooperation among
these groups has Jeen exem=
plarye A major difficulty
facing many evaluations is
rivalrye or 3 lack of coor-
dination among the various
agencies involvedes In this
evaluations howevere the
staffs of CJJDP's Institutes
Special Emphasis Divisione
and Technical Assistance and
Training Division have met
frequently with us and with
Polaris to coordinate:

r
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activitiesy assist in each
other's effortss share
informatione discuss prob-
Temse and plan solutionse.
This coordination has led to
some blurring of the action
projects® perceptions of the
roles of the evaluation and
the agencys a confusion that
has on occasion created
small problemse The most
salient of these are

{a) action projects some-
times using the evaluation
staff as a conduit for
issues more properly
addressed to their Federal
project officerss and

(b) action projects some-
times assuming that .a Fed-
eral agency concern is an

evaluation priority as well.

Occasionallys this collabo-
ration has also resulted-in
some resentment when a proj-
ect officer emphasized the
importance of cooperating
with the evaluations, or when
evaluation problems or
information was shared with
a project officere

These minor problems are
outweighed by the positive
contributions of this joint
approache ‘The national
evaluation would not have
been possible without a
coordinated approach involv-
ing all three divisions of
0JJDOP. Because persons Ssub-
mitting proposals for action
projects under the alterna-
tive education initiative
did not really expect to be
evaluated rigorouslys and
because we had to discuss
touchy issues (such as col-
lecting data about the crim=
inal behavior of studentss
implementing evaluation
designsey and monitoring
proiect implementation
activities) with action

"

agenciesy the evaluation
would have been torpedoed
from the beginning had we
not had the backing and
understanding of the Special
Emphasis Divisions which is
responsible for monitoring
the action projectse

There are well-known
hazards in collaborating
with a Federal sponsor on
the evaluation of a prcgram
in which it has a vested
intereste One hazard is
noted by Cronbach and asso-
ciates (1980y pe 4)¢ who
sayes "Insofar as information
is a source of powere evalu-
ations carried out to inform
a policy maker have a disen-
franchising effecte” This
may occur when ®"only the
officials know what is going
one” We hope to minimize
the danger in this area in
the present evaluation. By
designs this evaluation is
intended to foster the
development of more effec~-
tive projects by directly
involving action project
managers in conducting the
evaluation and by feeding
information back to thosea
managers as 3 project devel-
opment toole Furthermoreys
the open dissemination of
evaluation reports is a
mechanism for informing all
audiences . of findings that
may be a source of power. A
second hazard is discussed
by Gottfredson (1978) and by
Weiss (1975). Because eval-
uation takes place in a

"political context in which »

multiple stakeholders are
competing for the allocation
of resourcesy there is the
possibility that evaluation
m3y be misused in policy
debates. Although this dan-
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ger may never be completely
avoidedy we 3im to minimize
it by open communication and
due scientific circumspec-
tione We are above all
scientistse albeit scien-
tists tinkering in the area
of social action and social
policye Therefore we seek
to guard against overly
effusive statements that are
not based on sound evidence.
This may disappoint both
Federal sponsors and action
agencieses but it is the only
defensible coursee

. Hazards also confront an
evaluator collaborating with
project implementerse The
first is akin to the hazards
of collaboration with a Fed-
eral sponsor: Every action
project wants an evaluation
to make it ook goodes and
wants to use evaluation
results in its political
struggle for survivale And
no action project wants an
evaluation to be used--as is
so often the case-=to just-
ify its demisee Therefore
project implementers are at
once eager for and afraid of
evaluatione The second
hazard is thate through sym-
pathetic interaction with
persons earnestly trying to
do goode the evaiuator may
contribute to the misuse of
evaluatione QJur approach to
both of these hazards is to
acknowledge that they are
threatse and again to seek
umbrage in scientific skep-
ticism and open discoursee

A third hazard may existe
Commentators have divergent
views about the proper role
of an evaluator in influenc-

SAES Introduction

ing project processe One
view holds that it is not
appropriate to interwvene in
the conduct of a demonstra-
tion project because such
evaluator intervention would
probably not be available in
more wide-scale subsequent
adoptions of a program
modely thus threatening the
external validity (general-
izability) of the evalua-
tione Another view holds
that formative evaluation is
an essential aspect of the
evaluator®s roles 3and that
evaluators should intervene
by providing informnation
according to the action
research modele Perloff
(1979)¢ who discusses the
divergent viaws using the
OE/NIE/ZAIR/ERS exparience
with the "Cities in Schools"”
program as an illustrations
leans toward the first viewe
We endorse the seconds espe-
cially in the presa2nt casee
The 0JJOP program is a

projecte Development of

“models is clearly an appro-

priate goale given the state
of delinquency prevention
theory and practice at pres-
ente The nation's experi-
ence with delinquency pre-
vention attempts isS So.
fraught with weak programs
(Ogawas this volume) that

_excessive worry about evalu~-

ator intervention leading to
inappropriate transportabil-
ity conclusions are prem3-
turee The primary tasks at
present are to demonstrate
that some interventions can
work and to learn how to
facilitate the implementa-
tion of such interventionse

T s ;,_»- 17-
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Table 1

Action Project Namesy Locationss and Award amounts

IPrevention of Delinquency through|Sts Croixs
Alternative Education Islands

ilndividualized Intejrated Alter- |[Playa Poncesy Puerto|B0JSAX0031)

native Education (Otro Camino){

|South ARronxe

jCompton Action Centar--Youtn jComptony
Development Alternative School|

|ChlcagOv

{Jazzmobile Alternative Educatlon lHarlemv

Arts Program i
|George [+ Sanchez Alternative '|Houstonv
Education Proqgram

‘|Prevention of Delinguency throuyh{Kalamazooy
Alternative Education

{Positive Action through Holistic [Charlestony
.Carolina

Education
|Alternative Education Program |Hayward,
|Project RETAIN |Chacago.

iStudent Training Alternatives | Pasadenas

through Urban Strategies

|Prevention of Delinjuency |Sewelly
through Alternative Education |

iMilwaukee Youth Employment Center|Miluaukeey

|Plymnuth-Canton Alternative Pro- jPlymouth=Cantony
Michigan

grams
| Miamis

|Ste Paulye

ERIC

-
o +

California|{B80JSAX0033j

I'Vinois

New York

Texas

disconsin
P Em e e m .. e — e~ E—--—---- b ————-—-
IMNinois
e e e e c e c e — e ——— ——————t m——————————
Califor-

New Jersey

Florida - S §

Michigan

Number | Amount | Awarded |Beqinning| Ending

L R R i 2 o ey S L L X ]

Virgin {30J5AXN030} §267+812| 8/13/80 | 9/1/80 | 8/31/82 |

$692+609) 8/14/80 | 9/1/80 | 8/31/82 |

[ Y

New |80JSAX0032) 8141964967 8/14/80 8/31/82

$607+6821 8/15/80

8/15/30 | 9/1/80 |
ce e c e a— b
|180J4SAX0035] $668+0194 8/15/80 | 9/1/80 |

|1 80JSAX0036] $529+583| 8/15/80 § 9/1/80 |

P e e
$268+315| 8/15/80 | 9/1/80 | 8,/31/82 |
t |

o m v am——-
8/15/80 | 9/1/80 | 8/31/82 |
i | |

- - - - - - —-———

9/19/80 | 9/1/80 | 8731782 |

________ bemmmmee et cccc e —- L ]

|80JSAXOOQ3|$1v088v983| 9/10/80 t 9/1/80 | 8/31/%2 |

------------------ R e e R ek LT Ty ey
|80JSAX0064| $£24;902| 9/10/80 | 9/1/80 | 8/31/82 |
| | i t |

b m == Bkl IR R R i B L R N T R Y ik 4
181JSAX001c| $602+601112/16/80 |12/15/80 J12/14/82 |
t |

torrmmc———-¢
]81JSAX00L141$191554105]12/16/80 | 12/1/80 |11/30/82
| | |

LR R i Ry e S O N L
$4562+779112/16/80 | 12/1/80 |11/730/82 )
| 1 |

P N T L Y

12/1/80 |ll/30/82

8/31/%2
Michinan|80JSAX0037)
$883+508]|

South

} 80JSAXCO39] !539.779]

Wiscon-

1/ 9/81 I 171781 | 8731782 )

Ll Bk PR AT X L PR R PR )
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Table 2

Or janizational Characteristics of Alternative Education Action Projects

0.-_--_----_--_---_.-----s-.---_.---.--_-----__-_---_--_--------4;-------------------.----------.-----------------------n--.--;-;

1 Organization Name 1 Location ' Type | Primary Mission i
Pom > - - men s B e - - - .- - - - v - - - o . e - Py L L L TR L L Lk - - b= P L L T T PR
{Virgin Islands Department of {Ste Croixe Virgin Islands jPublic school system | Education i !
1 Educations Elena Christian | ~ ! ! |
1 Junior High School 1 1 | '
fmem———-- - mm——--—- ————— —— s § e B e = om - - - P —— e bmm e ——— - -——-—-— S QPP P ittt el 4
10ispensario San Antonios Ince |Playa Ponces Puerto Rico INot-for-profit service {Social service and community {

t | | t development '

PP R PR R it D L Dl Dol dddedatadednd d

P e R L R i - e o - - e P o an e e e D S D o en W S S = = D D e =5 SR D D wn S en

jCommunity School District 9 {South Bronxs New York | Publ ic school system JEducation ]
o—--—-——--—----a---——---———-——--.—---__--_---—-_---——--——_—----—.--—u_-—---———----- --——---------0----—_-------------------------0
jJoint Center for Community {Comptony California INot-for-profit service {Community development and ]
{ Studiesy Compton Action ) { organization A | social service [}
1 Center for Youth Development]| i | - |
0---—---—---—--—--—---------—---o---—-_---_--_---—--—---—-------o------—--——----—--—-—----------0-----------6--------------»----0
{peer Cultucz Cavaelopments Ince IChicagos I11inois INot-for-profit service . I Youth development }
| | t organization [} ]
B e e v e ee Ca@me e B e t- D @ame e o@m®eca b o e — oo -—-—-———--———-——-------0——u----——-—--p—--'-——-—---------0----------—-— - o= $
tJazzmobiles Inc, JHarlem» New York INot=for-profit service |Arts education |
1 ) | organization | . |
P L L L -------------_-o__-__-__;----------—---___----_._---_--------------------------0---_------_-------------------0
{Association for the AdvancementlHoustons Texas iNot-for-profit service . jSocial service |
1 of Mexican Americans } | organization | [}
P e L L L L P Y L L T -------_-o-------—_--------------u-------0------------é------------------;
tWwestern Michigan Universitys |Kalamazoos Michigan ) |State university tPost-secondary education and |
f Department of Sociology f | | resaarch |
e crmm——— cm——-—- e tr e m R e e m——- - ——-—— P IS SR g e D LD D D cwwoe 'S
{Charleston County School jCharlestons South Carolina {Public school system JEducation |
1 District | | | |
P m mm e e - m-- -—--—-- [ Y T L R ke - - o - P Y ettt kd PSSR QupEpppepppepe g WL lattadetadeded
{Lac Courte Oreilles Tribe jHeywards Wisconsin {Tribal council {Tribal governsent )
Pl P P e R e ekttt - ------———-b—-—-—-—-———————--—-——-—----—---0——--------—--------------------0
jchicago Board of Education |{Chicagas Illinois |Public school system }Education ' 1
P mes - - P D - = - - - D = am WD S D em § W e DR n SR W prpp e L R TR R R el ik ndnd ----------;-—---—---------n-—-——----------b
jConstitutional Rights jPasadenasy California . {Not-for-profit service {Law-related education |
! Foundation 1 ) organization ' | .
P B ® e @ W e - o [ el e ereme——— - n > P > W s WD P = de WD em W B A = PP QU e dndatedade el ol 4
| Educational I[mprovement Center—-|Sewells New Jersey |State government sanctioned | Technical assistance . |
[ South N i educational service { )
._----_----------_------_------_o-—_-_—-------- ————— - s = @@ - - o - P - an o = --------0——-—---n——-----------—---------0
|Jewish Vocational Services IMilwaukees Wisconsin |Not-for-profit service | Vocational rehabilitation |
. - | organization, | i
S ettt ket i bkt —-———-———--——-—.———-—-—-————-———-4‘.‘---—-—----—--0--———--—-—---------------------0

|Plymouth-Canton Community {PYymouth~Cantons Michigan jPublic school system {Education |
1 Schools [ | | I

._-_-_-------------------_-___--.-_--__-_-___---_--__-__--_--___.--_-_-_--_--_------_-----------;--------_-_----__--------------;

|Institute for Innovative {Miamie+ Florida INot-for-profit service : jHuman service delivery |
) Interventions ! : | organization t ]
== - ---;_---__--------------o_-----—----_----------—-----c--o ----- e P a® - - -—-— R QU ittt btk 4
15t. Paul Public Schools 1Ste Pauls Minnesota {Public school system {Education '

.----------------_-----------_--o_----_-_-_------_-----_------nao---6------------------_--------0-------------------------------0
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Record of Accomplishment

Preventing Delinguency:

The Racord of Accomplishment

Deborah Ke 0gawa

Many delinquency preven-
tion programs have been ini-
tiatede but few have been
carefully evaluated. It is
not known whether most of
these programs have posi=-
tivey nully or negative
effectss Among the few pro-
grams that have been evalu-
ated reasonably carefully,
there have been some posi-
tive results. Examples
include Alexander and Par-
sons® (1973) short—-term
behavioral intervention with
delinquents and their fami-
liess Reid and Patterson’'s
{1976) attempts to reduce
aggression and stealing
behaviors by modifying the
reinforcement .pattern within
the family settinge and
Barth's (1979) review of 24
studies utilizing home-based
reinforcement to alter
behaviors in the school set-
tinge The AYexander and
Parsons study and tne Reid
and Patterson work adhered
to rigorous evaluation
designs by using a random-
ized control group and a
matched control groups
respectivelye They are also
exemplary because of the
clear plausibility of the
intervention modelse.

The_Record

These examplar& projects
are rarey indeede. Dixon and
Wright (1975) reviewed 95
delinquency prevention
reports published after 1965
and concluded that there is
3 paucity of evidence about
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the effectivenesss of
existing programss and that
when evaluations have been
canducteds few projects have
shown positive significant
resultse They attributed
part of the problem to
unclear project goals and
objectivesy and to difficul~-
ties encountered in imple-
menting rigorous designs and
in obtaining meaningful
measurements in a fluid
action program settinge
Hawkins and Wall
describing an alternative
education program to reduce
delinquency in Floridas also
identified designe measuress
and data collection and
analysis procedures as three

~z.major problems in evaluation
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researcne

Krisberg (1979) reviewed
16 exploratory delinguency
prevention programs funded
by the Office for Juvenile
Justice and Delinguency Pre-
ventione After one year of
operationy oOnly one project
had been able to implement
even 3 quasi-experimental
designe Most of the proj-
ects could not be evaluated
in terms of their effective-
nass because of problems in
data collection and lack of
comparable control ¢roupse
In additiony none of the 16
projects had articulated a
useful theory about delin-
quency in their catchment
areas or had delinecated the
ways in which their services
would reduce the problem.
Goals were often too ambi-

(1980)y in--
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tious or too ambiguouss and
were not clearly related to
the problems the projects
were to addresse Krisberg
also concluded that the
failure to achieve these
goals was due in part to
incompiete planninge

The story is the same
ever ywhere one l100kse Wally
Hawkinsey Lishnery and Fraser
(1980) reviewed 36 "model”
juvenile delinquency preven=
tion programss only two of
which utilized a rigorous
evaluation designe Although
many of the programs sug-
gested positive effectsy the
designs were not rigorous
enough to exclude other
rival hypotheses about the
reasons for the resultse.
Janviery Guthmanne and Cata-
Yano (1980) rated 52 evalua-
tions of drug abuse preven-=
tion programs for youth on
the basis of their methodo-
logical rigore 1In fewer
than half (46%) of the pro-
grams would the evaluation
designs allow conclusions to be
drawne In additions only
half of the evaluations used
at least one outcome measure
related to drug abuse. Of
the 52 projectsy only 9 had
an adequate design and at
Yeast one outcome -measure ...
related to drug usee.

Terpstra (in press)
reviewed 52 articles pub-
lished between 1965-1980 on
the evaluation organiza-
tional development efforts
that involved the collection
and analysis of quantitative
data. Reports were rated on
six dimensions:

(3) sampling strategys

(b) sample sizes (cC) contvol
group utilizationy (d) use
of random assignmenty

Record of Accomplishment

(e) measurement strateqgys
and (f) significance levele.
Results show that 5% of the
studies indicated a negative
significant effect; 23%y a
mixed or nonsignificant
effect; and 67%y a positive
significant changee..
Although over half of the
articles inaicated a signi-
ficant positive effecty
there exists an inverse
relationship betwaen the
degree of met hodolngical
rigor of the evaluation and
the degree of successful
outcome; ieeey studies pur-
portedly showing positive
affects were generally lower
in methodological rigore
These deficiencies in metho-
dological rigor make the
conclusions about the util-
ity or effectiveness of the
interventions questionablee
The Terpstra analyses are
valuable because they illus-
trate the potential for mis-
guided enthusiasm about a
project's perceived effec~-
tiveness in the aosence of
careful studye

In summarys many previous
evaluations of delinquency
prevention and organiza-
tional change programs do
not yield dependable conclu-
sions about the orograms'®
effectivenesse Oesign flaws
are one factor limiting the
depaendability of a study's
conclusione The use of
irrelevant measures poses a
second problem in delin-
quency prevention evalua-
tionse. Some evaluations do
not include any delinquency
measures at alle In addi-
tions measures that are used
are often poorly operation-
ally defineds and there is a
dependence on only one

-25=
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source of datas usually
official recordse More mul-
tiple-measure evaluations--
~evaluations that include
self-reported delinquency
measures to supplement offif-
cial records--are needed to
reduce the ambiguity of
evaluation results (cf. Haw-
kins & Wally 1980).

Theory in_Evaluation

Another major problem
with delinquency prevention
evaluations has been that
many of the previously eval-
uated programs have not
implemented truly plausible
interventions based on a
theory (cf. Glasery 1980).
Programs often fail to arti-
culate a theory of delin-
quency prevention that would
provide a conceptual frame-
work for project plannings
implementations and evalua-
tion. Consequentlys evalua-
tors have to ferret outy
post hocs underlying theo-
retical assumptionse. Pro-
grams that do not utilijze
theory add little to the
development of knowledge in
the area of delinquency pre-
ventions and implementation
often suffers because proj-
ect implementers have no
standard against which to
assess their interventionse

Due to the weaknesses and
limitations of past evalua-
tion research in the area of
delinquencyy innovative
approaches are needed. One
promising approach is the
action research mode)
(Lewine 1947)e. Action
research is the study of
actions as a method for
advancing both knowl edge and
practices through a cycle of
problem analysisy planning,
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executions evaluations and
replanning (Sanfordy 1970).
The first step in the action
research model is planningy,
which involves defining the
problem and then examining
ways to resolve it in rela-

‘tion to the available

resourcese JInce an overall
plan has been formulated,
the next stag2s execution,
beginse A fact-finding step
then evaluates the action
that has been executede.

This evaluation provides an
opportunity to gain new
insights about the plan°'s
strengths and weaknesses and

‘" serves as a basis for the

next steps modification of
the plane Action research
thus involves a spiral of
steps: It allows continuous
improvement of a program
through evaluation of the
results of each action to
provide a rational basis for
planning the next actione

In order to gain insight
into a processy change must
b2 createdsy followed by
observation of the new
effects and dynamicse As a
result of this cycle of
activitiesy 3rograms should
become more effective.

Although this process was
widely used in the 1940°'s by
the Research Center for
Group Dynamics and the Com-
mission on Community Inter-
actionsy action research has
naver been influential in
psychology or the social
sciences in general (San-
forde 1970)s vVery recently
there has been a smal)
rasurgence in the use of the
action research model (Len-
rows 1970; Grant & Grant,
1970; Hoffe 1970)e Scriven
(1967)y in distinguishing
bet!gen formative and
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summative evaluationss began
to approximate the Lewinian
model of action researche
Recent writing on the evalu-
ation of delinquency preven-
tion efforts is now moving
in this directione Hawkins
and Wall (1980) delineate
standards for evaluating
delinquency prevention pro-
grams that include not only
a summatives Or outcomes
components but a formatives
or process monitorings com=
ponent as welle. Summative
evaluation involves rigorous
research aesignss standard-
ized measuress and an 3ppro-
priate research time frame
which provides for longitu='
dinal follow-upse Process
monitoring describes the
programs making replication
possibles This description
includes the context of the
program and.the selection of
participantss and it
includes the documentation
of intervention strategiese

Evaluator-Implementer Colla-
boration

Krisberg (1979)s Dixon
and Wright (1975)» Janvier
et al. (1980)+ and Glaser
(1980) al) advocate the use
of theory in guiding program
development and evaluatione
The greater the degree of
specificity of the theorys
the more readily identifia-
ble are a program's set of
measurable goalse These
goals then should provide
the framework around which
intervention strategies are
to be tailorec» In ‘addi-
tiones project implementers
should be involved as colla-
borators in researche
Agains ir accordance with
the Lewinian action research
models involvement is an

Record of Accomplishment

important aspect of group
decision-making since it
minimizes resistance to con-
sidering the problems and
possibilities of an ob jec~-

" tive and it allows expres=

sion of several alterna-
tivese Thuse involvement of
orogram implementers in the
research process may reduce
the program staff's resist-
ance tos and anxiaty abouts
being evaluatede. More
important, the underlying
assumption is that project
staff members are more
effective change agents if
they participate in and have

a stake in the decision-mak~- .

ing and research processe

Good_Examples

Many of these recommenda-
tions have already been
incorporated in evaluation
studiese Empey and Lubek
(1971) and Empey and Erikson
(1972) have integrated
sociological theory in
delinquency prevantion
intervention effortse Their
work included a formulation
of the theorys intervention
strategiess and methods for
empirically testing these
formulationse Alexander and
parsons (1973)y recognizing
the paucity of demonstrable
intervention effects in the
psychotherapy literatureys
incorporated a strategy in
their evaluation of family
therapies which involved
four main goals:
(3) presentation of a clear

description of in;ervention
" tachniquess (b) process

evaluations ieees describing
and evaluating the beha-
vioral changes in family

. process expected from the

interventions (C) summative
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evaluationy ieeey using
clearly defined and nonreac-
tive behavioral criteria to
evaluate the effectiveness
of the interventions and
(d) incorporation of con-
trols for maturation and
professional attention (pe
219). This study was able
to effectively utilize a
stringent experimental
design with three groups:
families receiving treat--
mentey families receiving
alternative forms of family
therapys and families
receiving no professional
treatment. This study
implemented a strong design
and demonstrated positive
treatment effects in the
reduction of recidivism
deliquent teenagerse

in

14
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The School Action Effec~-
tiveness Study is an attempt
to use the experiance of
previous programs and their
evaluations to anticipate
and avoid as many pitfalls
as possibles It aims to
assist in clarifying goals
and theorys and their link-
3ges with short-term or
intermediary objectives and
the interventions aimed at
bringing these objectives
about. And it ~1s0 aims to
provide workusi.,e structures
for managing project imple-
mentation and evaluation
according to the action
research modele It combines
formative evaluation or
project development with
rigorous evaluation.
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Inferences

Making Inferences about Project Effectiveness

Once a project has imple-
mented some plausible inter-
vention intended to influ-
ence student attitudess
behaviory or developmenty
assessing the consequences
of that intervention becomes
important. Making this
assessment is not always
easy. Young people are
growing and changini all the
time. Rates of participa-
tion in delinquent behavior
apparently rise and then
fall with ages Scheolastic
competencies usually grow
over times but at different
rates for different peoplze
Students make new friends
and abandon old oness and
every parent knows that his
or her child's tendency to
conform or rebel is differ-
ent at different stages of
developmente Isolating the
influence of some specific
experiencer interventiony OrF
set of interventions is
therefore difficulte

Making inferences about
the causes of some differ-
ence in student outcomes==3=
bout the effects of planned
interventions-=ise howevers
a major goal of evaluatione
Put another ways an aim of a
thorough evaluation is to
determine whether an
observed difference in stu-
dent behavior or attitudes
(if any difference is
observed at all) can

I am grateful for comments
by Deborah Danielss Denise
Ce Gottfredsony and Jane Ste.
John on a draft of this
chaptere

reasonably be attributed to
a specified interventione.
Certain conditions make the
skarch for the effects of an
intervention easier; other
conditions preclude making
any confident inferencese
Those conditions are the
topic of this chaptere An
excellent discussion related
to this topic exists else~-
where (Cook £ Campbellys
1979)+ and readers may wish
to see that source for an
elaboration of some of the
points made heree

Rival Explanations
when an educational or
other intervention has been
executed with fidelitys the

evaluation task focuses on
learning the conseguences of
that interventione. In prac-
ticey of courses no project
can wait until after the
intervention has been imple-
mented to begin work on this
taske conditions must be
established at the outset to
allow the conclusion that
ooserved outcomes were
brought about by by the
interventions ratner than by
something else happening at
the same timey or by the
natural! course of develop-
mante —Project implementers
and evaluators ignore the
establishment of these con-
ditions at their perils;
causal interpretations of
observed outcomes are dubi-
ous unless rival explana-
tions can be ruled oute.

Supposey for exampley
that an alternative educa-
tion project involving yroup
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and individual counseling
were to be implementede. The
counselors implementing the
treatment helieve that only
students willing to partici-
pate fully and amend their
previous conduct are amena=-
ble to this treatment.<l>
Therefores only students who
express an earnest willing-
ness to commit themselves to
the project become involved
in the counseling activi-
tiese Under these circum-
stancesy counselors often
make claims for the effec-
tiveness of their interven-
tion by comparing the past
behavior of these students
with their behavior during
or shortly after counselinge
Ore they may claim effec-
tiveness based on a compari-
son of students receiving
treatment with apparently
similar students who did not
become involved in treat-
mente These claims are on
shaky. grounde ANy differ-
ences may be due to the
desire of the individuals
involved to reforme or .to
maturations and may have
nothing to do with the
treatmente The rival expla-
nations are as good as the
one the counselors wish to
makee

Consider a second exam-
plee Educators are conduct-
ing a project involving
individuali zed education
plans developed by a spe-
cialist in collaboration
with their students® regular
classroom teacherse The
basic idea is to make a
diagnosis of each student's
needs and specify achievable
academic and behavioral
ob jectives; the specialist
is to serve as a kind of
ombudsman to promote the

educational welfare of the
studentse. Classroom teach-
ers are asked to refer to
the project students for
whom these special services
seem appropriates and they
are given a list of criteria
to guide them in making
referralse Referral cri-
teria call for students who
exhibit mild behavior prob-
Yemse such as difficulty in
impulse control or persis-
tent truancys or for stu-
dents whose classwork per-
formance is at a level below
the teachers® expectations.
The educators administer
tests (and collect certain
other information) prior toy
duringes and after students®
involvement in the individu-
alized educatione Because
scores on these tests
increases the educators
cltaim that the treatment is
effectivee But th2se claims
are questionablee Scores on
educational tests almost
always go up over timeys
especially when any instruc-
tion is occurringe There-
forees gains cannot necessar-
ily be attributed to the
treatmente.

Supposes thens that a
novice educational
researcher wanted to examine
this same pro ject more
closelye The novice tries
to construct a "control"”
group using students of the
same races sexs grades and
age as the students involved
in the individual education
treatmenty drawn from the
same classrooms as the stu-
dents referred to the proj-
ecty ie€ey by "matching.”
Fortunatelys the same tests
administered tc the project
clients were also adminis-
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tered to students not
involved in the projecte.
Beholds the students receiv-
ing individualized attention
show smaller gains than the
wcontrol™ 'students. The
novice concludes that the
treatment was actually harm=
ful (students would have
learned more if not involved
in the project). Perhaps
note Recall that the stu-
dents referred to the treat-
ment were performing below
expectationse were exhibit=-
ing behavior problemss 3and
were often truante These
students may be expected to
show educational growth that
was slower than the growth
of other "matched"™ students
in the same class in the
absence of any special
interventione: Thuse differ-
ence in expected educational
growth rates is an explana-
tion with as much credibil-
ity as that of the novice
educational researchere.

Sophistiéated measurement’

and statistical techniques
can sometimes help sort out
the evidence about an inter-
vention's effects under dif-
ficult conditions. But
these non-experimenta)
efforts to make inferences
are plagued with uncer-.
tainty. Few such efforts
that capture the attention
of other methodologists go
unchallenged for longe In
shorte positive steps to
assure an intervention®s
evaluatability are essential
if confident statements are
to be made about the proj-
ect's effectiveness in terms
of its intended outcomese.

Inferences

on and Alterna-

A A G D D D S i S S S

A sumber of methods allow
reasonably confident infer-
encese Of these the true
experiment and some quasi-
experimental methods such as
single-subject or ABA
designse and regression dis-
continuity designse require
some degree of experimental
control over the timing of
treatment. Other quasi-ex=
perimental methodsye such as
interrupted .time-series
designse require a large
number of observations over
a long period of times
together with clear-cut
changes in some environmen-
tal influence at a particu-
lar point in time. {These
methods and others are
déscribed in Cook € Camp-
bellsy 1979.) 1t is 3lways
wise to consider whether any
of the various quasi-experi-
mental designs are likely to
be credible in ruling out
rival explanations of a par-
ticular outcome.<2> Truz ’
experiments are usually
administratively simplere
fraught with fewer technical
difficultiese and more gen=
erally understoode. :

True experiments usually
involve the random assign-
ment of individualse class-
roomse schoolse time peri-
odse or osther units to
alternative treatmentse. No
single procedure is always
effective in guarding
against all rival interpre=
tationse but randomization
is a helpful general purpose
mechanism.<3> wWhen two or
more groups are created
through randomizationy they
are equivalent within the
limits of random sampling

-33-
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.error; methods for estimat-

ing the size of this error
are availablee Had true
experiments been conducted
in the hypothetical cases
described earliersy confident
conclusions would have been
possible-=-provided that cer-
tain other conditions neces-
sary for inference were also
presente

Confidence

To make confident
interpretations of evalua-
tion resultsy three impor-
tant additional conditions
are required: adequate sta-
tistical powere sound meas-
urement of the outcomes of

‘. Statements about treat-
ment effects made by evalua-
tors and other scientists
are probabilistice Gener-
allye the degree of confi-
dence one may have in a con-
clusion is expressed by
indicating the probability
of this outcome occurring by
chance if the intervention
were completely ineffectivee
This is what statisticians
mean by "significance."” A
significant result is one
that is unlikely to occur by
chancee Many scientistsey as
well as lay personss are
confused by the distinction
between the size of a dif-
ference and its statistical
significancee. Large differ-
ences in the average delin-
quency rates or educational
achievement test scores
between two groups can be
nonsigni ficante Ande small
di fferences can be signifi-
cante In most delinquency

N

prevention interventionse as
indeed in most educational
interventionsy treatment
effects are likely to be
smalle Detecting such small

differences with confi-

dence~-and understanding the
paradox of nonsignificant
lar je differences--requires
a consideration of statisti-
cal powere.

Power is the probability
of detecting a difference of
any given size that hypo-
thetically existse The most
important principla involved
is that the probability of
detecting a true difference
with conventional signifi-
cance tests increases as the
number of experimental units
(studentse classesy time
periodssy or schools)
increasese If the true dif-
ference is larges 3 smaller
number of experimental units
is required to detect it
with a given level of prob-
aoilitye Thusy when smal)l
treatment effects are
likelyy large numbers of
people must be given the
treatment to make a signifi-
cant result probables when
effect sizes are largeys
smaller samples can be used
and still provide a reason-
able probability of detect-
ing the effectse In most
delinquency prevention eval-
uationsy large sample sizes
are needed to gain statisti-
cal power because interven-
tion effects are likely to
be smalle.

The second additional
condition necessary for mak-
ing confident statements
about an intervention®s
effects is the sound meas-
urement of the outcomes that
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may be influenced by the
intervention. The review by
Ogawa (this volume)s as well
as our experience in trying
to obtain sound measures of
academic achievemente delin-
quent behaviors and other
potential outcomes in this
evaluations implies that
this condition can often be
difficult to meete. There is
no way to confidently con-
clude that an intervention
prevents delinquency when no
good measure of delinquent
behavior is availablees
Measurement issues are dis-<
cussed more thoroughly in
another chaptere

The third necessary con-
ditiony complete informa-
tiony is also often diffi-
cult to meet because schodl
populations are transienty

and because students in high

risk of delinguent involve-~
ment are often truant or
drop out of school alto-
gethere In additions some
students for a variety of
reasons never receive the
intended treatment in full
forme The necessity of
obtaining outcome measures
for these individuals is
frequently overlookede
Attrition weakens an evalua-
tion by effectively diluting
the treatmente Andy if
information for some indivi-
duals is not availables 2
number of equally plausible
rival explanations for out-
comes may exists thwarting
confident interpretatione.

Inferences
Some_Common_0Objections
Educational practition-

erss counszlorse and social
service workers often object

to establishing tne condi-

tions necessary for making
confident inferences about
the services they provide or
about their organizational
change effortse These
objections take many forms:

le "I know this inter-
vention to be effectives and
therefore evaluation is
unnecessarye”

2. "Randomization is
unethicale"”

3, "Asking students to-
report about their behavior
or school is demeaninge”

4e "Evaluation is too
much work; it detracts from
other programmatic effortsy
or makes the intervention
difficult to implement as
intendede”

5 "Evaluation threatens
the stability of the project
by creating problems for its
manager or powerful others
in the manager's environ-
mante"”

6« TEvaluation restricts
the project®s freedom of
action in develoomenta)l

w] know this treatment
workse Evaluation is not
necessarye"

No intervention involved
in the Alternative gducation
Program has been demon-
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strated to be effective in
preventing delinquencyes

Most have not been demon-
strated to be effective in
achieving any of the other
program goals. Some inter-
ventions being contemplatedy
€.Jey the Student-Team-
Learning approach being con-
sidered in Charlestony have
reasonably been shown effec-
tive in increasing student
satisfactions learninge and
positive peer relations in
imp)ementations conducted by
skilled researcherse Repli-
cations under more typical
conditions are lackinge
Otherses such as the FOCUS
approachs have been sub-
jected only to unreplicated
examination involving a lim-
ited range of potential out-
comese Still otherss such
as PLATO and a host of other
interventionss have never to
the best of our knowledge
‘been satisfactorily evalu-
ated at alles (nWe acknow-
ledge that our standards for
a satisfactory evaluation
are considerably higher than
the standards of those who
market or otherwise dissemij-
nate these productse.) Even
were it true that some eval-
uation had found an inter-
vention to be effective in
preventing delinquencys the
replicability of that inter-
vention and its results
would be an important evalu-
ation question in a demon-
stration programe. Evalua-
tion is therefore necessarye

Randomization_Is _Unethical

"Refusing or delaying
this service to allow for
its evaluation is unethi-
cale"
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. The denial of some ser-
vices known to be effectivey
for evaluation purposes when
the aggregate harm to the
individual outweighs the
resulting aggregate benefit
is unethicale This is a
fundamental tenet of utili-
tarian ethicse Rule ethics
arquably imply further that
denial of a services known
to be beneficial to an indi-
vidualy may be unethical
regardless of the aggregate
harm or benefite But the
denial of a service when its
efficacy is unkndwn is not
unethicale Indeedsy when
effects are unkndwne the
ethicality of administering
the treatment is doubtful,
especially if the treatment
is not under serious evalua-
tione

effectiveness of
is unknowns the
to experimenting
is fooling

When the
a treatment
alternative
with people
around with people. Con-
sider again some examples.
Peer or group counseling is
a plausible intervention
because it recognizes the
power ful influence of peers
on a student’s behavior.
Some reluctance to assign
students randomly to this
kind of counseling has been
encounterede. This resist-
ance is based in part on
concerns about denying a
needed service to individu-
als who would be randomly
assigned to a3 waiting list
or control groupe The
excellent background paper
for the Alternative Educa-
tion Program Announcement
(Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Preventions
1980¢ Appendix 3) makes
clears howevers that the
appropriate approach to peer
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counseling interventions is
an experimental onee. "Given
the growing popularity of
peer counseling and the
likelihood that some alter-
native programs will use ity
it is essential to rigor-
ously assess its effects in
alternative education pro-
grams. It _cannot be_assumed
that positive results will
be found” (pe 24y emphasis
added).

The ethical appreach to
such interventions is to
evaluate theme As the Amer-
ican Psychological Associa-
tion's Task Force on Evalua-
tion and Accountability
(1978) put ite "In the vast
majority of cases the only
really ethical position lies
in providing the public with
effective services or ser-
vices whose effectiveness is
under systematic evaluation®
(po 305) °

In a second examples
alternative schools may seek
to keep dropouts or poten-
tial dropouts in schoole.
Agains resistance to random-
ization has been based in
part on concerns about deny-
ing a needed service to
individuals who would ran-
domly be assigned tt a con=
trol groupe Yet th: bene-
fits of continued schooling
for youths with high dropout
potential have not been dem-
onstrateds Delinquent
behavior typically falls off
when youths drop out of
school and may even be lower
during summer recess from
school (Gottfredsons 1931).
some delinquency researchers
have commented that “dropout
is a satisfactory solution®
for some youths (Elliotte
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1966)y and that we should
rethink the appvopriateness
of trying to keep youths in
school as long as possible
(Glasery 1975¢ pe &7)e
Bachmany Greenes and Wirtanen
(1971) characterize dropout
as a symptom of more basic
organizational problemss
rather than as a problem for
the individuals who drop out
themselves. Treating this
symptom rather than the
underlying problems "may in
this instance do more harm
than good for two reasonse
Firsty the treatment has
some unpleasant side effects
e « o « Seconde treating the
symptom may distract us from
the more basic problems™ (De
179) .

The importance of learn-
ing the effects--which may
be positives negativey or
mi xed=-of keeping potential
dropouts in school cannot be
overestimatede This is an
issue with tremendous policy
relevance. The ethical
route lies in the rigorous
evaluation of any program
designed to keep potential
dropouts in schoole.

The case for randomiza-
tion when the effectiveness
of an intervention is unk-
nown has been elaborated
el sewhere (Boruchy 1975;
Gottfredsony 1973). Random-
jization is often considered
3 model of fairness in allo-
cating benefits or risks
(Feinbergy 1971) and has
much to recommend it on that
basis alone when the conse-
quences of a treatment are
unknowne Surely the once
commonly accepted and widely
practiced medical treatment
involving blood letting




Inferences

would have been abandoned
sooners Saving countless
livesy had anyone performed
the necessary evaluation
(cfe Eisenberge 1977)e.

Asking Certain_Questions_Is
Demeanin

"Why should innocent é
youngsters be asked if they
have committed crimes? Why
should they be asked if
school stinks? Isn®t this
demeaning?"”

= - -Questions have to be
asked of students to learn
how interventions affect
theme Student self-reports
on their conduct are oneys
albeit imperfects method of
learning about their delin-
quent behaviore Self-report
measures Jare well studied
(Hindelanje Hirschiy £ Weisy
1931)e and we know they have
useful degyrees of validity
for an evaluatione Stu-
dents' perceptions of their
schools and their experi-
ences in schools are impor-
tant in assessing school
climate for diagnostic pur-
posesy for characterizing
the school environments for
assessing project effective-
nesse And because attitudes
are important variables that
theory implies mediate
between plausibie interven-
tions and delinquency or
dropouts measures of these
attitudes are also impor-
tante

Asking these questions is
apparently not demeaninge
The overwhelming majority of
students (8le5%) who com-
pleted the School Action
Effectiveness Student Ques~-
tionnaire reported that it
was very or somewhat

interestinge Discussions
with students imply that
they generally appreciate
being asked the2ir opinionse
Ignoring the messages stu-
dents give us when they
answer these questions may A
be demeaning; asking the ‘
questions is not.

"We have not budgeted for
a staffer to collect those
datae Spending effort on
developing the evaluation
takes precious time away
from getting our work donee.
We cannot meet our quota for
persons served if we have to
establish a control group
tooe."

These are real problemse.
More than a decade ago a
prison warden (Parksy 1965)
told a story that is modi-
fied slightly and repeated
below:<4>

Once upon a time
there was an alternative
education project direc-
tor who was riding a
tigere By holding on
with both hands and
struggling very hardes he
could steer the tiger
just the slightest bite
The project director®s
best efforts were not
enough to prevent the
tiger from taking an
occasional nip out of
his lege’ .

One day an evaluation
researcher visited and ‘
saide "1 see you are
riding a tigers"™ thus
demonstrating her keen
insight into the project
director's plight. At
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that momenty the tiger
took another bite from
the director's lege.

The researcher
observed solemnlys and
presently issued a find-
ing: "You knows that
tiger is biting yous and
seems to enjoy ite
Someday he will eat you
all gone--unlesssy that
isy you avail yourself
of my services."

n"You know about rid-
ing tigers?"

"Nos" s$3id the
researchery “but I have
extensively studied
Siamese kittensy, and I
am sure the principles
are the same."

Although he was able
to devote only a small
part of his attention to
the researcher’s state-
menty Deing almost fully
absorbed in efforts to
control the tigery the
project director made an
executive decisione
Since things were going
badly at the moments he
thought he had little to
lose by getting the
researcher®s helpe
"Fines"™ he saidy "come
aboard and give me a
hande"™

"Not so fast."
answered the researcher,
"we scientists can't jo
slapdash into thingse -
In the first placey we
must develop an evalua-
tion designsy administer
some guestionnaires, and
develop a data retrieval
mechanisme And in the

«~39-

Inferences

second places we must
find a quieter tigere
Simply. impossidle to
properly study such a
rambunctious creature."”

"3ut this is the only

tiger I haves and if I

let it go he will run
around eating a3 lot of
innocent studentse and
scare them into dropping
out of school."™

"goshy" replied the
researchere "You are
being rigide If you
will Yoosen your grip a
littley we can randomly
assign it to individual-
ized traininge We'l)
provide it with caring
and concerned trainerse
1f we find that it eats
fewer Sstudentse Or even
if an intervening varia-
ble is influenced, we
will have a resulte Of
course if it eats more
studentsy we will still
have a result--opposite
direction naturallye. So
we can't losey, can we?

sWelly® said the
project directory who
was getting confused by
the researcher®s logicy
"I'm not sure about
thate Help me get this
tiger under controly
then we can think about
evaluation.™

"Nows NOws"™ answered
the researchery "you
can't just start these
things without prelimi-
nary studye We must
devise a management
information systems get
some dacta from the
tiger's point of views
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and prepare some
feedbacke Right:-nowe we
cannot even describe
what you two are doinge"™

“Chompe" said the
tigere

AVl righte ald
righte™ said the project
directors "describe
already--but hurry."

"Nowe let's see~--I
would say at the 2%

—— Vlevel of confidence that
we could have some pre-
liminary results that
would point up areas
requiring intensive
study in about five
yearse plus or minus 2.3
yearse"™ The researcher
looked pleasede

"I don*t like to be
an obstructionist.”
repltied the administra-
tore "but I have this

tiger to cope with nowe
and I am not sure I will
be around in 5 plus or
minus 23 years."

"You must realizee”
said the researchers
"that we must develop
criteriae select sub-
jectse and make sure the
results are not due to
the use of catnip rather
than the tiger*®s indivi-
dualized training plane.
Besidesy we will gener-
ate valuable information
to help the next project
directore You wouldnt't
want the next poor soul
who comes along to have
the same problems you
are having with this
tigere would you?"

“Honmmmmmmmne ™
hummmnmmed the pro ject
directore "that doesn't
sound at all practicale.
Howevere while you are
working on the evalua-
tion designe perhaps you
can help me shift my
grip @ littlee Down a
ways and a bit to the
right should do ite"

"I'm pretty commit-
tede" said the
researchere “to develop-
ing a rigorous national
evaluatione but I can
give you a few minutes
"of consultation. Heree
hold these data collec-
tion forms and 1 wil
‘help you optimize your
gripe"

The project director
reached out for the
research toolss momen-
tarily loosening his
gripe The tiger
promptly turned and ate
him all gonee.

The researcher
regarded the scene
sadlye "Just when he °
was coming around to my
frame of reference."

The project directore. may
his soul! rest in peaces had
a point--several pointse
But his problems both ante-
dated and went beyond the
problems created by the
researchere This adminis-
trator was not in controle.
An organization must be sta-
ble and have enough contro)
of its course to be able to
make sound decisiouns and
investigate the consequences
of its actione even though
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the crisis may stimulate him
to do somethinge.

An organization must be
willing to dedicate a share
of its attention and
resources to inquiry if it
is to engage in and use
research=-indeedy if it is
to develop at all. A fail-
ure to budget adequate
resources for evaluation is.
a direct indication that an
organization does not value
the contribution that evalu-
ation can make to project
devalopmente. It is a prob-
lem that must be overcome;
otherwises the attempt to
evaluate must be abandonede
tvaluation research does
require a commitment of
resourcese

In the disorganized case
of the project director rid-
ing a tigery devoting atten-
tion to evaluation is indeed
hazardouse Few project
directors would argues how-=
every that the work they
wisn to accomplish is ridiny
a tigere If the project
director is out for a tiger
ridey research will get in
the waye But as Lewin
(1946) put it:

In a field that lacks
objective standards of
achievements no learning
can take place. If we
cannot judge whether an
action has led forward
or backwarde if we have
no criteria for evaluat-
ing the relation between
effort and achievementy
there is nothing to pre<
vent us from making the
wrong conclusions and to
encourage the wrong work
habitse Realistic
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fact-finding and
evaluation is a prere~
quisite for any learn-
inge Social research
should be one of the top
priorities for the prac-
“tical job of improving
intergroup relations (pe
35)e -

Good managers w3ant to
learn; they want to promote
the rational development of
their activitiese Far from
diverting attention from
project developmentys evalua-
tion is a tool of project
and organizational develop-
ment (French & Belly 1978) .
To use this tools the proj-
ect must pbe willing to grow
and develops and to devote
resources to the learning T
enterprisee

Problems in implementing
an evaluation often surface
when a prcject has diffi-
culty filling its institu~
tion or meeting service
delivery quotase Any kind
of control over assign-
mant--admissionsy selectiony
differential treatment--is
difficult when an organiza-
tion has trouble at the
front doore If its services
are not in demandy or if the
demand is for services of a
different kind than the
project aims to provides
problems are created for
evaluation and for project
implementatione

For exampley teachers may
refuse to make referrals to
a treatment unite Or persons
deemed in need of the ser-
vices may not avail! them-
selves of ite Then a prob-
Yem exists with or without
the evaluation: too few
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eligible candidates for the
projecte This problem may
affect only the evaluation
(which is rarely the case);
pools of eligibles will not
be of sufficient size to
make control over assignment
possibles In this situa-
tions the small number of
candidates could indicate a
Tack of commitment to self-
study and evaluation. Un
the other hands the problem
may affect other aspects of
implementatione The una-
vailability of a pool of
eligibles may rasult in the
provision of services to an
inappropriate..groups or the
project may be unable to
attract clients truly in
need of servicese In this
casees 3 more serious project
management problem existse.

Ironicallys the failure
- to take steps to evaluate
rigorously may lead to the
perpetuation of the problem
because learning does not
take placesy interventions
may not be modified to
become mora appropriate or
attractives and the organi-
zation has only soft evi-
dence or vague appeals to
use in its effort to extend
services to persons deemed
in need of theme At the
very leasts the unavailabil-
ity of sufficient pools of
eligibles in a pilot study
or demonstration project is
3 major defect in"a project
of this types because it
limits what can be learned
about the effects of the
projecte

*"Elements of the evalua-
tion procedures thwart the
project because the orgaai-
zZational hierarchys the
project®'s staffs or other
elements in the project's
environment resist it; this
threatens the project'®s sta-
bilitye."

As Day (1931) has pointed
oute 3 project has a higher
Vikelihood of being institu-
tionalized and of creating
change in the system if cer-
tain conditions are presente.
Among these are the follow-
ing: (3a) Key decisionmakers
have a reputation for inno-
vation and experimentatiofie
{(b) The system is monitoring
the project and raceiving
information about ite
(c) The project sees itself
as a demonstration or pilot
project.

A static organizationys
one that does not wish to
create change or 92ne that
clings to the status quos is
naturally wary of rocking
the boat. Beer (1960) notes
two major sources of change
ir an organizational system:
crisis and informatione.
Sooner or laters an organi-
zation that avoids the impe-
tus to change provided by
information may be expected
to experience Crisise

Organizational develop-
ment specialists generally
believe that the persons
affected by a project cr by
research on it should be
involved in the developma2nt
of research questions and
designs (see ee«Jey Frohmany
Sashkine & Kavanaughs 1976).
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This involvements which we
aim to foster in the School
Action Effectiveness Studys
is important not only in
overcoming resistance to
evaluations but also in
fostering the subsequent
utitlization of information
generated by the evaluatione
A useful strategy for a
project director experienc-
ing staff resistance would
be to replicate parts of the
Program Development Evalua-
tion process with members of
the project’®s staff or the
organization®s hierarchye
This approach may encourage
the members® support for
activities they would come
to see as relevant and
importante

Restricts Freedom

"My project is trying to
get started. We have enough
problems without trying to
adhere to onerous structures
created by an evaluation.”

when a project is going
through the first months of

N

.starting its opevations

activities aimed at discov-
ering the effectiveness of
its interventions are usu-
ally inappropriates This is
especially true when proce-~
dures have yet to be devel-
opeds staff members are
still unclear about project
goals or perhaps have not
yet been hired at alls space
has not been renteds 3nd no
services are being renderede
At this points evaluation
activity is appropriately
aimed at clarification of
project goalsy rationaley
objectivesy plansy historys
implementations and settinge
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Even at this early stages
howevery it is essential to
begin planning for summative
kinds of evaluation activi=
tiese This is especially
true with time-limited dem-
oastration projectse If
early steps to develop a
framework for evaluation are
not takens the project may
never be evaluated in its
lifetimes The trick is to
balance activities so that
they are appropriate for the
developmental stage of each
project at any point in
timee

The possibility exists
that some projects will
remain in what is essen-
tially a start-up stage for
several yearse In such a
casey evaluation mi ght
appropriately be limited to
a process evaluation for the
entire lifetime of the proj-
ecty focusing on such issues
as the most effective way of
recruiting and training
staffs or the best means of
developing referral pools
and initial intervention
methodse Inferences about
project effectiveness are
only appropriate after some
plausible interventions have
been fully implemantede

The _Taxpayer QOver Qur
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shoulders

In this Alternative Edu~-
cation Programe the emphasis
on evaluation has a basis
that goes beyond its utility
as a sound management prac-
ticees The 0JJDP has awarded
grants to the alternative
education action projects
involved in SAES totalling
$10,944¢442. Congress and
the Office of Management and
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Budget willings some of
these grants may be supple-
mented in future years--even
more public funds will be
spente In additions 0JJOP
is spending over $300,40Q00 of
taxpayers® money for techni-
cal assistance and for eval-
uation each yeare This
expenditure of public funds
is justified in large meas-
ure on the basis of the
knowledge that will be
gained about alternative
education and delinquency
preventione, There is no
justification for expending
these funds without conduct~
ing the most thorough and
rigorous evaluation possi-
blee As the backyround
paper for the 0JJOP Alterna-
tive Education Program
announcement (1980) put ity
"wWithout standardized meas=~
ures rigorous evaluation
designsy and adequate fol-
low=up time framess we will
continue to be unable to
assess the effectiveness of
alternative education for
delinquency preventione
Policy and funding decisions
will continue to be made
without such knowledge" (pe
43)e Therefores the Program
Announcement reqguired all
applicants to "provide assu-
rances in their applica-
tion(s) agreeiny to cooper-
ate with the national

60

evaluators in terms of e o
the overall evaluation com-
ponent” (pe 9)e

Scientifice practicaly
morale and programmatic con-
siderations converge in
demanding the most rigorous
possible evaluation of the
activities undertaken as
part of the Alternative
Education Programe If the
projects and their umbrella
organizations view their
activities as demonstration
efforts in an area where
knowledge of what works is
desperately neededy they
must consider evaluation an
integral and helpful aspect
of project developmente

To accomplish a rigorous
evaluations collaboration
between project implementers
and evatuators is essentiale.
A structure designed to
facilitate this collabora-
tive processs Program Devel-
opment £valuations is
described in a subsequent
chapters The evaluation
process has reqguireds and
will continue to reqguirey
effort and resources on the
part of each action projecte.
This is not surprising; good
evaluations are costlys time
consumingy and demandinge
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Footnotes

le« Throughout this chapter "treatment™ is used as 3
shorthand description of any intervention intended to bring
about an effect in a persons groups OF schoole It neither
specifies the nature of the outcome intendeds noOr implies
any particular modality of intervention.

2e Each of the other possibilities mentioned has been
explored at one time ofr another with at least one of the
alternative education projectse

3. Randomization may not be the evaluator®s method of
choice if a project is still in the stages of developing its
intervention in potent forme if it is floundering in devel-
oping any intervention at ally or if the obstacles to ran-
domization are such that the intervention itself is sub-
verted by experimentatione Tharp and Gallimore (nede)
describe stages in project development where mechods other
than true experimentation may be most productivee But ran-
domization is generally the method of choice when a project
can implement some pYausible intervention with fidelitys
when it can continue to function if randomization is pres-
enty and when doubt about the intervention®s effects existSe

4e This story came to our attention?§hen ratold by Gott-
fredson (1971) e




Program Development Evaluation
[}

The School Action &ffec-
tiveness Study (SAES) is
faced with a toughs but not
unusual cnallengees Evalua-
tions==-not only delinquency
prevention evaluations-~-are
commonly marked by weak
interventionsy or interven-
tions of unknown strength
and integrity; a lack of
theory; a rapidly chaiging
project environment and
changes in prcject goalsy
objectivesy or methods; lit-
tle comnitment of project
implementers to evaluationy
and little understanding on
the part of evaluators of
the problems of implementa-
tion; fears about the ways
evaluation results may be
used; 3 lack of sound meas-
urement of the outcomes of
interest; weak or nonexis-
tent evaluation designs;
ambiguities ‘about goalsy
objectivessy proolemss and
needs; and inadequate
resources (time and money)
to cope effectively with all
these problemss

The history of previous
delinquency prevention eval-
uationssy described by 0Ojawa
(this volume)y is a history
of evaluators and project
implementers grappling with

[ am grateful for the advice
of Deborah Danielsy Denise
Ce Gottfredsons and Jane St
John on a draft of this
chapters and for the discus-
sions with Je. Douylas Grant
and Carol Yamasaki in the
early stages of the creation
of the Program Development
Evaluation model.

these problemss The success
of SAES will depend upon the
extent to which it develops
methods that avoid these
difficultiese The develop-
ment of such methods has an
importance that goes beyond
the Alternative Education
Programe Evaluators and
program developers every-
wnere need practical and
sound methods for improving
project implementation and
fostering more useful and
rigorous evaluationse

To meet its challenges
SAES must implement an eval-
uation structure to meet the
following demands:

le Increase tne likeli-
hood that plausible and !
potent interventions will be
implementede.

2e

Make possible the
assessment of the strength
and fidelity with which
interventions are imple-

mentede.

3e Provide for the
interpretation of experience
in theoretical termse

4« 0Document project
plans and their implementa-
tion as they evolves recog-
nizing that in actuality
plans neither stay put nor
are necessarily followede

Se Conduct the most rig-

. orous evaluation possible in

-4 8-

terms of the strength and
relevance of the design and
the measurement of key out-
come variables.
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6e DO all this with lim-
ited resources in a short

‘period of timee

As is typical of many
evaluationss the evaluator
is an "outsider.® That isy
each action project competed
independently for funding on
the basis of the strength of
its proposale Evaluatabil-
ity was not a major consid-
eration in the funding deci-
sionse Action projects are
not under the control of the
evaluatore nor did the eval-
uator have ary hand in the
selection of action proj-
ectse Under these circums-
tancessy action project per-
sonnel may perceive e
evaluation as something
imposed upon them by an
alien and perhaps unfriendly
agente Avoiding this per-
ception is importante
because we-expect that proj-
ects will increase in effec-
tiveness over time in pro-
portion to their use of
evidence provided by the
evaluatione

Instrumental in
these six demandSy
fores is a further .demand
that SAES gain the coopera-
tion of action project -
implementerse This is
essential to (a) increase
the extent to which the
evaluation is directed to
the aims of each action
project rather than focusing
solely on the goals of the
Federal sponsore
{b) increase the extent to
which evaluation methods and
results are used by the
action project in its devel-
opments (Cc) ensure that
action projects devote an
appropriate level of

meeting
there=~

PDE

resources and attention to
evaluations (d) increase the
rigor and relevance of the
evaluatione (e) assist in
clarifying goalse ODjec-

‘tivess and plans to focus
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the evaluation and to assist
in project developmentys and
(f) capture the rationale or
theoretical perspective of
each projecty directing
attention to the implica-
tions of these perspectives
for the development of
delinquency prevention
effortse

Implicit in this list of
demands is the need for an
ef fective evaluation to go
beyond the two approaches
common in many evaluationse
Some evaluators approach
their task in a wodden waye
imposing a common set of
measurement and design
requirements that may be
insensitive to the aims or
circumstances of the action
projectss and that are
likely to be passively or
even actively resisted by
project implementerse This
approach seldom fosters
project developmente The
evaluation m3y end up hope-
lessly corrupted or may
assess a set of interven-
tions that were never imple-
mented as intendede.

A second common appro3ach
is to conduct a flabby eval-
uatione Unfortunatelys 3
frequent response of evalua-
tors to the six tough chal-
lenges is to abandon rigore
evaluations are often lim-
ited to attempts to obtain
flow data; efforts to imple~
ment procedures leading to
confident conclusions 3bout
effectiveness and to assist
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in project development are
abandonedes Weak evaluation
designs often result in an
inappropriate level of opti-
misme with little evidence
of effectiveness after lots
of taxpayers® dollars have
been spente SAES aims to
conduct the most rigorous
possible evaluation while
being flexible and useful to
project implementerse

The diverse demonstration
projects involved in the
Alternative Education Pro-
gram aim to alter organiza-
tional forms and educational
experiences to prevent
delinquencye The common
goals and objectives of the
programy specified by 0JJDP
(1980)¢ form a core or com-
mon basis for the evaluation
of all the projects in the
national programe But proj-
ects are run by community-
bpased organizationss school
systemse and a universityy
and each has distinctive
problems and goalse Over-
laide therefores on this
common framework is a
diverse set of organiza-
tional environmentss goalsy
objectivesy and interven-
tions specific to each proj-
eCte

" A Program Development
tvaluation (PDE) model pro-
vides the structure for the
evaluation of these proj-
ectse The structure is
intended to anticipate and
foster the development of
these projects by involving
project personnel in a cycle
of evaluation activitiese
This structure is intended
to (a) make rigorous evalua-
tion possibley (b) make the
evaluation relevant not only

to national concerns but
also to the concerns of
project personnel and manag-
erse (c) document project
implementations

(d) facilitate project
implementations (e) tie the
evaluation explicitly to
delinquency prevention
theorye and (f) integrate
research with project opera-
tions so that projects
develop by using the results
of research in project plan-
ninge Related structurese
differing somewhat in empha-
sis and details are provided

by Empey (1980) and Tharp

and Gallimore {nede)e Those
related structures are
guided by some of the same
concerns that led us to

develop the PDE structuree.

The Program Development
Evaluation model stems from
the action research modele..
This approach assumes that
the prospects for promoting
change are greatest when the
program decisionmakers®
stake in the research is
made clear by their own par-
ticipation in the researche
Project decisionmakers and
researchers collaborate
through a continuing dia-
logue in which researchers
provide feedback on the
consequences of project
actione Action research
involves a cycle of hypothe-
sis formulation and plan-
ningey actiony evaluation and
information feedbacks and
then renewed hypothesis for-
mulation and planninge As
the cycle is repeateds and
information derived from
project efforts and research
is used in decision makinge
projects should become more
effective--turning the pro-
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cess into an upward spiral
of activitye

Projects usually change
over time on the basis of
the experience gained as
they develop (Wilkins &
Gottfredsony 1969)e What
Pear) (1962) has called
»quality control®” is needed
to insure not just that a
program is run according to
the plans but that a plan
exists and is modified to
coincide with the way a
projects as it developsy is
actually rune . Many attempts
to demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of specifiable
social programs have failed
in part because plausible
interventions were not
implemented or their imple-
mentation was not documented
(Quaye 1977; Sechresty
Whites & Browne 1979; Hall &
Louckse 1977)e or tne plan
for the innovation was not
clearly articulated at the
outset (Sarasons 1971)e.

The PDE model is espe-=
cially well-suited for
facilitating and studying
the develcpment of a program
by assisting in the planning
processe It provides a
mechani sm by which an organ-
ization can make its plans
explicity and then engage in
self-study as it goes about
implementing theme It also
-helps the evaluator monitor
and document project plans
and their implementation as
the project evolvese In
shorty our Program Develop-
ment Evaluation is an
attempt to integrate evalua-
tion and orgyanizational
developmente Its action
research approach to know-
ledge generation and oryani=-
zational growth is derived

PDE

from a tradition of concern
for practical theorys useful
researchy and organizational
change and developmente

One of the roots of Pro-.
gram Development gvaluation

"is the practice of organiza-

tion development (0D)e
French and Bell (1978) char=
acterize 0D as a process
involving action research
that emphasizes normative
changey is based in beha-
vioral sciencey involves
experience-based learning of
intact work teamsy and
emphasizes goals and objec-
tivese By characterizing aob
as a processy French and
Bell mean that 0D is ®“not to
be regarded as a one-shot
solution to organizational
problemss but more as a
'*growing toward® greater

ef fectiveness through a
series of intervention
activities over a period of
timee « ¢« o Changing the
culture of « « o an entire
organization is a long-terms
involved process (pe 69)e"
In additiony they see 00 as
a process involving
rationaly empirical strate-
giesy but one that is even
more dependent on normative-
reeducative strategies:

"The client defines what
changes and improvements he
or she wants to makey rather
than the change agent; the
change agent attempts to
intervene in a mutualy col-
laborative way with the
client as they together
define problems and seek
solutions; anything hinder-
ing effective problem
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solving is brought to tight
and publicly examined (ppe.
15=-76)«" The emphasis on
normative education is based
on the assumption that
behaviors are rooted in
normss valuesy or beliefs as
well as in rationality and
self-interaste 0D is a
data-based approach to
planned change in which
information is a spur to
actiones Unpleasant informa-
tion is not to be avoided
but rather treasured Decause
it may lead to advancementys
to clarification of prob~-
lems. Typicallys 0D empha-
sizes concrete goal setting
through the shared experi-
ence of a group in formulat-
ing planse The on-the=-job.
learning experience of an
intact group is presumed to
promote organizational and
individual effectiveness.

The interactives collab-
0(9tive. participative
approachs often used by
behavioral scientists or 00
specialists serving as con=-
sultants or facilitators of
organizational planning and
decision makings has much to
offer in overcoming some of
the difficulties an evalua-
tion may expect tu facee.
Firsts increasing an organi-
zatior's effectiveness
should increase the likeli-
hood thaet it will succeed in
implementing i1nterventions
with a possibility of being
shown to be effective when
subjected to serious summa-
tive evaluation. Seconds in
the 0D processs the evalua-
tor approaches an orgdaniza-
tion in a manner that may
decrease the extent to which
he or she is perceived as an
alien invader. Sy helping

N

an organization clarify its
goals and objectivesy by
assisting in creating open
communication about proo-
lemss and by fostering the
expectation that projects
will change and develop over
timey tne evaluator may come
t> pe consiirred more as an
insidery an %ity to be
trusted to ¢ ey useful
newses Andy perspective
that informa ine even
uncomfortable informatione
is valuable in fostering
growth and confronting
important problems may
decrease the organization's
usual fear of evaluatione.
Finallys, the links between
00 and action research make
the interjection of formal
evaluation possible.

The Program Development
Evaluation model is in part
a descendent of an 0D method
previously used by the
Social Action Research Cen=
ter (Blanton & Alleys 1975)
in a series of projects to
manage and study social
changee This predecessorys
called the Program Develop-
ment (PU) modely was devei-
oped through attempts to
evaluate human service proj-
ectse In this modelsy feed-
back is a mechanism of pro j-
ect development that
involves monitoring a proj-
ect’s environmentsy the
implementation of strate-
giesy and the achievement of
goalse In practices the
Program Development special-
ist focuses on interaction
with project implementers to
assist in assessing needsy
in articulating goals and
more specific objectivesy in
analyzing a project®s force-
field (environmental con-
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straints and resources)sy and
in developing strategies for
change or implementations
8lanton and Alley (197S5y
Chape 7) distinguish three
kinds of evaluation possible
using PD concepts: '

(a) evaluation of relevances
(b) procedural evaluationy
and (c) outcome evaluatione.
Although they discuss poten-
tial structures for outcome
avaluationy emphasis has
been placed primarily ~n

other aspects of the organi-

zZation development processSes
The PC model is illustrated
in Figure 1« In applica-
tiony great emphasis has been
put on the participatory
nature of this process and
on avoiding intrusive moni~
toring procedures to enhance
the credibility of evalua-
tion designse Participation
and unobtrusiveness facili-
tate the implementation of
the planning portions of the
PD processe and reduce tne
possibility that PO will

become an unwelcome or bur-=
densome appendagee. Like
other forms of 0Dy PD empha-

sizes participatory planning
in part to foster normative=-
reeducation and
increase organizational and
individual competencies in
decision making and plan-
Ninge

Action Research

3oth 0D and the present
evaluation have roots in
action researche According
to French and Beli (1978)y
the origins of action
research lie in the work of
Dewey (1933)e .Collier
(1945)+ and Lewin (1946) .
The roots of action
researchy howevery are
deeper than thise They can

in part to--.

PDE

be traced back to the Baco-~
nian formulation of the
scientific methods which
specified three steps:

(a) the formation of
hypothesesy (b) the empiri-
cal testing of the
hypothesesy and (cC) the
acceptance or rejection of
the hypotneses (Deeses
1972).. ..Action is taken to
"ewist the lion®s tail™ to
learn about nature. Since
Bacony Sscience has been
active rather than specula-
tives historicaly or reflec~
tives Dewey translated the
scientific method of problem
solving for laypersonsy and
Collier and Lewin both
applied the scientific
method to solving practical
social problems.

Colliery a comiissioner
of Indian Affairs concerned
with improving race rela-
tionsy wrote of action
researchy claimin3y that:

Research and then more
research is essantial to
the programs that in the
ethnic field research
can be made a tool of
action essential to all
other toolsy indeed that
it ought to be the mas-
ter toole But ~e had in
mind a particular kina
of researchy ory if you
willy particular condi-
tionse We had in mind
research impelled from
central areas of needed
actione ANnd since
action is by nature not
only specialized but
also integrativae o o9
our needed research must
be of the integrative
sorte Agains since the
findings of the research
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must be criticized by
them through their
experiences the admnnls-
trator and the layman
~must themselves partici-
pate creatively in the
researchy impelled as it
is from their own area
of need.
(Colliery 1945+ cited by
French & Bellys 1978y Do
9%).

Broader attention was
called to action research by
Lewiny an eminent and
influential psychological
theorist with a keen inter-
est in the applications of
psychologye He saw that
cooperation between the
change agent (or field
worker) and the researcher
is important for both plan-
ning and management:

Planning starts usually
with something like a
general idea. For one
reason or another it
seems desirable to reach
3 certain objectivee o o
e The first stepy then,
is to examine the idea
carefully in the light
of the means available.
Frequently more fact-
finding about the situa-
tion is requireds 1If
the first period of
planning is successful,
two items emerge: an
‘overall plan® of how to
reach the objective and
3 decision in regard to
the first step of the
actione Usually this
planning has also somew-
hat modified the origi-
nal idea. The next
period is devoted to
executing the first step
of the overall plan

e « o {and}) by certain

fact-findings. e o o

This « « « fact-finding

has four functionse. It

should evaluate the .
action by showing

whether what has been

achieved is above or .
below expectation. It

should serve as a basis

for correctly planning

the next stepy [(for}

modifying the ‘overall

plan.' Finally, it gives

the planners a chance to

learny that isy to

gather new general

insight « « « regarding

the strength or weakness

of certain « « « tech-

niques of actione o o« o

Rational social man-
agementy thereforey pro-
ceeds in a spiral of
steps each of which is
composed of a circle of
planningy actions and
fact-finding about the
result of the actione

(Lewiny 1947, pp
. 333-334).,

“This seguential and spi-
raling model of problem
solving is now widely used
in organizational develop-
ment effortss and has been
applled in @ variety of
industriale human service,
and educational action
research projects; and it
appears to be at the heart
of Tharp and Gallimore®'s
{nede) Evaluation Succes- ,
sion modele .

Several varieties of
activity are often called e
action research (Cheiny -
Cooks £ Hardinge 1948).
Sometimes the effort is lim-
ited to diagnosis and recom-
mendations; sometimes




organizations Or project
implementers carry out the
entire process; sometimes
records or diaries of
actions taken and their per-
ceived effects are main~
tained.
more (nede) nctey there are
several ways of "knowings”®
each appropriate to differ-
ent stages in the develop-
ment of a programe What
they call "experimentations*
nqualitative/personal know-
inge" "data guidances” and
"program evaluation" are all
useful in program develop~
ment and evaluation. BSut
the variety of action
research most productive of
trustworthy knowledge is
experimental actipon
researche Unfortunatelys
experimental action research
is also the most difficult
to performs because it
requires the conditions
necessary for confident
inference (see the preceding
chapter)s and 2 stable set
of interventions that the
organization knows how to
and can implement in testa-
ble forme Seldom do 0D
efforts aim to implement
experimental action
researchs largely because it
is so difficulte Implement-
ing experimental action
research isy howevers 3
chief aim of the School
iction Effectiveness Studye
Evaluation must be coordi-
nate rather than subordinate
to problem soliving; solving
problems without learning
how or why they were sol ved
will not accomplish the aims
of the Alternative Education
Program or of SAES.

As Tharp and Galli-
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The PDE_structure
' To conduct the School
Action cffectiveness Studys
we have built on the Program
Development model,y but have
altered it in major ways to
make this J0 tool more
appropriate for an evalua-
tione In particulars the
PDE model emphasizes to 3
far greater extent
(a) theorys (D) measurementy
and (c) 2xperimental or qua-
si-experimental designe. In
additions some terms (most
notably "ob jectives") have
been redefinedy and a struc-~
ture for documenting project
implementation has been
addede At the same timey
the new Sstructure retains
the action research emphasis
on a cycle of development
activity that was central to
PDe

The resulting Program
Development Evaluation
modely illustrated in Figure
2y thus incorporates theory
as an explicit componenty
gives measureable goals and
objectives a more hard-nosed
meanings incorporates plan-
ning for evaluation imple~
mentation in the same way
that planning for any other
aspect of a project is
incorporateds and allows
project implementars and
evaluators to monitor criti-
cal' benchmarks in the imple~
mentation of any strategy to
create changee The princi-
pal concepts involved in the.
PDE structura are Visted in
Table 1l and each is elabo-
rated belowe.
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The Alternative Education
Program involves a common
set of goals; directed pri-
marily at the problems of
delinquencys dropouts and
nonattendance in school.

But a fundamental tenet of
the action research paradigm
is that the implementers of
an individual project should
be actively involved in
creating the research proj-
ect and setting its goals.
iFdrthermorey seldom do the
aims of any particular
action project ovarlap fully
with the aims of the sponsor
of this programe Therefore,
interaction with each proj-
ect must begin with an
exploration of its intente.

Problems_and_Goals. Most
organizationsy and most
projectsy have multiple
aimse Within the PDE frame-
works a general or overarch-
ing aim is called a goal. A
goal is the obverse of a '
problem; it specifies how
the level of the problem may
be measured and therefore
how one may know if progress
is being madee Several sec-
ondary questions are impor-
tant when discussing goalse.

The first question--how each

goal may be measured=-serves
‘to reduce ambiguity and ena-
ble evaluatione The second
question serves to promote
realistic planring; it asks
when a project can realisti~
cally expect to make a sub-
stantial difference. And
the third questiony essen-
tial inexpe rimental or qua-
si-experimental action
researchs asks how one may
know that the project itself
was responsible for progress

towards the goale These
questions arey of course,

" steps toward involving proj-
ect impltementers in the
design of the evaluation.

Theory. Actions are
taken for reasons that are
either articulated or unar-
ticulatede The PUE struc-
ture is a vehicle for making
theory explicite This is
useful pscauses as the Panel
on Research on Rehabilita-
tive Techniques (Martiny
Sechresty € Rednerre 1981)
notes:

In attempting to solve
any problemy a clear
idea of the nature of
the problemy its causesy
and developmental pro-
cesses is vitale In the
absence >f an adequate
conceptuadl framework .
the rush of enthusiasm
for an interesting
intervention is likaly
to short-circuit consid-
eration of these fac-
torse The result is
o efforts that may be
unrelated to the causes
of crimes ignore the
most suitable target
populations, and fail to
consider questions of
optimal timing and
strength of the inter-
vention. The adoption
of a theoretical f(rame-
work necessarily prompts
consideration of the
above factors andy one
hopesy thoughtful devel-
opment and implementa-
tion of . interven-
tionsy thereby
increasing the chances
for effectiveness

(Po 29).
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Theory helps to organize
knowledye 3and to communi-
catee it provides a guide
for actione and it 3ssists
in developing and assessing

interventionse. “Once a
basic proolem is stated in
theoreticul termsy planners
have an explicit foundation
on which to build an inter=-
vention strategy and from
which to derive 3 research
strategy in conjunction with
the intervention®™ (Martin et
alee 1981, Pe 34; cfe
Glaseres 198C)e In shorts an
explicit theory provides a
template for project imple-
menters’ use in building
their interventionsy as well
as a template by which both
implementers and researchers
can assess those interven-
tionse Tharefores the PDE
process caltls for deliberate
and careful consideration of
the questions "wWhy do these
problems axist?"®

_______ In the lan-
guage of PDEs an objective
is an intermediary outcome
that a project's theory of
action implies is impor-
tante<l> Like goalssy oObjec-
tives must be stated in mea-
surable termse

Some examples may held
make the distinction bLetween
goals and objectives cleare.
Suppose that'a change ajent
wishes to decrease the dezath
rate due to gastroenteritis
in a rural societye The
change agent theorizaes that
the suffering and death are
due to the contamination of
village water supplies with
the cholera micro-organisme
This theory might suggest a
campaiqgn to chlorinate
wellsy with the objective of

POE

decreasing this
contaminatione. Tha objec-
tive would be measured by
laboratory analyses of
well-water samdles to deter-
mine the levels of microbial
contaminations and the goal
might be measured by counts
of deaths per 102200 popu-
lation due to gastroenteri-
tise Another change agent
might see the problem somew-
hat differentlye This sec-
ond change agent may theor-
ize that the suff2ring and
death are du= to poor envi-
ronmental sanitation:
Because few villagers use
sanitary latriness well
water is easily contaminated
and th2 cholera micro-organ-
ism spreads from infected to
uninfected personse This
theory might suggest an
environmental! sanitation
campaign directed at per-
suading villagers to con-
struct sanitary latrines and
sanitary wells. The objec-
tive now involves villager
behaviors Ind might be meas-—
ured by the proportion of
households using sanitary
latrines and water from pro-
tected wellse A theory cane
of coursey sugjest multiole
interventions and multiple
objectivese The second
change agent’s theory would
also reasonably imply chlo-
rination of wells and
assessments of well water. -
The more comprehensive 3
theorys the more complex the
array of interventions and
opjectives it is likely to
suggestes

Change agents could
develop theories at many
levels to explain the prob-
lem of cholera deathss and
each level would suygest
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somewhat dif ferent
interventionse To continue
the exampleses change agents
might attribute the problem
to (3) normative belijefs in
village societies that cur-
rent standards of environ-
mental sanitation are ade-
quates (b) the poverty and
segregation of the rural
peopley which deprive them
of the resources to build
sanitary devices and concen-
trates them so that they are
at high risks {(c) social
stratification that allows
only an elite merchant class
access to sufficient
resources to enjoy a sani-
tary environmenty
(d) stratification in the
world system that enables
capitalist countries to keep
countries with rural rubber-
tapping populations impover-
ished and the cost of raw
materials lowe Each of
these thecries may have con-
siderable validitye VYet
edch would imply different
interventions to solve the
problemy ranging from dump-
ing chlorine in wells to
overthrowing the capitalist
world systeme NoO single
cholera prevention project
ts likely to attempt inter-
ventions at all of these
levelss and so will not have

objectives at each levels A

project’s theory of
action--the theory that
drives its interventions--is
the theory that is relevant
in specifying objectives.

Agains answers to ques-
tions-~how ob jectives may be
measuredys when effects are
to be expecteds and how one
may know that the interven-
tion caused the effects~--

~serve to create the evalua-
tion design.

Interventione An inter-
vention is an action taken
to achieve an objective or
set of objectivess Ordinar-
ilys it is a major component
of a projecte The term is
often synonymous with
"changes™ "treatments"™ or
"component.® Some interven-
tions are aimed 3t changing
the behaviors attitudesy or
status of individual people;
others are aimed at changing
the behavior of an organiza-
tion or collectivitye<2> An
fatervention is a3 processy
actions structures rules or
substance that a project
applies or puts in place to
achieve an objective or set
of objectivesy and therefore
to move closer to achieving
its goal(s)s An interven-
tion may be chemical, physi-
caly biologicaly behavioraly
socialy political, or struc-
turale

Forcefielde A forcefield
is the social-psychological
field that immediately sur-
rounds a decision or actione
It includes the forces that
compel or restrain against
alternative actionss as they
are perceived by an indivi-
dual or corporate actor.

The notion of a forcefield
comes from Lewin's (1951)
ideas about the field of
forces influencing action.
An examination or analysis
of an organization’s force-
fieldy especially one that
focuses on the field in
terms of the resources
available and the obstacles
to actions is frequently
useful for four ra2asons:
(a) By focusing on the
organization's perceptions
of environmental influencesy
the nature of these percep-




tions becomes explicit ana
open to scrutinyy revisiony
ammendations supplementa-
tioney and test. (b) A com-
plete account of obstacles
and resources decreases the
likelihood that either pit-
- falls or potentials will be
overlooked in the develod-
ment of a projecte.
(c) Using knowledge of the
influences in the project's
environment helps to capi-
talize on opportunities or
arrangements that go beyond
the resources under a3 proj-
ect's direct controle
(d) Alternative strategies
.or plans to implement any
intervention can be created
and assessed in the context
of the forcefield«.<3>

Practical guidance on
working with an organization
to analyze its forcefield is
provided by 8lanton & Alley
(19759 103-113). .

3ecause initial analyses
of a forcefield may be
objectively incorrecty
because perceptions change
over times and because the
action of a project may
alter its forcefieldy the
dynamic nature of the field
is to be expectede A sensi-
ble practices therforey is
to renew forcefield analysis
periodicallys especially
when any strategy being exe-
cuted on the basis of an
initial forcefield analysis
is not working welle

-

Strategies. Strategies

are planse<4> According to

. the PDE modely strategies
are developed from a force-
field analysise just as
objectives and interventions
derive from a theory of
action about a probleme

PDE

Several possible strategies
for implementing a project
or one of its component
interventions are likely to
existe The task for project
implementers and those who
are attempting to facilitate
strateqy development is to
create a plan that is pear-
ceived as feasible and
attractivee If a critical
path in some plan is blocked
and no way around the obsta-
cle is perceiveds the plan
is not a good one. Alterna-
tive paths that ob jectively
exist but have not been per-
ceived will not be followed.
(This point illustrates why
thorougn and creative force-
field analysis is helpful.)
A strategy that appears
workable will make use of an
organization's resources to

_.overcome the obstacles to

inplementation. Such a
strategy may involve

{a) moving around an absta-
cley (b) decreasing the
strength of the forces work-
ing against implementationy
(c) turning an opstacie into
a resourcesy or (d) involve a
strateqy in which the obsta-
cle is irrelavant and need
not be overcomee.

A fully articulated stra-
tegy is composed of two
kinds of elements: critical
benchmarks and taskse.

Critical benchmarkse A
critical benchmark is a key
decisiony agreementy actiony
or arrangement necessary to
move forward with 3 plane A
benchmark is much like a
gate that must be opened to
move along a path.<:t> If the
gate does not opens progress
in executing the strateqy is
nlockede The locations of
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these benchmarks (or the
nature of them) are made
clear in the process of ana-
lyzing the forcefield around
an interventione For exam-
rles the forcefield analysis
about a project's efforts to
provide in-service training
for teachers might imply
that an obstacle lies in
teacher unwillingness to
participate in training out-
side of normal working
hours» and that 3 resource
is t''e authority of the
deputy superintendent of
schools to grant release
time and to allocate the
funds for substitute
instructors. The deputy

‘superintendent's agreement

to grant release time and to
authorize the expenditure
for substitute teachers
would then become a critical
benchmarke The deputy
superintendent is a gate-
keeper (Lewiine 1947y pe 333)
whose psychology must be
examined to learn how to get
the gate openede

Specifying when a criti-
cal benchmark is to be
accomplished provides a man-
agement toole ANy strategy
will require a temporal or
logical sequence of mile~
stones that must te mete In
this exampley a failure to
accomplish this critical
benchmark would signal the
need to devise 3 new Stra-
tegy for jetting the train-
ing dones» or the need to
seek an alternative to
traininge

Taskse The second part
of a strategy is the collec-
tion of tasks required to
execute ite A task state-
ment specificies who will do

what by whene<5> Specifying
a person to be responsible
for executing a particular
tasks even when a group will
be involvedsy promotes clar-
itye ANnd specifying when a
task is expected to be com-
pleted is an additional man-
agement toole.

Critical benchmarks and
tasks both serve important
functions in project manage-
ment and worker reinforce-
ment: They Serve to guide
an organization®'s effortse.
They provide one kind of
objective standard of
achievemente A lack of such
objective standards
"deprives the workers e« « o
of their legitimate desire
for satisfaction on a real-
istic basise Under these
circumstancesy satisfaction
or dissatisfaction with
(one's) own 3chievement
becomes mainly a question of
temperament (Lewine 19469 pe
35) "

_____ At the very
heart of the PDE model is
the expectation th3at project
development will be an ongo-
ing processy and that the
project’s environment is
dynamice Only an effete
organization is immobiley at
equilibriume Tension,
reassessmenty reviews
replanningy and changes in
actions taken are the hall-
marks of vigorous projectse
Consequentlys PDE is a
cyclical process of action
research as progress is made
towards achieving goals and
objectives (or as goals and
objectives are redefined)e
as new information becomes
availabley and as the envi-
ronment changes.
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Development ocCcurs
Yargely through the use of
informatione Information
about the achievement or
nonachievement of critical
benchmarks signals that the
forcefield has been usefully
understoods or that develop-
mental effort is required to
reassess the organization®s
forcefields Information
that an objective is being
achieved signals that an
intervention is effectivey
and information that an
objective is not being
achieved signals a reconsid-
eration of the appropriate-
nessey strengthy or fidelity
of the interventions and
prompts new planninge
Information that there is
progress towards a goal sig-
nals that the organization
is on the right tracke
Information that there is no
progress towards the goa)l
may signal several thingse
depending on the pattern of
other feedbacke If inter-
ventions are being imple~
mented as intended and they
are achieving their objec-
tivesy the theory is called
into questione. If objec-
tives are not being met,
either the theory or integ-
rity of the interventions or
bothy should be scrutinized.
success in bringing about
elusive objectives and solv-
ing serious problems is not
to be expected at once. But
the PDE structure is
intended to provide interim
feedback on progress to ena-
ble a strengthening of the
projecte

Evaluation. The PDE

structure is intended to
facilitate several kinds of
The explication

evaluatione

&

PDE

of a theory of action allows
an assessment of its plausi-
bilitys and an assessment of
the plausibility or strength
of the project®s planned
interventions in light of
the. theorye

8y tracking the achieve-
ment of critical benchmarkss
the structure allows assess~
ment of the integrity with
which an intervention is
executed--it provides evalu-
ators and project managers
with feedback on progress
towards executing strate-
gieses These are key ele-
ments of formative evalua-
tine

The PDE structure is 31so
intended to facilitate rig-
orous summative evalua-
tion--it is experimental
action research (Cheines
Cooks £ Hardinge 1948) or at
Yeast quasi-experimental
action researche It repeat-
edly asks the questiony "How
do you know your interven-
tion (project) made the di f-
ference?™ The implementa-
tion of an evaluation design
is treated in the same way
as the implementation of any
other interventione Essen-
tiallys the PDE mode
assumes that evaluation is
an essential component of
effective project develop-
ment and should receive
coordinate ef fort with other
aspects of project implemen—
tatione Therefore, force-
field analysis is oerformed
for design and data collec~
tion issues just as it is
for any other project compo=
nente decause project
implementers are involved in
the research design and in
the specification of the
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research guestionss their
commitment to strong evalua-
tion is expected to
increasees Ands because the
forcefield analy§is focuses
on the project implementers®
own forcefield--their per-
ceptions of the possi-
ble--the immediate environ-
ment of the evaluation is
taken into account when the
evaluation is designeds per-
haps mitigating some of the
resistance to evaluation
activities commonly encoun-
tered among implementerse.

Limitations_and_Potential
Criticisms

The PDE structure in its
current state of development
has some limitations,
creates some tensionssy and
is open to criticisme. The
most important appear to be
that it is complexy it is
time and expertise inten-
sives it doeS not yet
directly assess the strength
and fidelity of interven-
tionse it fails to com-
pletely resolve the tensions
summative evaluation causes
for project implementersy it
is an imperfect mechanism
for coping with the separate
goals of project sponsors
and implementing organiza-
tions when these are not
completely in accords and it
confronts researchers and
implementers with tough
decisions involving the
sacrifice of rigorous
research idasigns in order to
achieve some aspect of proj-
ect implementatione

~J
0 5]

The human behavior
required to successfully
implement the PDE model is
complexs and the model®s
implementation calls for a
large investment of human
resourcese Use of the PDE
structure calls for high
levels of interpersonal com-
petencys tacts patiencey
communication skilly and
understanding of group rela-
tions in organizationse In
additionsy it calls for a
thorough understanding of
evaluation methods~--measure-
menty social science theoryys
experimental and quasi-ex-
perimental methodss statis-
ticsy and rigid adherence to
schedulese Ironically, this
combination of competencies
are rarely found in one and
the same persons suggesting
that a team of workers may
be required to conduct
action evaluation using PDEe.
Furthermorey the cyclical or
developmental natures of PDE
requires constant (or at
least frequent periodic)
attentiony monitorings
updatings and information
communicatione This inten-
sive and taxing nroncess goes
beyond the effort typically
expended in an evaluation.

Some trade-offs are

‘likely to be involved in
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staffing an evaluation using
the PDE modele Finding
staff members with the
requisite skills can be dif-
ficulty implying that train-
ing will be requiredes Our
experience implies that
para-professionals can func-
tion effectively using the
modely but that they will
require assistance with the




more technical evaluation
and statistical issuese It
also implies that social
scientists trained primarily
in research methodologys
statisticssy and theory c3an
successfully implement the

. modely but that they require
a different kind of addi-
tional training to dO SOe

By using training to develop
competenciesy and a staff
composed of persons with
diverse skillsy personnel
costs may be kepnt relatively

low despite the scarcity of ~

persons with all the compe-
tencies requirede

Strength_and_Fidelity

The PDE model makes pos-
sible the assessment of
strength and fidelity
through judgments 3about the-
oretical plausibility and
benchmark monitoringes This
assessment Can occur in two
wayse Firsty project imple-
menters can 3ssess the con-
sistency of their interven-
tions and objectives with
the theory of action under-
lying their projecte That
isy 3 project implementer
can determine whether the
objectives sought accord
with the theorys and whether
the interventions planned
will plausibly achieve the
project®s objectivese In
shortsy theory is a template
for making judgments about
the appropriateness of
interventions and objectives
that project implementers
can use to quality control
their own projectse Seconds
observers of a project can
assess its a_priori strength
by determining whether the
planned interventions will
plausibly lead to the objec-
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tives or goals of the

pro ject by assessing them in
comparison to state-of-the
art theories in the field
and the history of similar
projects that have been con-
ducted in the paste

In implementing PDE in
the pasts we have noty how-
every typically attempted to
observe directly the admin- -
istration of treatments or
the conduct of interven-
tionse As the utility of
"manipulation checks” in
experimental social psychol-
ogy impliess the direct
assessment of treatments
would be desirablee The
Tharp and Gallimore (nedes)
account of evaluation suc-~
cession implies that moni-
toring the integrity of
interventions is more impor-
tant in some stages of the
development of a project
than in otherse At some
points in a project®s devel-
opments evaluation issues
will have to do with ideas
for interventions or with
strategies for getting an
innovation adopteds At
other pointsy evaluation
issues will have to do with
the integrity of the inter-
vention®'s implementation and
with the assessment of
effectivenesse

Accordinglys we plan to
pay more attention to the
documentation of interven=
tions as implemented where
appropriate in the futuree
This documentation may take
the form of detailed manuals
for the administration of
treatments or programs;
descriptions of the charac-
teristics of staff and tar-
get groups: and accounts of
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the duration and scheduling
of treatments or eventsy
treatment protocolss or pro-
portion of the population
serveds In many cases
direct observation or mini-
ethnograpnies may be help-

ful e

Some shift in emphasis in
the application of the PDE
model is desirabley because
in the first year of this
evaluation we have focused
primarily on the steps lead-
ing to the adoption of a
practice or innovation
rather on the steps leading
to the integrity of the
innovation once "adopted."
One minor shift in emphasis
to increase the ability of
the PDE model to assess
integrity is to give more
emphasis to those aspects of
project planning that are
aimed 3t achieving integrity
of an interventione. For
examples PDE plans could
easily include strategies to
develop manuals to guide
service deliveryes the making
of diagrnosess and the train-
ing of staffe. Similarly,
PDE plans could include
strategies to monitor staff
performances provide incen-
tive structures to keep per-
formance according to speci-
ficationses and the likee
The implementation of those
strategies would likely have
two consequences: (a) the
pians and their execution
would increase the integrity
of the interventions and
{b) the information gener-
ated by the implementation
of these plans would
describe the integrity of
interventionse.

T rock the boate
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Tensions

Tension appears erdemic
in summative evaluation
effortse 7Yoo often in the
pasts evaluation has been
used as a tool for cancel-~-
ling a project--even when
positive evaluations could
not reasonably be expected
at an early stage of project
developnente. Tension is
also created by the inhe-
rently potitical environment
of action projectss and by
environments where the suc-
cessful project does not
Rigorous
evaluation requires the
expenditure of time and
moneyes and often implies the
necessity of arrangements
that are disruptivee.

Although the PDEF struc-
ture is explicitly designed
to focus on the gJo0als and
objectives of an action
projecte at present the
goals and objectives .of the
sponsoring organization must
ba overlaid on these proj-
ect-specific aims--and the
overlap is sometimes imper-
focte This is not a problem
for an organization conduct-
ing its own development
efforte but it creates
resentment or resistance in
some cases when a sponsor
needs evaluation information
that goes beyond what the
implementing organization
sees as relevante.

Program development eval-
uation is value ladene. Par-
ticipation of project imple-
menters is a fundamental

0y
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principle in the POE
process; pursuit of the
goals and objectives of the
implementing organization
are generally assumed to be
desirable (although open to
question). Furthermores an
aim of PDE is to develop the
implementing organization’s
capacity to accomplish its
aimse Thereforey evaluators
and implementers collaborate
in evaluation designy ques=
tion formulations and plan-
ninge As a resul%t, evalua~
tors extensively intervene
in project development--in-
deed they become a part of
the projecte

Some evaluators (Perloff,
1979) see this as undesira-
ble in a summative evalua-
tion because it raises ques-
tions about the
generalizability of the
results to situgations where
evaluators are absent. In
additions just as evaluation
needs sometimes intrude in
project operations by creat-
ing new tasks or structutal
arrangementss the pursuit of
a project's programmatic
activities very often
results in compromises in
research designe As Deutsch
(15589 pe #66) sayss "The
danger that confronts the
research worker in such
situations is the possibil-
ity that his research design
or methodology will be
sacrificed to the achieve-
ment of the social-action
objective."

This "danger®™ may aicount
in part for the reluctance
academic social scientists
have shown to participate in

PDE

action researche This dan-
ger seems a small price to
oay in exchange for the
opportunity action research
creates to contribute to the
solution of social problamsy,
although the tradeoffs
involving evaluation rigor
are painfule 1In shorty the
PDE model is no panacea for
*his tough probleme.

omplexity -

The PDE model is complexe
A comparison of this mode)
with the PD model (Blanton &
Alleyy L975) discussed ear=
lier is sufficient to show
that the 'increased emphasis
on measurementes evaluation
designs and theoryy and the
introduction of critical
benchmarkss have resulted in
a more cumbersome toole
Unfortunatelyy, each compo-
nent of the model seems at
present to be useful and
desirable in an effort such
as the school Action Effec~
tiveness Studye Neverthe-
lessy this increased com-
plexity suggests that a more
streamlined model is appro-=
priate when doing short-term
organizational development
interventionse Just learn=-
ing the meaning of all the
terms involved in the PDE
structure is a large taske
Consequentlys for many brief
organization development
interventionses the selective
use of those portions of the
PDE structure that seem to
be the most relevant for the
problem at hand is more
appropriate than attempting
to use all parts of the
model.




PDE

Practical Application

Summarizing experience
with the use of the PODE
model is difficulte Because
the model was created for
this evaluations experience
in its use is limitede Tes-
timonial evidence suggests
that one or another part of .
this process is useful to
project implementers in
defining their own jobsy in
formulating plansy and in
clarifying their intenticonse
Testimonial evidence also
suggests that the entire
process is sometimes viewed
as burdensomee. On the
wholes this structure seems
a clear improvement over
some more traditional evalu-
ations because it involves
implementers in evaluation
planninges because it expli-
citly attempts to build sum-
mative evaluation structures
based on an organization's
forcefielde and because it
focuses on goals and objec-
tives of concern to imple~
menterse

The greatest virtues of
the PDE model appear to be
(3) its ability to elicit
clear statements of the
theory of action underlying
3 projecte (b) its ability
to elaborate clear measura-
ble intervening outcomess or
ob jectivess useful in
assessing the effectiveness
of interventionss (cC) its
ability to provide project
implementers with the tools
to assess their own efforts
by measuring interventions
against theory and objec-
tivesy (d) its ability to
generate strategies per-
ceived as feasible to imple-
menters based on the diver-
gent thinking that takes
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plase in forcefield analy-
sise (e) its ability to
involve project implementers
in the evaluation enterprise
by engaging them in the spe-
cification of measurable

goals and objectivesy and in

the creation of evaluation
designse (f) its ability to
provide short-term assess-
ments of prograss through
the monitoring of critical
benchmarks and taskss

(g) its ability to enable
evaluators to understand the
nature of a project by
translating implementer®s
ideas into a structured lan-
gquage of action researchyand
{h) its ability to serve as
32 structure for communica-
tion between researchers and
practitionérs that to some
extent enables practitioners
to become researchers by
engajing in the study of
their own actions.

To some degree PDE makes
rigorous evaluation more
attractive to implementing
organizations despite its
inability to make it truly
palatable to all of them.
Ideallyy practice and evalu-
ation would be merged. into a
single enterprise in which
rigorous research becomes an
integral component of pro-
gram operatione It is
unrealistic to think that
most practioners will ever
acquire all of the technical
skills required to systemat-
ically conduct rigjorous
research on their activities
(just as in is unrealistic
to expect most researchers
to become adroit practition-
ersje In additions truely
rigorous research is not
always called for in the
develonment of a projecte
When rigorous evaluation is

82
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called fore howevers the PDE
structure involving the col-
laboration of researchers
and implementers appears
helpfule Program Develop-

_ment Evaluation does not -

-6T~-
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successfully resolve many of
the sources of tension in
merging action with evalua~-
tiony and it is a taxing
procedure for the evaluatory
but it is progressSe
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Footnotes

le This use differs from some other common uses of the
word objective--especially the usage of this term to imply a
more specific restatement of a goale A goal must itself be
stated explicitly and measurably,. Diffuse statements of
general or difficult-to-specify aims might be called mis-
sionse but such vague aims are not to be confused with the
crisps clear statements sought when specifying goals and
ob jectivese

2« Sometimesy 3 theory may imply a change in organiza-
tional structure as an objectives but objectives stated in
structural terms should be carefully scrutinized to make
sure they are not statements of interventionse Ife.for
examples the government of a country were experiencing major
civil unresty it m3ay assume that the problem is due to 3
lack of respect for governmente It might then impose mar-
tial law in an attempt to restore civil order. Martial lawy
a structural changes might neither establish respect for
government (an objective) nor civil ordere If the estab-
lishment of martial law were viewed as an objective rather
than as an interventions useful information would be loste
Viewing martial law as an intervention is more useful.,
Similarly, the revolutionaries in this same country may want
to overthrow the government {(an intervention) presumably to
achieve some objectivesy such as freedomy more equitable dis-
tribution of wealthy or a more satisfactory relation of
workers to the mode of productione The distinction between
a revolt and its objectives is an important one. Success-
fully implemented revolutions do not always increase free-
dome

Accordingly the PDE structure makes a distinction between
the objectives an intervention is intended to achi-~ve and
the intervention itself.

3. Forcefield analysis is useful! to evaluators and proj-
ect managers for an additional reason. Mapping the history
of changes in the forcefield provides insight of potential
general utility in plannina future projects.

4« Strategies are used here as Lewin (1947) used the term
"over-all plan.® Such an overall plan is composed of steps
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taken in successions the consequences of each of which is in
principle discoverables
S The concept of critical benchmark was incorporated in
the PDE model at the sugjestion of Je. Douglas Grante. A cri-
tical benchmark is what Lewin (1947) called a "gate."” "The
constellation of the forces before and after the Jate region
are decisively different in such a way that the passing or
_not passing of a unit through the whole channel depends to a
_high degree on what happens in the gate region (pe 332)."

be Tasks are related to what Lewin (1947) termed ®action
stepss™ but differ slightly as used here. The PDE model
recognizes that a succession of taskss any one of which may
be fairly trivial in naturey are necessary to achieve some
critical benchmarks. Oftens howevers strategies are suffi-
ciently complex and the management of their execution suffi-
ciently problematical that the specification of a number of
tasks or "action steps" is a useful planning tool.
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Figure 1

The Program Develooment Model
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Figure 2

The Program Development Evaluation
Model
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Table 1

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION CONCEPTS

PROBLEMS: WHAT ARE THE MAJOR PROBLEMS, AND WHICH OF THESE ARE YOU ATTEMPTIN
TO ADDRESS?

GOALS: WHAT LONG-RANGE GOALS IS YOUR PROGRAM DESIGNED TO REACH?

(a) HOW CAN YOU MEASURE EACH GOAL? (HOW WILL YOU KNOW WHEN YOU HAVE
REACHED EACH GOAL?

(b) WHEN DO YOU EXPECT TO HAVE MADE A SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCE?
(c) HOW WILL YOU KNOW YOUR PROGRAM MADE THE DIFFERENCE?

THECRY: WHY DO THE PROBLEMS EXIST?

OBJECTIVES: WHAT MEASURABLE CHANGES IN BEHAVIOR, ATTITUDE, OR ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURE DO YOU EXPECT TO BRING ABOUT?

(a) HOW CAN YOU MEASURE EACH OBJECTIVE?
(b) WHEN DO YOU EXPECT TO HAVE MADE A SUBSTANTIAL DIFFEREMCE?
(c) HOW WILL YOU KNOW YOUR PROGRAM MADE THE DIFFERENCE?

INTERVENTIONS: WHAT ARE THE MAJOR PROGRAM COMPONENTS DESIGNED  TO ACHIEVE
THESE OBJECTIVES?

FORCE FIELD ANALYSIS: WHAT RESOURCES DO YOU HAVE AVAILABSLE TO' IMPLEMENT
YOUR INTERVENTIONS?

WHAT OBSTACLES DO YQU ANTICIPATE ENCOUNTERING IN
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF YQUR INTERVENTIONS?

CRITICAL BENCHMARKS: WHAT SPECIFIC STRATEGIES: WHAT DEVELOPMENTAL
MAJOR CHANGES MUST OCCUR TO STEPS WILL YOU TAKE?
IMPLEMENT YOUR INTERVENTIONS,

AID WHEN MUST THEY OCCUR?
(What needs to happen by vhen
to get your interventions
inplemented?)

TASKS: WHO WILL DO WHAT 8Y WHEN?

74~

ERIC 90

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Students and Teachers in Context:

Measures

The Measures used in the

school Action Effectiveness Study

Gary De Gottfredsone Deborah K. Ogawas Donald Ee Rick-
erte Jres and Denise Ce. Gottfredson

Measurement is a central

component of sound program
development effortse and
measurement is esseatial in
program evaluation. This
report is 3 guide to using
and interpreting measures of
school climate ana indivi-
dual social development that
may have broad applicability
in school improvement
effortse It serves a5 4
manual to help school admin-
istratorss counselorss psy~
chologistss teacherse and
school boards interpret sur-
vey infcrmation about school
climates and about the char-
acteristics of students 3nd
teacherse

Why Measure?

Every good administrator
has some way of taking the
pulse of his or her organi-
zation--of sensing when
things are going wells when
progress is being madey and
of detecting problems or
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Wwe are grateful for the com-
ments of Michael Cook on a
draft of this chaptere The
development of this report
was sponsored in part by
Grant Noe NIE-G~80-0113 from
the National Institute of
€ducationes UeSe Department
of Educatione The opinions
expressed are solely the
authors®s and do not neces-
sarily reflect the positions
or policies of any agencye

areas where change is
needede. Measurement is a
technigue for making that
kind of assessment. Class-
room teachers routinely give
tests to measure their stu-
dents® progress in various
curricutar arease This
quides them in moving on to
new curriculume in re-empha-
sizing weak areass and in
meeting the educational
needs of individual stu-
dentse On a larger scaleys
economists routinely measure
consumer prices and unem-
ployment rates to help moni-
tor the state of the econ-
ony e

In educations measurement
has traditionally focused
mostly on student abilitye
achievemente and interestse
€ducational decision-makers
now have a large tool-kit of
instruments to make measure-
ments in these areases These
~ypes of educational meas-
.rement have become so fam-
iliar to us that we Nnow take
them largely for jrantede.
They help in making scores
of decisions related to
counselinge placements and
instructions and are regular
features in the Yandscape of
educational evaluatione

These well-worn tools are
limiteds howevers to a few
areas. 1In other areas of
concern to the education
decision-makeres Our measur-<
ing tools are less well

1
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developede In some arease
such as psychosocial devel-
opmenty there are a variety
of measuring devices availa-
bles but they are at present
used primarily by the educa-
tional or psychological
researchere In this area we
haves for examples Holland
and Baird's (1968) Interper-
sonal Competency 5cales the
Greenbergery Campbell, Sor-
enseny and 0'Connore Je
(1971) Psychosocial Maturity
Inventoryes a variety of
self-esteem scalesy several
measures of internal-exter-
nal controls and other simi-
1ar measurese All of these
devices are potentially use-
ful to the educational deci-
sion-maker in assessing
interventions aimed at the
specific characteristics of
individuals that they pur-
portedly measure.

cfforts have also been
made to develop measures of
school or classroom climatees
Perhaps the best known exam-
ples of climate measures in
the educational area are the
commercially av:ilable
scales produced by Moos and
Trickett (1974)« These
scales are intended to meas-
ure structures ordertinessy
and so forthe Unfortu-
nately, they suffer from
technical psychometric limi-
tations {(Richardss 1978)
which result in needlessly
confounding the measurement
of environments with the
measurement of jindividual
differences within the envi-
ronmente. Furthermores they
are insufficiently compre-
hensive for the present pur-
posese But the measurement
of school climates can now
be improved by building on

the research of Moos (1976}
Stern (1970)s Astin and Hol-
1and (19681)s and Gottfredson
and Daiger (1979)s as well
as the practical work of Fox
and associates (1974).

A comprehensive and prac-
tically oriented set of cli-
mate measures can be of
great value to educational
decision-makers by making
organizational diagnosis
feasiblee A comprehensive

~diagnosis of this type is

‘=T

useful in organizational
self=-study and for program
planning because it can
point out the strengths and
weaknesses of a school's
climate. Ande a comprehen-
sive climate assessment is
of /value in assessing pro-
gress toward improving the
climates in detecting
changes in the climate due
to "naturally occurring"®
eventses and evaluating
school improvement effortse
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This chapter describes a
two-tiered set of measures
devised to meet the needs of
those educational decision-
makers who seek to improve
education for individual
studentse Or to improve
school climate more gener-
allye One tier assess2s the
characteristics of indivi-
dual students and individual
teachers that are relevant
to organizational climatey
or to important personal
outcomese The other con-
sists of school=-level cli-
mate measures that directly
assess some important dimen-
sions in which schools varye




The measures are divided
into these two classifica-
tions for an important rea<

sone We nave all experi-
enced differences in the
psychosocial climates of
different organizationss and
we can easily appreciate
that organizations differ in
the environments that they
provides Yet we also know
that different individuals
often have different views
of the characteristics of
the same organizatione
Therefores in assessing a
given climate, it is impor-
tant to average across many
di fferent reports-in essence
treating individual differ-
ences as errore These dif-
ferences ares howevers the
very reason we measure indi-
vidualse Accordinglys two
distinct sets of measures
are called fore Besides the
generalized assessmentsy
individual measures are
needed for personalizing
instruction and for compar-
ing the effectiveness of
aiternative educational
trecstmentse

The measures described
here were developed specifi-
cally for the School Action
Effectiveness Study (SAES)
because no comprehensive and
psychometrically adequate
battery was available else-
where. They are rooted
directly in a program of
research on delinquency and
school environments con-
ducted over the past several
years at the Center for
Social Organization of
Schoolse The instruments
used are dased in part on
those used in the National
Institute of Education®s
(1978) Safe School Studys

Measures

instruments suggested by Fox
and associates (1974)+ the
Schoo)l Initiative Evaluation
QJestionnaireSo'and a number
of other instruments used in
major social surveys in
recent yearse In additions
relevant items (with neces-
sary modifications) from
other devices are usede
Decisions about useful meas-
ures are based on a review
of the goals and objectives
of the particular alterna-
tive education project being
evaluateds on Sottfredson®s
(1981b) account of delin-
quency thedry and strategies
for organizational changes
and on many discussions with
action project person-
nel=--using the Program
Development Evaluation
framework--of the goals and
objectives of their particu~-
lar school change effortse

Some_Essential Psychometric

In order to use the meas~
ures about to be described
in an informed mannere it is
important to understand sev-
eral ideas: (a) the rela-
tive nature of psychosocial
measurements (b) reliability
and (c) construct valid-
itye<l> The following para-
graphs review these idease

Relative Measurement

We have relatively fow
absolute measures in social
sciences In other wordse
simple counts of “ynits"™ of
achievement or interpersonal
competency or fairness are
impossible to obtaine
Insteadsy we typically
express their levels in
relative termse FoOr exam-
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ples achievement test
results are often presented
in terms of percentile rank
or standard score form.
These forms of expression
involve statements of the
standing of an individual
(or organization) relative
to some norm group of people
(or organizations)e For
examples a percentile rank
of 76 on an individual test
would mean that out of 100
individuals representative
of the population on which
the test®s norms are baseds
76 persons would have a
score lower than this onee.

Sometimess tooe some form
of '"scaled score"™ or "stand-
ard score”™ is usede Oftens
raw scores are converted to
rescaled scores with a mean
of 50 and a standard devia-
" tion of 1Ce (The mean is
the arithmetic average of a
set of scoreses and a stand-
ard deviation is a unit of
dispersion or spreades) This
way of expressing scores is
especially useful when it
turns out that scores have
the familiar bell-shaped
distribution; that is- when
lots of people (or organiza-
tions) have scores near the
middle of the distribution,
and the relative frequency
of scores trails off symmet-
rically for higher and lower
scorese (Roughlys this is
what is meant by a "normal"™
distributione) This kind of
standard score iS easy to
interprets because about 68%
of all persons {or organiza-
tions) in the sample used to
construct the norms have
scores batween 40 and 60.
Figure 1 helps show how
easily standard scores of
this kind can be inter~-

- of presentation
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preteds About 95% of all
scores fall between 30 and
70 Scores below 30 are
relatively rares and scores
above 70 are also relatively
raree Comparativelys such
scores are exceptionally
high or exceptionally lowe
In this report we will use
both percentile ranks and
standard scores to present
resultse These simple forms
were chosen
in part bhcasse they are
familiar to anyone who has
interpreted the Scholastic
Aptitude Tests which reports
standard scores with a3 mean
of 500 and a standard devia-
tion of 100y and which also
reports percentile rankse

In interpreting such
scores it is important to
bear in mind that they
express scores relative to
the norm group. Different
norm groups w+i;1 themselves
differ somewh:: in their
means scores {(and also in
their dispersion). There-
fore a score that iss for
examples at the 65th percen-
tile relative to one norm
group could be at the 30th
percentile relative to
another norm groupe There
is no such thing as a magi-
cally "correct® or even
"most appropriate™ norm
groupe In this reports the
norm group is the total
population of stuilentss
t2acherss or schools
involved in SAESs unless
otherwise explicitly stated.
Therefores a "high"™ score is
a high score relative to
these groupse

Not all of the attributes
of individuals and organiza-
tions that are important to




measure are normally
distributede Sometimes
scores tend to pile up at
the top or bottom of a
scaley and gradually trail
of f towards the other end.
Roughly speakinge this is
what is meant by a skewed
distributione In such a
distributions interpreta-
tions based on the assump-
tion of a normal distribu-
tion can be somewhat
misleadinge Therefores we
sometimes point out the
skewness of a distribution
to aidg in interpretatione
For examples delinquent
behavior tends to show 3
markedly skewed distribu-
tions with many people
reporting few delinquent
acts (or earning "low"
scores)s and a very few
individuals reporting a
great many delinguent actse
Scores pile up at the bottom
of the scale.

The schoolss and hence
the students and teachersy
involved in this program may
be expected to differ from
nationally representative
samplingse In particulare
one of the selection crite-
rion for participation in
this program was a credible
indication that the problems
of crimes dropping oute Or
nonattendance were great in
these schools or their
citiese In additiony
inner-cityy predominantly
minority schools are clearly
overrepresenteds We know
from other research (€egey
Gottfredson €& Daigere 19793
Gottfredsons Joffes € Gott-
fredsone 1981) that such
schoels On average experi-
ence more disruption than
other public schools in the
natione
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To provide some perspec=
tive on the way this norm
group may differ from a
nationally representative

.sample of schoolss we have

prepared Table le 1t shows
selected characteristics of
the SAES sample and nearly
nationally representative
samples of youthe The SAES
schools enroll much larger
Spanish-American and Black
populatioas than the propor=
tion of these ethnic groups
in the nations and a much
Yower percentage of students
enrolled in SAES schools
live in intact familiese.
Although victimized them-
selves to roughly the same
extent as typical studentsy
these students engage in
much more delinguent activ-
ity than do typical youthe

Please note that the D3y~
chometric use of the word
"norms® has little or noth-
ing to do with some everyday
language uses of .the vorde
In everyday language we
symetimes use "norm®™ to mean
an ideal or required stand-
arde 30 Cerek may be well
below the weight norms for
women of her heights but
there appears to be general
agreement that her physique
is not otherwise "substand-
ard." Similarlys it is
qui te possible for a school
to have students who show an
waverage®" degree of satis-
faction with school but who
are rather uncomfortable--or
who are average in readiny
achievement according to
large city normss but who do
not read well at alle. In
interpreting any particular
resultse readers should pro-
bably consider both their
own "ideal" norms and the
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*statistical”™ norms
presented heree.

Reliability

Chancey sloppinesse
ambiguitys temporal insta-
bilitys and heterogeneity of
meaning or interpretation
can influence any measure.
Measurements of the distance
between Baltimore and New
York made by the odometers
in 8 number of different
cars would tend to agree
pretty wells but not per-
fectlye They would have
highs but not perfects reli-
abilitye PReliability is a
technical term used to
describe the relative con-
tributions of measurement
error and "true®™ score vari-
ability to a scale or other
measure. Technicallys reli-
ability—is—the proportion of
the variance (a statistic:
summarizing variability) in
a score that 15 not errore.
Because there are many ways
of defining errory there are
many ways of estimating
reliability (Stanleys 1971).
The reliability coefficients
reported in this manual
(alpha) are based on the
analysis of items adminis-
tered on a single occasion
and therefore exclude tempo-
ral instability from the
definition of ‘errore They
can be interpreted as an
index of how well the scales
measure whatever they meas~-
ure at a given point in
timee

Kknowledge of the reli-
ability of a test or other
index is important because
low reliability means that
the device does not measure
anything welle A high reli-

ability means that the
device measures somethinge
(What that something iSe i5S
what construct validity is
all aboute) Reliability
coefficients can range from
0 to le0e A reliability of
1«0 is highe meaning that
the score contains NO arrore
Over the years practitioners
have developed rules of
thumb for acceptable levels
of reliability for different
purposes s -——In generale it is
not sound practice to use

"tests with reliabilities

much below «7 Or «8 for
individual diagnosiss per-
sonnel decisionse and so
forthe When interpretations
of patterns or profiles are
to be madesy it is especially
important that reliability

be this highs or higher.
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For evaluation purposesy
Tower levels of reliability
of measurement at the indi-
vidual level are 3acceaptable
and are sometimes to be pre-
ferrede because of three
related considerationse
Firste because the scores cf
many individuals are usually
averaged in an evaluationy
dependable estimates of
true-~score means can be
obtained even with rather
unreliable individual meas-
ures (see Stanleys 1971)e.
Seconds the longer the scale
(ieeey the more items). the
more reliable it ise other
things pbeing equals but it
is often difficultey time
consuminge or costly to
administer long scalese As
an alternativee using snort
scales with many parsons
gains good estimates of
group meanse Thirds in an
evaluation it is necessary
to measure many thingse

o
o)




This is because action
programs have many goals and
objectivess and because it
is always wise to search for
unanticipated positive out=
comes or side-effects of a
programe. But administering
many highly reliable (iee€es
Tong) scales is prohibitivee.
Fortunatelys a large test
group again comes to the
rescuee Using short scales
with many people solves tne
problem and yields satisfac~
tory estimates of true-score
meanse

As a3 rule of thumby
scales with reliabilities as
low as <5 are adequate for
use in an evaluations pro-
vided that the project being
evaluated uses randomization
as a selection devices OF
that any selection is abso-
lutely independent of (ieees
unrelated to) the goals or
objectives of the programe
In such an evaluationy it is
not necessary to attempt to
adjust for pre-existing or
spurious group differences
on outcomese When it is
necessary to make such
ad justments by using statis-
tical "controls,"” reliabili-
ties for the control varia-
bles must be as high as
possiblee The rule of «5 is
too lax in this case because
when the "control™ variables
are unreliable they do an
inadequate job of correcting
for spurious differences
between groupse Thereforee
to enable a sound evalua-
tions a project which does
not randomize should use
more reliable (isees lOnger)
scales encompassing measures
of all relevant characteris-
tics in which the treatment
and comparison groups may
differe

Measures

validity

~ validity has to do with
the meaning and interpreta-
tion of an index Oor scores
and is closely linked with
theorye Theory involves
constructs or ideas about
the causes or nature of phe-
nomena. Oftens measurement
has meaning only in the con-
taxt of some theorye For
exampley some educators have
a theory that a general
ability called intelligence
underlies much human perfor-
mances or a least scholastic
achievement. The measure-
ment of intelligence®using a
paper and pencil verba
ability test may make sense
in terms of this theorye
Because the theory predicts
that this test will corre-
late with school gradesy
evidence ahout the validity
of a test for measuring the
construct of intelligence
can come from an examination
of the ampirical relation
batween test scores and
school gradese The same
evidence .provides informa-
tion about the utility of
the theorye Theories and
tests are thus validated in
a common processe We speak
of a test as validated when
empirical evidence has in
general shown the test
results to folliow the pre-
dictions of a theory that
has been usefule

In additione when there
is agreement about what a
construct meanss some evi=
dence about validity can
come from an examination of
Lhe item content of a teste
For exampley, most of us
would .probably agree that 3
test to ses how many bricks
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a person can load on a truck
in an hour is a poor test of
verbal abilitys and that a
list of multiple~choice
vocabulary items would pro-
vide a more valid measure of
that constructe (Similarly,
the vocabulary test would be
a poor test of endurance.)
Therefores deliberately
including items to measure a
given construct in itself
can provide some limited
degree of confidence in a
scale's construct validitye.

The evidence is strength-
ened if the scale shows
expected patterns of corre-
Tations with other scalese
And it is especially
strengthened if applicable
experimental manipulations
influence scores in pre-
dicted wayse Other evidence

of validity can come from an

examination of differences
in scores on the scale among
groups known or believed to
differ in the characteristic
being measurede For widely
used instrumentses these
kinds of evidence accumulate
over timee Eventually, a
basis for judgment about a
scale’s construct validity
emerges--a3l though' different
judges often disagreees

There can therefore be no
such thing as an absolutely
validated test or scalee

Subsequent sections
describe the originse devel-
opments and psychometric
properties of a multi-level

set of -assessments of
schools and their inhabi-
tantse These sections are
intended to provide informa-
tion about reliability and
validitys and to describe
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the normative interpretation
of these assessmentse.

Measures_of Students

Five sets of measures of
individual students have
been developed to measure (a)
constructs suggested by the
staff of action projectss -
and (b) delinquency preven=-
tion theory. These measures
of students are needed to
assess project effectiveness
under difficult field
research conditions and to
Tearn more about what works
for whome

i — —— — — T D - T il W G > .

Mecasures of social back=-
ground or family character-
istics are needed for two
reasons: (3) They provide
essential statistical con-
trols to aid in demonstrat-
ing project effectiveness
when evaluation desians
calling for statistica?l
adjustments are necessarys
or when stronger designs
fall aparte (b) In a few
casessy projects aim to alter
family characteristics=--usu-~-
ally the extent to which
parents value education or
ancourage their children to
perform well in schools

Accordinglys tne follow-
ing six measures were devel-
oped:

Parental Education. This
two-item scale is based on
decades of research that
show parental education to
be a powerful ahtecedent of
schooling outcomess espe-
cially of persistence in
education (Sewells Hallers &
Portess 1969a)e. The two
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items ask how much education
a student's father and
mother completede The scale
has a reliability coeffi-
cient of .76 ands with the
exception of the two ethnic
groups for whom only very
small samples are availables
has approximately equal
reliability for all race-sex
subgroups examinede. Table 2
dispiays the scale’s reli-
ability estimates for ten
groupse (At a later timers
parental occupational level
will be added to this scales
as much research (Duncane
1961; Treimany 1977) indi-
cates is appropriatee
Write-in data about parental
occupation require much time
to processe) ~ This measure
may be taken as an indicator
of family socio-economic
statuse It is known to be 3
good predictor of schooling
- outcomes such as persistence
and grades (Bachmans 0o'Mal-
ley E£. Johnstonye 1978;
Jenckse 1979)e but it is
usually only weakly related
to delinquent behavior at
the individual level=--3al-
though perhaps it has a
stronger relation to more
serious delinquency (Tittle
"6 Villemeze 1978; Gottfred-
sony 1931la)e.

Parental Emphasis_on Edu~
catione This four-item
scale asks for information
about the degree of parental
attenticn to the student®s
school performance and
parental expectations for
school persistencee It was
suggested by action project
theories that attributed
student non-attendance to a
lack of parental encourage-=
ment or "value"™ on educa-
tione Ands parental influ-
ence is demonstrably

Measures

predictive of student per="
sistence in school {(Ottor
1976)« The scale is only
moderatelv reliable--«45

" overally with coefficients
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ranging from 33 to «62 for
race-sex 5ubgrouose Reli-
ability coefficients are
only slightly lower for
black subszmpless where sin-
gle-parent (femala-headed)
family structures make the
potential differential util=-
ity of this scale a matter
for concerne Modest differ-
ences among grouns existe
with American Indian males
reporting rather low paren=:
tal emphasis on education
relative to other groupsSe
(See Table 3). The scale
has moderate negative corre-
tations with self-reported
delinquency (see Table %)
and has an expecteds but
smally positive correlation
with student reports of
effort spent on school worke

tive matter to address in a
survey used in schools=—eSs~
pecially where administra<
tors are uncertain of the
confidence of their communi -~
ties--this scale is intended
to tap an important theoret-
ical antecedent of delin-
quent behaviore social
Vearning theory (3andurae
1971) and differential asso-
ciation *heory (Sutherland &
Cresseyy 1955) appear to
imply that a person learns
to behave in accord with
models in the person®s envi-
ronmente This five-item
scale contains itams asking
whether the person®s mother
gets mad a loty drinks too
muches or spends all her
money on herselfe It is
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.characterized by low item
responses (ie€ey MOSt Stu-
dents say "no" to most
items)s and therefore has a
low reliability~=-«36 over-
3llsy with male white and
American Indian reliabili-
ties very lowe Despite jts
low reliabilitys it corre-
Tates ¢22 with self-reported
delinquent behaviory making
it a potentially useful sta-
tistical control variable in
weak evaluation designse.

Maternal Role Model
{Positive)e This scale is
composed of items describing
positive aspects of the
maternal role models These
items were included largely
to soften the impact of the
items in the negative role-
model scale just describede
The scale has a modest to
dismal degree of reliability
(especially for white and
Indian males)s and this set
of items (mother is a3 hard
workers fixes things around
the houses etce) iS rela-
tively uncorrelated with the
Negative Maternal Role Model
Scale.

Paternal Role_ Model (Neq-
ative)e This scale paral-
lels the corresponding
Maternal Role Model Scale,.
It has somewhat higher reli-
abilities than that scales
and is moderately correlated
with self-reported delin-
quent behaviore

Paternal Role Model
{Positivele This scale par-
allels the corresponding
maternal scale in intent and
in psychometric characteris-
ticse It is only modestly
correlated with the corres-
ponding maternal scalee

Table 5 shows ctorrela-
tions among the family back-
ground scales. These corre-
lations are modestes and low
relative to the scales'
reljabilities--imdplying that
the scales each measure a
relatively independent
dimension of family social
backgrounde

Social Relations

Three measures of a stu-
dent's social relations were
developed because of
(a) empirical and theoreti-
cal links between bonds of
affection or respect for
others and conforming (non-
delinquent) behaviorys
{b) npower ful statistical
associations between delin-
quent behavior and delin-
quent peer influencey
(c) the central place given
to peer influence in the
theories of several of the
action projectss and (d) the
explicit assumption made by
several projects that paren-
tal supervision governs stu-
dent attendance. One of
these scales (attachment to
parents) is intended for use
as a statistical control
variable to strengthen eval-
uation designse The others
measure cutcomes of impor-
tance for 311 or some proj-
ectsSe

Attachment _to Parentse.
This scalesy intended to
measure Hirschi's construct
of the same names incorpo-
rates several items closely
related to items shown in
earlier studies to be corre~-
13ted with delinquent behav-
tor (Hirschis 1959; Hinde-
1ange Hirschis & Weise 1981
De Gottfredsone 1981b)e An




attempt has been made to
engineer a more potent scale
by including more items
related to this constructe
The six-item scalees asking
students how close they are
to their parentss how much
they like thems and SO
forthe has an overall reli-
ability of «6l. It corre=
lates as expected with
self-reported delinquent
behavior (see Table 4)¢ in
accord with Hirschi'®’s (1969)
theory that attachment to
parents creates ad stake in
conforming behaviore This
agreement providss some evi-
dence of the construct val-
idity of this scalee.

Negative_ Peer_Influence
This scale measures a con-
struct central to the expla-
nations of delinquency and
non-attendance formulated by
several of the action proj-
ectse It is rooted directly
in earlier research (summa<
rized by Empeys 1978) that
shows delinquent peer a3sso<
ciations to be powerful ore-
dictors of delinquent
involvemente In additiony
it incorporates items
related to cropoute similar
to those used in earlier
studies of persistence in
schooling (Bachman et aleys
1978)e 1t ise howevers an
attempt to engineer a
tonger, more powerfule and
broader-based--measure of
negative peer influence.
This nine-item scale has
reliabilties ranging from
e53 to T4 across subgjroups
(Table 2) ande as expectedy
v is a potent correlate of

delinquent behavior (Table
4)e It contains items ask-
ing whether the student®s
best friend is interested in

"Althougnh we know of no clear
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schools thinks getting good
grades 1is importants thinks
school is a pains or has
heen involved in delinquent
activitiess

Parental Supervisione
evidence that parental
supervision is related to
delinquencys at le3st two of
the action projects attri-
bute truancy and nonatten-
dance in part to 3 lack of
parental supervisione
Therefore, we attempted to
build a scale tapping stu-
dent reports on whether
their parents usually know
where they are and what they
are doings and whether as
far as their parents arée
concerned they are free to
come and go as they choosee
This scales with only two
itemss has low reliabilitye
It doess howevers correlate
with delinguent behavior and
with students?® efforts in
schools as predicted by the
action project theories
(Table %)

The correlations among
these measures of social
relations are presented in
Table 6« It shows that
parental supervisions which
forms only- a weak scales is
correlated as expected with
the other measuress but that
these correlations are close
to its reliabilitys raising
doubts about the usefulness
of maintaining this scale as
a separate entitye Its cor-
relation with delinquent
hehavior is so hijhs how-
every that the measure is of
some value as a statistical
control. This scale should
be improved if possiblee.
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Attitudes_and_Social_ Devel-
opment

Social development is a
ma jor goal of the Alterna-
tive Education Programe In
this areas there was consid-
erable prior work to build
on in choosing measures to
include in the batterye.
Alienacion. The four-
item Alieriation Scale is
based in part on Srole's
(1956) Anomia Scales but
fewer items are includedy
and the wording of itmes has
been changed to give them
more school-related content
and to make them sound a
little less bizarree Speci-
ficallyy alienation items
used in the School Initia-
tive Evaluation (Grant et
Aler 1979) were modified for
use heres Items includes
"These days I get the feel-
ing that I'm just not a part
of things.® Ands "I feel no
one really cares much about
what happens to mee" Over-
ally this short scale has a
reliability of .44+ and
works about equally well for
all groups examined except
for the very small sample of
Asian malesy who score juite
low on the averages As
expecteds the scale corre-
lates positively with self-
reported delingquent behav-
iorey and negatively with
reports of effort expended
on school work (see Table
4)e

Attachment to School.
This is a central construct
for many projects whose
major goal or objective is
the development of positive
student attitudes toward
schoole The construct is

also central to social
control theories of delin-
quency (Hirschis 1969) that
view attachment to school as
a major social bond
restraining individuals from
participation in delingquent
behaviore. Consequentlys we
have constructed 3 rela-
tively long and droad-based
measure of attachment to
schoole This l0-item scale
has reliabilities ranging
from 67 tno <81 across sub=
groups--e75 overall. 1Items
ask the students if they
like the schooly if they
like the classess how impor-
tant getting good grades
ares and so forthe The
scale iss as expecteds 4
power ful correlate of delin-
quent behavior {negative)
and effort expended at
schoolwork (positive).

Other correlations (not
shown in a table) indicate
that attachment to school is
also related to school
attendance.

Belief.
that individuals differ in
the extent to which they
beiieve in the moral valid-
ity of conventional social
ruless and that the degree
of belier influences pehav-
iore is widely shareds A
common goal of pear-group-
based interventions to pre-
vent delinguency is to
strengthen belief by using
peer pressurees The item
content of Gough's (1964)
socialization scale--which
was developed through empir-
ical efforts to discriminate
batween of fenders and non-
offenders--lends support to
this popular notion. And,

‘“»;-tw . | .
belief is a central con-
struct in social control

The expectation'.

TR




theorys which postulates
that people differ in the
degree to which they have
internalizea rulesy and that
they therefore are con-
strained from involvement in
delinquent behavior to dif-
ferent degreese. Much empir-
ical evidence supports this
idea (eeGees Wiatrowski &
Swatkos 1980; De Gottfred-
sons 1981b: Hirschis 1969).

Consequentlys in order to
measure this aspect of
social development we have
assambled a short scale from
well-worn items used in
other surveyss whose charac-
teristics were knowne The
six-item scale contains
items such ase "It is all
right to get around the law
if you can;"™ "Taking things
from stores doesn't hurt
anyone;"™ and "People who
leave things around deserve
it if their things get
taken.™ The scale h3s 3
reliability of about 50
and it correlates 27 with
self-reported delinquent
behaviors as earlier
research a4and theory predict
it shoulde.

Interpersonal Competencye
This scale is composed of
four items from Holland and
Baird®s (1968) Interpersonal
Competency Scalee That
scale has well-studied psy-
cnometric propertiese It
consistently has moderate
reliability and correlates
positively with other meas-
ures of psychological health
or adjustments and nega- ’
tively with measures of
alienatione The fifth item
was written by Holland espe-
cially for the present pur-
poses to give the scale more
school-related contente It
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has a raliability coeffi-
cient overall of <42. This
measure of social develop-
ment correlates positively
with reported effort
expended on school worky and
it is nearly independent
(uncorrelated with) self-re-
ported lelinquent behaviore
This accords with other evi-
dence that delinqguent
involvement is only modestly
associated with psychologi-
cal health (wWaldo & Dinitze
1967)+ although there are
some alternative views
(eegey Guays 1964)e

Involvement. This scale
is intended to measure a
central construct in social
control theory that does not
appear to have been wall
measured in the paste The
idea is that involvement in
conventional activities
creates a stake in conform-

_itys because a person

involved in rewarding activ-
ities has something to lose
by misconducte This scale
(not to be confusead with
eavironmental measures of
student influence or
involvement in decision-mak-
ing) is composed of 15 itams
(most of which were adapted

from the current National

Longitudinal Study question-
nzire) asking about a stu-

"dent's participation in 3

wide variety of in-school
and out-of-school activi-
tiesy including school-spon-
sored activities and worke
It has an owverall reliabil-
ity of «75» but does not -
correlate as expected with
reports of delinguent behav~-
iores casting some doubt on
its construct vsliditye It
doess howevers correlate 31
with students® reports of
rewards they have receivead
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in schooly and has a small
e12 correlation with a meas-
ure of practical knowledjge
(to be described shortly)e.
Although this scale was
intended to serve as an
important intermediary out-
come measurey its utility is
in doubt,

Positive _Self-Concepte A
nuinber of self-esteem scales
with well-researched proper-
ties (Robinson £ Shavers
1973y review more than 30
measures) are availablee To
create a short scaley items
previously used by Rosenberg
{1L965) and an item similar
to one used by Coopersmith
(1967) were subjected to
analysis along with another
set of items constructed to
capture aspects of self-con-
cept specific to schooling
and delinyuencye This scale
has its base in the labeling
perspective (Lemmerte 1972)y
which implies that if people
are treated as slow learners
or delinquentse they will
come to incorporate aspects
of those social definitions
into their own self-con-
ceptse Positive self-con-
cepty thereforey is an
important intermediary out-
come according to this per-
spectivee CEffective alter-
native education projects
would presumably increase
scores on the positive
self-concept scaley and a
program with unexpected neg-
ative side-effects could
decrease scorese Item anal-
ysis did not justify treat-
ing self-esteem as a sepa-
rate scale from these
labeling outcomess because
items are about equally cor-

leaving 3 12-item scale with
reliabilities ranging from
e51 to <78 across subgroupsse
«63 overalle (In these as
in other item analysess sta-
tistics for all subgroups
were examined to ensure that
items worked generally
across groupse) Items
includes "My teachers think
I am a slow learner;" "Some-
times I think I am no good
at alls® "I am the kind of
person who will always be
able to make it if I try:"™
and "I do not mind stealing
from someone--that is just
the kind of person I ame."
The scale correlates <48
with reported effort on
school works and =24 with
self=-reported delinquencye
It also correlates ~<39 with
alienation and «39 with
interpersonal competencys
lending support to its con-
struct validitye.

Practical Knowledgee. To
provide a simple measure of
self-reported competencies
needed for coping with ever-
yday lifey a seven-item
measure was created for the
surveye Although this
self-report scale may be a
poor substitute for a more
comprehensive or task sample
apprcachs it seemed the only
way to build a measure of
this kind of social develop-
ment into a multi-purpose
batterye The scale works
remarkably welle with 23
reliability coefficient of
e7le and good item proper-
ties across all groups stu-
diede It is relatively
independent of the other
measures of attitudes and

- secial developments and of

related across the two setse’

Weak items were excludedys
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self-reported delinquent
behaviore. Because it has




not been well-studied, it
should be interpreted cau-
tiouslye We will be able to
report more information
about this scale after otner
data are merged with the
questionnaire measurese

Rebellious_Autonomys In

talking with persons running

action projectse especially
the Peer Culture Development
Project in Chicagoy explana-
tions of tha problem of
delinquency sometimes
involved a kind of peer or
gang culture that resempbles
Miller®s (1958) characteri-
zation of subcultural
socializatione The peer or
gang culture may incorporate
a set of socially-shared
expectations that are dif-
ferent from what might be
called middle-class expalta<=
tionse Differences may be
so great that in behaving
according to the "lower-
class™ system a person may
violate norms of middle-
class cultures and may
appear to be deliberately
non-conforming or malicious
to a “"middle-class"™ obser-
vere In particulars middle
class concerns with achieve-
ment may not be shared by
"lower class® youth (cfe
Attachment to School and
Educational Expectations).
Insteads these "lower-class®
youthse according to Miller
are concerned with troubleys
toughnesss smartness (ie€es
manipulative skill)e excite-
mente fate (explaining
events by veference to
chance or luck)s and auton-
omy (an ambivelent relation
to authority--overtly desir-
ing not to be pushed around

but covertly desiring to be..

cared for and controlled)e.
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gecause of this recurrent
theme in our discussions
with action project person=
nel, it seemea important to
incorporate brief measures
of this type of "subcul-
tural® value systeme Unfor-
tunatelys we know of no dev-
jces already in existence
designed to measure this
constellatione. But we couid
locate isolated items from
previous surveys whose dis-
tributional properties could
be examined, and we f ound
some interview quotes that
suggested some itemsSe We
then wrotes therefores nine
items that seemed to capture
the essence of thase themese
Item analyses implied that
three of these items formed
3 scale for all race-sex
subgroupse. The deletion of
poor itemss howevers nar-
rowed the content of the set
down to items that appear to
roeflect a rebellious auton-
omy: "dhether or not 1
spend time on nomework is my
own businessi" "I .should not
have to explain t> anyone
how I spend my money:"™ and
n{ don't like anybody tell-
ing me what to doe” The
scale ‘has a reliapility of
.46 overalle The scale cor-
relates 18 with self-re-
porced delinquent behavior
and —-+24 wWith belief.

The correlations among
the eight measures of atti-
tudes and social development
are ,shown in Table 7. These
correlations indicate that
Alienation is closely (nega=
tively} related to Attach- |
ment to Schoole Indeed, the
correlation betwean these
two scales is higher than
the reliability of the
former scalee. This implies

*
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that some parsimony would
result from combining these
scaleses We report them
separately only because we
believe users will like to
see them separatelye. We do
not recommend making sub-
stantive interpretations of
differences between these
two scalese The cther
scales are all relatively
independents implying that
they measure fairly distinct
aspects of attitudes and
social developmente

Self-Reported_Behavior

School Efforte That stu-
dents who earn low grades in
school tend to drop out of
school and to engage in
delinquent behavior more
than others are two of the
best documented and consis-
tent findings in the litera-
ture (Gottfredsony i198la)e.
Social class and ability are
modestly associated with
these same outcomes but do
not completely account for
these associationtie There-
fores it seems likely that
these outcomes are deter-
mined at least in part by
grades--the majore if infre-
quently applieds reward sys-
tem of traditional school-
inge Grades in school are
not determined solely by
ability and social classe of
coursee Industrial psychol-
ogy's expectancy theory
(Porter &L Lawlery 1968) sug-
gests a mechanism whereby
effort is expended if valued
rewards are perceived as
attainables and in which
effort is one of the deter-
minants of both performance
and rewardse Therefore
effort is an important
intermediary outcome varia-
ble that should be assessed
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in the evaluation of a pro-
gram desigied to prevent
delinquency and foster per-
sistence in schoolinge.

Unable to locat2 existing
Questionnaire measures of
this constructs we developed
onee This five-item scale
has a reliability of .51
overalle ({It is somewhat
less reliablie for Spanish
Americans in this sampies
presumably because some of
its item content deals with
homeworks which is rarely
assigned in Puerto Rico
where most of the Spanish
Americans in the sample
attend schoole) The scale
includes these items: "Com-
pared to other studentse how
hard do you work in
school?®™; "I turn my home-
work in on time*; and "I
don't bother with homework
or class assignmentse" As
expectede females score
higher on this scale on the
average than do males. It
correlates 39 with self-re~
ported grades and <34 with
attachment to schoole sup-
porting its interpretation
as 3 measure of effort
expended on schodl worke

School Non-Attendance.
The Alternative Education
Program is intended to dem-
onstrate and evaluate proj-
ects that aim to increase
attendancee. OJependable
attendance data are not
always available from school
recordsey SO0 we decided to
incorporate a brief self-re-
port measure of attendance
in the guestionnaire to pro-
vide back-up datae This
decision proved to be wise:
we were unable to obtain
these data from records for
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at least one projects the
data from many others is sO
erratic or incomplete as to
be of limited valuey and
some attendance data that
will ultinately prove valua-
ble will require extensive
editing before it is usableo

Two itemss one asking how
often the student cuts
school all day and one ask-
ing about class skippinge
compose this brief scaley
with an overall reliability
Of «66e

Self-Reported _DelinguencCy
(Total)e 0One way to find
out what people do is to ask
theme Naturallys not every-
one tells the truthy perhaps
especially when the Qques-
tions are sensitives A com-
mon assumption is that peo~
ple will conceal information
about their participation in
illegal behaviores and so
under-reporte At the same
times the rates of delin-
quent behavior estimated by
the self-report method are
higher than those derived
from official records (tmpey
€ Eriksons 1966)« There is
thus a great deal of debate
among criminologists about
the appropriate way to meas-
ure criminal behaviore

Although there is no need
to go into the arguments in
any detail heres a major
issue is that typical self-
report measures (ee«Jees Nyeys
1958) tend to measure minor
“of fensess™ some of which
are not "crimess" or would
not be crimes if committed
by an adulte Elliott and
Ageton (1980) have recently
presented evidence that
self-report scales involving

Measures

more serious offenses tend
to resemble measures based
on official data more than
do scales involving only

trivial items. Hindelange

_Hirschis and weis (1981)

have also just published the
rasults of a major examina-
tion of self-report delin-
quency measurement.

The bottom lines insofar
as it can be perceived at
presents is that fairly
longe variety-type scales
involving a range of serious
delinquent behavior do pro-
duce results that parallel
official records for_ som2
subgroups but not for oth-
erse Hindelang et ale
(1981) report validity coef-
ficients for a numper of
variables that imply very
low validity of self-re-
ported data Yor officially
"delinquent®” black maless
and much better validity for
other subgroups. This is a
difficulty that should be
kept in mind in interpreting
these self-reported datae.

It appears related to 3
similar problem of differen-
tial reliability in studies
of educational persistence
(8ielbys Hausers & Feather-
many 1977; D. Gottfredsony
1981la)s and it points out
the importance of obtaining
official data for purposes
of evaluatione

The specific self-report
measures used here are modi-
fied from those used by
Elliott and Ageton (1980)
and by Hindelangs Hirschiys
and Weis (1981l)e Many of
Elliott's items were useds
but pretests showad tnat the
response formats created
problems ivw group question-
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naire administratione At
about the same times a manu-
script of the Hindelang et
ale book became available,
in which the authors
observed that "ever variety"
and "last-year variety"
scales yielded very good
results (and a
consultant?s=--La Mar
Empey®s--advice suggested
the same)e For purposes of
evaluations “ever variety"®
items (which measure preva-
Tence rather than incidence)
could not be usede There-
fore we designed "last-year
variety” itemse These items
asksy "In the last_year have
YOUeee™ Respondents indi-
cates for examples whether
they have "stolen or tried
to steal something worth
more than $50."

A 19-item scale con-
Structed in this way has
very nice characteristics--
-considering that only a
small proportion of respon-
dents answer yes to any
given questione Overall,
reliability is «84e¢ In the
hold-out sample--those not
used to conduct item analy-
sess but set aside to obtain
unbiased estimates in 3 new
sample--the subgroup relij-
abilities range from <63 to
*93e The single low coeffi-
cient is for Asian-American
femaless who report almost
no delinquent behaviore
These reljabilities compare
favorably to those obtained
by Hindelang et al. (1981)
with a 63-item last-year
variety scale==,83 to .92
for black and white males
and femalese.

Readers interested in a
more thorough understanding
of scales of this type and

their ralation to other
variables of interest should
see Hindelang et ale. (1981).

Self-Reported_Jrugq_Usee
Action project personnel
have shown considerable
interest in a component of
delinquent behavior involv-
ing drug usee To provide a
measure to meet their needs,
we havec also scored a five-
item subset 3f the Vonger
(total) S-R delinquency
scalees It is composed of
items asking about the use
of cigarettesy liquors mari-
juanas and other drugss snd
about going to school
"highe" (A sixth item about
Jlue sniffing was left out
because the analyses did not
support its inclusion for
all ethnic groupse) This
group of jitems closely
resembles the Hindelang et
als (1981) Drug Indexe 1Tt
has an pverall reliability
Of o84

Self-Reported_Szrious
Delinguency. A second sub-
scale was constructed to

-measure only conduct that

nearly averyone would regard
3s criminale It includes 11
items (including one about
selling drugs that Hindelang
et ale would place in the
drug cluster) and has an
overall reliability of <79,

sSchool _Experi-

D S A G np s e T s T e iy > By e e

It is anticipated that
tne projects ‘n the Alterna-
tive Education Program will
expand the range of school
rewards beyond those repre-
sented by traditional class—-
room gradese Accordingly,
we have developed two scales
td> measure students?®




rewarding and punishing
axperiencesy in an effort to
assess this important but
hard-to-measure set of out-
comese School rewards and
puni shments make sense
intuitively as probable
causes of school attachmente
efforts and persistencee.

Schoo) Punishmentse This
four—-item scale is an index

of the negative sanctions an
individual student experi-
ences. It asks whether the
student was required to stay
after schools given an extra
assignmenty or had his or
her grade lowered as a pun<=
ishmente Its reliability
coefficient for the total
sample is 54; according to
this index males experience
more punishments as
expectede The scale corre=
lates 30 with self-reported
delinquencyy -e28 with posi-
tive self-concepts -«30 with
beliefsy -e22 with school.
efforte and <24 with n2ga- |
tive peer influence.

school Rewardse This
six~item scale is an index
of the positive sanctions an
individual student experi-
encese It includes reports
of incidents in which the
teacher complimented the
student's works the student
was given a prize or awardys
or the student won an award
for his or her classe The
reliability coefficient for
the entire sample is e54.
The scale is relatively
independent of sexy and is
correlated «25 with school
"attachmente.

ences deals with personal
victimizatione It is
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intended for use
ing the amount of crime
the environments 3and it
used in the aggregate to
characterize the school.
Neverthelesss the scale's
characteristics at the inai-
vidual level are of some
intereste Containing five
itemss the scale has a reli-
ability coefficient of e4Te
As earlier research
(National Institute of Edu-
cationy 1978) sho~eds bOys
are victimized mora often
than are girls. victimiza-
tion is correlated <24 with
self-reported delinguencys
implying a moderate tendency
for persons who are victim-
ized to eangage more readily
in delinquent behavior them=-
selvese It correlates -e27
with school attachment and
~e28 with sel f-esteeme.
Interestinglys its highest
correlate among the varia-
(«35): Students ~ho report
more fraquent personai vic-
rimization also more often
report oeing punished in
school.

Invaliditye. There is
always some concern that
students may not faithfully
complete their question-
nairess that they may fool
around or give silly
answerse ASs a check on
thise a scale was included
to detect unusual or nonsen-
sical responses. This
five-item scale is composed
of items that a careful res-
pondent would answer in only
one waye. It is kayed so
that a rare response earns a
nointe This scale has not
yet been useds Dut will be
used later as a check on the
results and as a quality
control mechanisme.
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The item content of all
student-level scales is
shown in Appendix Table Ae.

Measures_of Teachers

" The second largest group
of inhabitants of a school
environment are the teachers
who work theree Students in
the aggregate help to create
an environment for the
teacherss just as teachers
Create an environment for
the studentse A characteri-
zation of the teachers is
important in describing a
school or a projects
A\ d

Several of the action
projects® theories lead to
interventions geared toward
teacherse The interventions
are intended to improve
classroom managements to
change teachers' attitudesy,
or to involve them in new
kinds of activitiese One
aspect of the evaluation
therefore involves the meas~-
urement of teacher charac-
teristics. Before turning
to our account of school
environmental measuresy
will describe a set of
vidual=-level teacher
Urese

we
indi-
meas—

Pro-integration_Attitudee
This four-item scale is a
measure of attitudes toward
integrated educatione It is
included because these
delinquency and school
improvement programs are
designed to provide services
to heterogeneous groups of
studentse One component of
several projects is training
teachers to manage heteroge-
neous classrooms and to
interact with a variety of
kinds of studentse This
scale is expected to be

useful in assessing the
effectiveness of teacher
participation in such activ-
itiese It has a reliability
coefficient of <63 (Table 9)
and is relatively indepen-
dent of the other teacher
scale (Tables 10)e As might
be expecteds nonwhites tend
tdo score somewhat higher
than whites on this scale.
1

Job_satisfaction. This
scale is composed of three
of the four items in Hop-
pock®s (1925) scale of the
same name, which has been
used widely in research and
has demonstrated impressive
evidence of convergent val-
idity (Robinsons Athanasiouy

& Heady 1969)e Even short-
ened to three items it has a
reliability of .80. It may

-04=

confidently be taken as a
measure of how well teachers
like their jobse.

Interaction with Stu-

A s s e e - — — — - —— . ——

dentse This six-itein scale
measures the extent of out~-
of~class interaction that a
teacher has with students.
Items ask about tutoring
individua) students before
or after school! and discuss~-
ing their personal problems
with theme [t thas a3 reli-=
ability couefficient of 67
and correlates positively
with Job Satisfactiony nega-
tively with reports of
classroom disruptions and
positively with the extent
of recent continuing educa-
tion activities,

____________ This
is one of two scales devel~-
oped in an attempt to
describe the types of
responses to student conduct
used by the classroom
teacher. We are unaware of
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any short questionnaire
measures of this aspect of
classroom managements but
provocative evidence from
earl ier research (McPartland
£ McDilly 1977; Gottfredson
€ Daigers 1979) suggests
that responses to conduct
are important in preventing
disruptione Therefore we
used the best advice we
could get to develop lists
of various ways classroom
teachers might respond to
student behaviore These
lists became items in the
questionnairee. Through fac-
tor analytic examination and
internal consistency item
analysise twoO scales
emergede.

The first set of items is
termed "Type A" Sanctionse.
A teacher who reports lower-~
ing grades as a punishments
sending misbehaving students
out of classe and paddling
or reprimanding the students
in class is given a high
scoree« The scale has a
reliability of o4Te Its
largest correlate among the
other teacher measures is
the amount of disruption the
reacher reports; it is also
moderately negatively corre=
lated with nonauthoritarian
attitudese

Type 8 _5anctionses This
scale was developed in the
same waye In contrast to
the Type A scales which
seems to include responses
rooted in frustrations Type
B Sanctions appear to
involve a wider range of
resourcese ‘To earn a high
score on this scaley 3
teacher reports givinyg extra
schoolworks awarding special
privileges for good behav~-
iors taking away privileges

o wa

Measures

for misconducts c31ling
parentss 3and referring stu-
dents to the counselor or
elsewheree This five-item
scale has a reliaoility of
.60, It correlates only .16
with Type A Sanctionss even
though both scales would be
elevated if a teacher fre-
quently had to make some
kind of response to miscon=
ducte uUseful information
about the construct validity
of the two sanctions scales
can be obtained by examining
their correlations with
rasponses to 3 question
about home-based reinforcers
(Table 11)e The use of
home-based reinforcers to
extend the range of rewards
and punishments in the
school appears to be a
highly effective strategy
(Barthy 1979; Atkeson £
Forehandy 1979). Scores on
the Type B scale correlate
.35 with responses to this
items whereas those on Type
A correlate only «07 (NeSe)e

_____________ As one
way to measure th2 amount of
rdelinquent™ behavior in a
schooly teachers are asked
about their experiences of
personal victimizatione In
the aggregates these reports
may be taken as 3n indicator
of the amount of disruption
in the schoole An eight-
item scalee askiny about
events ranging from obscene
remarks or gestures to phys-
ical attacks has a reliabil-
ity of «67.

Classroom_gisruption. A
second way to assess the
level of student misbehavior
experienced by a teacher is
provided by 2 two~-item
classroom disruption scale.
It asks to what degree
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classroom disruption inter-
feres with teachings and how
much of the teacher®s time
is devoted to coping with
disruptive studentse Its
reliability is «70.

Low Expectationse A
Tabeling theory perspective
implies that teacher expec-
tations for student perfor-
mance may become incorpo-
rated .into the student's
self-concept and result in
misconduct or poor academic
performances To provide a
measure of this variables a
two-item Low Expectations
Scale asks teachers to judge
what percentage of their
students are of low ability
and have "behavior prob-
lems." The scale has a
reliability of 57 It cor-
relates -e¢24 with Job Satis-
faction and «43 with Class-
room Disruptione

Openness_to_Student_Sug-
______ This two-item
scale has very low reliabil-
itye It askss for exampley’
how often teachers change
their lesson plans to acco-
modate student suggestionse
It was intended to provide
an index of teacher respon-
siveness in order to assess
the effectiveness of train-
ing programs or other inter-
ventions with teacherse

Professional_Developmente
Eight items form a scale
measuring the extensiveness
of recent continuing educa-
tion or in-service learning,
This scales with reliability
e74y is for use in document-
ing the implementation of
training componentse. It
also helps to lend evidence
of construct validity to
other teacher measurese.

The
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correlations in Table 10
generally accord with the
interpretation that teachers
scoring high in professional
development are more satis-
fieds interact more with
studentse and arz more open
to student suggestionse

Non-Authoritarian Atti-
tudese Intended in part to
measure sympathetic atti-
tudes (as one way to get at
the "caringes competent
toacher" constellation)e a
measure o5f punitive moralism
is includede To carn a high
score on this scales a
teacher rejects such items
asy "A few pupils are just
young hoodlums and should be
treated accordingly." This
tnhree-item scale has a reli-
ability of .S5%e

The item content of all
tzacher-level scales is
shown in Appendix Table g,

As discussed earliery the
assessment of school cli-
mates ts fundamentally dif-
ferent from the m2asurement
of individualse Whereas
individual differences are
the entire point of measure~-
ment at the individual
levels these differences are
"arrorY or "noise”™ in the
assessment of an environment
based on the reports of its
individual inhabitantse
Consequentlys environments
are sometimes characterized
by aggregated or averaged
reports of individualse We
have constructed climate
scales based on such aggre-~
gated reportse and sometimes:
describe climates using
averaged characteristics of
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individuals (cfe Astin &
Hollande 1961)e For climate
scalesy reports are first
averageds and then item
analyses proceed based on
school means for the itemse

Measures of Climate_Based_on
.Student Reports

Community Crime. This is
a three-item scale based on
averaged responses to ques<
tions about whether there
are gangs in the student®s
neighborhoods whether the
gangs try to get the student
to join and whether the stu-
dent's parents were robbed
in the last yeare This
scale may be useful in
describing the community
context of the school (cfe
National Institute of Educa-
tions 1978)e It has a reli-
ability of «57« (An "out-
liere"” ieces a school with
extreme values on many
i temse was dropped from the
sample in these and subse-
quent item analyses reported
heres possibly deflating
most reliabilities somew=
hate)

Gangs This
scale is composed of aver-
aged responses to questions
about whether there are
gangs in the school ands if
sos how much trouble they

causee The reliability of
this scale is «80.
safetye This is a

13-item scale asking if stu-
dents stay away from any of
a list of places in the
schoole It also asks if
students feel safe at
schooly or if they fear
someone will hurt them at
school or on the way to
schoole It resembles what
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was called "School Climate"™
in the Schools Initiative
Evaluation (Grant et aler
1979)e Its reliability
coefficient i5 92

pisruptione This four-
item scale is based on aver-
aged responses to questions
about the students® having
to fight to protect them~
selvesy seeing teachers
threatened or attackeds and
being in classes that were
to>tally stopoed by disrup-
tive studentse It has a
reliability of e42e

Indiy

tione Thi is an
attempt to use student
reports as evidence about
the level of ingividualized
instruction characterizing
tne_school as a wholee
Individualized instructionys
as usually construeds
involves the development of
individual tearning plansy
rewards for improvement over
past levels of performancey
and a pace of instruction
suited to the individuale
Two aspacts of this concep-=
tion are incorporated in
this measure--students®
reports that they have indi-
vidual Yearning planss 3nd
reports that they can work
at their own speed in classSe
The reliability coefficient
is 58

(Graenberge 1977) assumes
that delinquency is in part
a result of a special status
accorded youths one which
isolates them from meaning-
ful adult roles and subjects
them to degrading interper=
sonal exchanges to which

1
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adul ts would not be
sub jectede This scale
intended to assess the
degree to which students
feel that a school environ-
ment as a whole either
degrades them or treats them
with dignitye A low score
couid indicate that students
feel they are treated with
dignitye The items arey
"Students are treated ljke
children here;" "Teacnhers
treat students with ’
respect;" and "Teachers do
things to make students feei
put downe" Its relijability
coefficient is <7Ee.

—

is

Student-Teacher _Interac-
tione This scale aims to
assess the degree of out-of-
class positive social inter-
action with teacherss from
the students' point of views
It is based on the averaged
responses to two items: "I
talk to some of my teachers
about things other than
schoolwork;" ands "Teachers
help me with schoolwork cut-
side of classe” Its reli-
ability is <60

Planning_and_Action
This scale is intended to
assessy from the point of
view of the studentse the
degree to which schools
engage in experimenting and
problem-solvings or the
degree to which they resist
changee It is composed of
the following three aygre-
gated items: "It is hard to
change the way things are
done in this school®"; "The
teachers and principal in
tnis school make plans to
solve problems™; and "This
school hardly ever tries
anything newe" It has a
reliability coefficient of
.65.
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Fairnesse Evidence is
accumulating that the degree
to which students perceive a
school®s rules as fair and
clear is associated with the
degree of orderliness of the
school (National Institute
of Educations 1978; Gott-
fredson & Daigere 1979)e.
Consequentlys scales
designed to assess these
constructs were developede.
Fairness is a three-itenm
aggregate-level scale based
on student reports that the
rules are faires that the
punishment for breaking
rules is the same for every-
oney and that the principal
is faire 1t has a reliabil-
ity of .62

______ Intended to
measure the clarity of
school rules from the point
of view of the school's stu-
dentss this scale is com-
posed of questions asking
whether everyone knows what
the rules ares whether
teachers let the students
know what is expected,
whether the principal is
firme This four-item scale
has a reliability coeffi-
cient of <54

_________________ It is
often assumed that student
influence on the way s
school is run may lead to a
number of positive outcomese
This six-item scale is
intended to assess how much
influence students have in
their schoolss Sample items
include: "Students have
little say in how the school
is run™; "Students have
helped to make the school
rules”™; and "Students are
seldom asked to halp solve a
problem the school is hav-
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The scale's
.62.

ing.“
reliability is

Groupings This scale
assesses the students® per=
ceptions of groupings OrF
segregation of students with
special characteristics
within the schoole. It is
composed of the following
three items: "Students of
different races usually end
up in different classes™;
andsy "This school has spe-
cial classes for slow lear-=
ners”; ands "There are spe-
cial classes for trouble
makerse® Its reliability is
.55. .

The correlations among
the scalesy shown in Table
13, are not low enough to
imply that each scale meas=
ures an important indepen-
dent dgimension of school
climate. In particulare
scales 6 through 11 show
considerable redundancys
implying that they should
probably be interpreted as a
groupe. Small differences in
elevation among these scales
should be interpreted with
cautione The item content
of these scales is summa-
rized in Appendix Table Ce

It seems appropriate to
reduce this set of a priori
scales through combinatione
This could result in produc-
ing the information with
fewery longers and more
reliable measurese

- - s > ——

An alternative perspec-
tive on the climate of a
school is provided by the
reports of teachersSe
Accordinglyes seven climate

-99-
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scales were constructed from
the teacher questionnaires
using averaged teacher
responses about their
schoole The item content of
these seven scales is pre-
sented in Appendix Table De
Their reliabilities are
shown in Table 15

tion.
intended to measure relative
levels of resources (equip-
mentes materialse learning
opportunities) available in
the schoole It contains
items asking about teaching
suppliess spaces extra=
school settings used for
instructions and timeliness
of availability of
rasourcese This four-item
scale has a reliability of
«86.

ERADA-SIR-B-p. -2 P it bt~

Program is to increase the
use of community and family
resources by schools as a
structural school improve-
mente This scale seeks to
assess parent and community
involvement according to
aggregate teacher reportse
It asks about parent influ-
ence on policies or prac=
ticesy direct parent assist-
ancey relations between
parents and teachersys and
community receptivenesse
The six-item scale has 3
reliability of 80

mante
gests that the commi tment of
an organization®s staff is
related to project implemen=
tation (Grant et alev 1979
Barman & McLaughline 1976).
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Accordinglys o two-item
scale to assess staff com-
mitment was includedes Its
reliability is 82

Staff Morales As with
commitmenty morale is Some-
times suggested as a conco-
mitant of success in imple-
menting innovationsy and it
is an important characteris~
tic of an organization in
its own righte An l1ll-itenm
scale containing items such
ase "Our problems in this
school are so big that it is
unreadlistic to expect teach-
ers to make much of a dent
in them;" and "(Is the
teaching faculty) frus-
trated?" 1Its reljiability is
.90.

Planning_and Actione.
Presumablye organizations
engaging in systematic plan-
ning and that are open to
change are most likely to
successfully implement inno-
vationse Based on this
assumptions
nine-item scale to assess
planning and actione It
askss "How often do you work
on a planning committee with
other teachers?® "(Is the
principal) progressive?”
"(Is the teaching faculty)
open to change?" 1Its reli-
ability iS «87.

smooth Administratione
Jur earlier research (Gott-
fredson & Daigers 1979) sug-
gests that the way a school
is run is important in
understanding its climate
and in preventing school
disruptione To the best of
our knowledges detailed stu-
dies of school administra-
tion tend to focus on the
personal characteristics of
administrators (eeges Miner,

-100~

we constructed a

1967)s or are ethnographic
or observational accounts of
the typical activities of
administratorse Here we
wished to assess the percep-
tions of administrative
style and procedures from
the point of view of the
body of teachers who experi-
ence thame Accordinglys we
constructed a 1l2-item scalee.
Typical! items are: "Simpley
non-time consuming proce-
dures exist for the acquisi-
tion and use of resources;"
"There is little teacher-ad-
ministration tension in this
schoole®™ "(The principal
is) opene"™ In a sense this
scale represents a global
rating of the positiveness
Wwith which teachers view the
schools?®s administrations-
although the item content.
focuses on both principal
behavior and some probable
practical consequences of
that behaviore 1Its reli-
ability is ¢92.

Individualized Instruc-

. —— — S —— - —— ——— — A —— o

Alternative Education Pro-
gJramn seeks to create struc-
tural changes in schools to
increase individualized
instructions and this inter-
vention is planned by sev-
eral of the action projectse
Accordinglys this four-item
scale aims to measure indi-
vidualized instruction by
asking if individualized
learning plans are useds and
if grading is based on
improvement versus "the
curve."

school Race Relationse
This brief two-item measure
asks about race relations
from the teacher point of

viewe It asks how well dif-
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ferent groups get alonge
Its reliability is «77e

dents. The Alternative Edu~
cation Program assumes that
wcaring competent teachers"”
will foster prosocial out-
comes and prevent delin-
quencys and several action
projects aim to alter teach-
ar-student relationse.
Interpreting what "caring
and competent®" means is di f-
ficulte but as one way to
get at this constellation we
created 3an Interaction with

~Students scalee This six-

item index asks about the
frequency of teacher inter-
action with students and
about how well students and
teachers get alonge Its
reliability is «80e

S

integration_vse 3egreigs-
tion_by Ability or Conducte
This scale is also included
to measure an aspect of
project implementation
sought by the Alternative
Egucation Program: the
avoidance of tracking or
isolatione The six-item
scale contains items such
as: "Students of mixed
ability work together in
small groups in my classi”
"This school has special
classes for slow learners;"
and "ln this school there
are special classes for stu-
dents who repeatedly misbe~
havee" Its reliability is
«55y and the appropriate
interpretation of the scale
is uncleare. Opinions differ
about the wisdom of homoge-
neous vse heterogeneous
grouping according to stu=
dent conduct or academic
per formances although the
current climates and some
evidence (Slavine 1980}

Measures

inplies that heterogeneous
grouping can have some vir-
tuee

Student_Influencee Stu-
dent participation in school
decision making is one of
the major structural ele-
ments the Alternative Educa-
tion Pragram wants to create
through the action projectse -
The assumption aoparently is
that student influence will
help to create other benefi-~-
cial structural changess OF
it may contripute to
decreased alienation or
sense of powerlessnesSe
Measures of student influ-
ence used in previous stu-
dies (National Institute of
Educations 1978; Gottfredson
£ Daigers 1979) assessed a
limited range of influences
and certainly do not assess
the kinds of student influ-
ence possiblee. Thereforeys
although based on the scale
used earlier by Gottfredson
¢ Daiger (1979)s this scale
is expanded somewhat (to
five items)s Sample gues-
tions are "I often change my
lesson plans based on stu-=
dent suggestions;"™ and
wTeachers and their students
«ork together to make rutes
governing behavior in the
classroome® The scale has a
reliability coefficient of
«8le

S e R S o v v e e =0 o o o (Rl 0 8 S5

level counterpart of the
individual-level teacher
Professional Development
Scalee Because of the way
it is constructedy it is of
use only for characterizing
the level of professional
development activities for
the school as a wholes. The
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eight-item scale has a reli-
ability of .86,

Perceptions_of Disruption
or_Lack _of_Safetye Intended
to be one measure of delin-~
quent or disruptive behavior
in schooly this 1l2-item
scale asks about time spent
coping with disruptive’
behavior and about percep-
tions of safetye It is
highly reliable («93)

Success _Opportunitiese
Many critics of tradition-
ally structured schools
(eegev Howarde 1978) argue
that schools are "rigged"
against low achieving stu-
dents: Many students exper-
ience only failure in
schoole This scale is an
attempt to collect teacher

opinions about the €xtent to

which their schools are
"unrigged" by providing suc-
cess opportunitiese It asks
whether any students can
earn high markss and whether
students can get special
privileges for their perfor-
mancce We have some doudts
about the meaning of this
scale:, It is heterogeneous
in content as well as brief,
and it has modest reliabil~-
ity («60)e¢ But it has Some
interest and may be of some
util ity.

use of Grades_as_a_Sanc-
tione The use of grades as
@ response to misconduct is
correlated with school dis-
ruption rates (Gottfredson &
Daigers 1979)e On the face
of ity this also appears to
be a poor practice because
it makes the grading and
sanctioning process ambigu=
ouse A two-item index uses
teacher reports to charac-
terize the extent of this

‘practice in schoolse.

It has
a reliability of +84.

One way of interpreting
scores on all these scales
is by using a profile sheet
that enables the examination
of the standing of a school
relative to a "norm groupe.”
Profile sheets have been
prepared that do just thisy
using the schools in the
School aAction tffectiveness
Study 3s the norm groupe<2>
Remember that this is not a
representative sample of
schoolse In generals these
schools are included in the
sample at least in part
because they indicated in
their applications that
their problems of crime»
dropouts and nonattendance
are relatively severe.
Neverthelessy the group does
provide some basis for com-
parisone. ‘

Profile sheets are used
to plot t-scorese This
means that the "“average"
school w~would have 3 score of
53y and that the standard
deviation is 1Ce As an aid
to interpretations a bar on .
the profiles shows the ~
range of the middle S0% of
the scores for each scalees
This is especially usefut
when distributions of scores
are skewedy Or when they are
fiatter or more peaked than
in a normal distributiony
because the bar acts as an
easy gquide in interpretﬂfb
the school's scoree

For many of these meas-
uress scores are not very
reliable. Remember to take
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reliability into account
when making interpretationse
In additions "reliability"
applies to scores in gen-
erals not the score for any
particular schoole. When
only a small number of per-
sons reported about a
school®'s climates 3 scoOre
may contain lots of errore
similarlys if response rates

were lows the score may con-

tain biase This is because
studeiits who completed the
questionnaire may not accu-~
rately represent the
schools® students inh gen-
erale Do not make much of
small differences in scores
in these profilesy and bLe
skaptical about profiles
based on small samples. AN
interim rule of thumb to
follow for profiles based on
S0 or more guestionnaires is
to ignore the differences of
five t-score units or lesse
Wwhen fewer than 50 question-
naires contribute to a
school's scores even larger
differences should be
ignored.

If several sources of
information converge in sug-
gesting the same interpreta-
tions the results are worthy
of careful consideratione.
But remembere a3 survey like
this is only one source of
information about these
schoolse NO Ssurvey or set
of scales can provide 3
magic picture of an organi-
zation's environmente.

The Uses_of Scores_for Indi-
yiduals

A1l individual-level
scores are confidential and
are used for research pur-
poses only. (In future
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applicationse similar scales
could be used in counseling
or for diagnostic purposese
They can not be used in
those ways in this Program
bacause of the assurances of
confidentiality given to
those who completed the
instruments on which scores
are based.) Etlsewhere in
this reporte and in subse-
quent reports to be issued
by the SAESs these scores
are used in detailed exami-
nations of the effects of
pro ject components. When
individual-level scores are
ajgregated to the school
level, they can be used to

describe schools in terms of

the characteristics of their
studentriese In profiles we
make available to project
directorss these aggregated
scores are also presented as
t-scoreses where 50 is the
mean aggregated score for
schoolse and 10 is the
school standard deviatione

. > T Tt S S A o s S

ject_"anagers

In workshops conducted in
Auguste 1981y school pro-
files were made available to
project directorse These
profiles provide~assessments
of schools useful for diag-
nostic and prescriptive pur-
posese The efforts of thou-
sands of students and
teachers in completing these
surveys will go partly to
waste if this information 1is
not used in project plan-
ninge wWe earnestly hoped
that this information would
be usedy and are yratified
that several projects have
made extensive use of this
information in renewed proj-
ect planning.
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Similarlyy interim feed-
back we have provided to
project directors on the
characteristics of their
clientele (in summary form).
and -about the effectiveness
of their interventions based
on the statistical analyses
of individual scales is

intended to be used in
refining interventionse NoO
one expects to see dramatic
effects of projects in their
developmental stagess. Proj=-
ects will increase in effec~
tiveness largely by using
the information provided by
this interim feedbacke
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l. For more thorough discussion see Throndike (1971)»

. 2. One school with extremely deviant scores on 3 number
of scales was excluded from the norm groupe
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, ; Table 1
Selected Characteristics of National Samples of Students
and the School Action Effectiveness Study Sample

: Elementary High
Ethnic & Secondar School b SAES
Identification Enrolliment Seniors Sample
American Indian 0.8 1.1 2.0
Asian-American 1.2 0.7 1.1
. Spanish-American 6.4 3.2 25.4
Black 15.5 11.7 43.7
White 76.0 80.4 25.6
Other - " 2.9 2.1
Father Americans High
Present? Aged 18 and School o c
Under Seniors SAES
Yes (%) 79.0 81.7 56.8
Type of Personal Percentage Reporting in Month
Victimization . National Sample® SAES &
Physical attack 9.8 o 10.3
Robberies of more than $1 3.4 = 6.5
Personal ‘theft of ‘more than $1 27.6 ) 23.0
Self-reported Percentage Reporting at Least One, Past Year
Delinquent National
Behavior : Sampleg SAESC
Destroy or damage 11.4 11.1
school property
Stole something worth 2.6 6.7
more than $50 . '
Carried a hidden ' 6.3 12.0
weapon ‘
Gang fights 7.9 10.4
Hit teacher 6.6 9.7
Hit students 5.0 45.4
Joy riding 4.5 6.5
Break in 2.5 5.1

Fall 1976 OCR data
Monitoring the Future, 1976
Unweighted

CPR

Monitoring the Future, 1976
Safe School Study

National Youth Survey, 1978

g MmO oL TP
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Reliability Coefficients
by Gender and

Table 2

Alpha) for Individual-Level Student Scales
‘Ethnic Self-Identification

N Frwn. American Asian
Spanish-Americang Blacks Whites . Indian American
Construction Mtoldout Construction Holdout Construction Holdout” Total  Number
Scale Male Femiule Male Female Male Female \fnle Female Mily Female Male Temale Male Female Male Female Sample of items
Family background
Parental education - - 73 72 - - 77 78 - - 84 72 86 68 66 62 76 2
Parental emphasis on education 47 44 47 39 42 38 42 41 48 56 43 b4 45 62 50 55 46 4
Maternal role model (negative) 39 39 20 42 35 33 46 35 10 31 09 25 09 47 61 53 36 5
Maternal role model {(positive) 46 49 4t 44 37 45 53 43 55 51 49 48 32 62 30 58 46 4
Paternal role model (negative) 47 57 56 57 53 51 53 58 56 48 54 62 48 ‘71 75 22 55 5
Paternal role model (positive) 67 63 74 72 12 69 77 71 70 75 50 75 55 75 57 73 71 0
Social Relations
Attachment to parents 52 66 50 61 52 59 50 60 72 81 66 78 68 77 73 73 61 6
Negative peer influence 65 60 61 56 55 57 60 53 71 73 72 69 60 62 74 60 64 9
Parental supervision 27 23 27 14 11 17 26 17 k) 29 k) 40 28 b 15 54 27 2
Attitudes and Social Development
Alienation 40 39 37 45 35 b4 33 39 56 53 46 56 39 [ 06 55 bt 4
Attachment to school 75 70 74 70 72 71 67 67 81 81 79 79 79 75 81 72 75 10
Belief in rules 48 42 53 42 51 43 44 42 59 52 54 49 70 56 51 67 50 6
Interpersonal competency 47 43 40 45 46 36 44 30 44 37 46 34 40 1) 41 32 42 5
Involvement 63 64 64 64 63 65 66 62 61 59 62 62 59 63 80 52 64 15
Positive self-concept 56 51 60 8 52 64 - 39 61 73 69 70 69 71 67 65 78 63 12
Practical knowledge 67 66 70 70 71 67 71 72 77 76 74 74 69 76 63 54 71 7
Rebellious autoromy 45 52 42 59 31 45 34 42 45 53 41 49 59 60 42 40 13 3
Behavior .
School effort 39 11 37 37 53 48 51 50 67 65 62 63 52 47 62 65 51 5
School nonattendance 63 64 64 61 57 61 65 59 74 69 69 71 62 60 74 29 66 2
Self-reported delinquency (total) . 31 79 87 717 81 71 85 76 88 84 87 83 85 81 93 63 84 19
Self-reported drug use 71 71 72 67 72 66 73 65 79 79 73 80 78 80 53 71 75 5
Self-reported serious delinquency 72 74 80 61 75 59 80 69 85 79 82 73 74 76 92 c 79 11
¢chool Experiences
Schocl punishments 51 58 59 58 49 50 48 44 57 54 51 46 47 32 64 70 54 4
School rewards 50 53 57 56 55 53 54 50 52 54 51 47 49 64 66 52 54 6
Victimization 71 67 72 64 68 65 72 56 63 6L 70 61 66 48 82 69 68 7
Validity :
Invalidity 45 © 36 40 40 51 41 52 13 48 33 50 36 53‘i 02 55 57 47 5
Note: Decimals are omitted.
‘Relilblll:ies estimated on entire sample, no separate calculations were made for nonstruction and hold-out samples.
‘Reliability too low to estimate.
€100 few cases with complete data to estimate reliability.
L3
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- Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of Raw Score Individual-Level Student Scales
Spanish-American . . Black white ..Angrican Indlan e Amian Amerd .
Scsla Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male e
M__SD W M_ SO N Ms SD__W M _sp N M_SD N M__SD N M sp_n M sh_ N M Sb N M S0 oo
“*~ wamily background . -
Parental education 2,20 2.57 536 2.56 2.30 616 4.84 2.15 458 4.76 2.23 1127 S.22 2.32 413 S5.18 2.33 430 4.30 1.96 53 4.40 2.19 53 5.28 2.55 21 4.5h 2.A8 16
Parental emphasis on education  -.36 2.52 439 =-.29 2.41 456 .25 3:32 433 478 3:33 36 322 2:31 13 :3; 2Usi 162 -1.62 2080 w2 .14 2760 30 -.62 2.88 31 -.75 2.72 20
Maternal role model (negative) .31 .57 472 .35 .68 509 ,57 .87 342 .55 .79 408 .66 .75 46 .64 .79 162 .61 .72 51 .78 .98 54 .59 1.01 32 .29 .64 3}
Matsrnal role model (positive) 4.94 1.13 442 °4.78 1.13 469 4.88 1.20 332 4.93 1.10 388 4.66 1.26 148 4.76 1.22 160 3.85 1.05 48 4.96 1.31 49 4.87 1.09 31 3.80 1.22 -;
Paternal role model {negative) .77 1.05 441 .8 1.10 461 .78 1.04 308 1303 1.19 361 .93 1.12 137 1.03 1.23 160 1.22 1.15 46 1.00 1.35 43 1.06 1l.44 31 .68 .8 35
Patarnal role model (positive) $.88 1.53 437 4.54_ 1.58 442 4.85 1.60 314 4.56 1.57 362 5.09 1.12 138 (.60 1.56 159 4.85 1.23 40 4.18 1.77 45 4.67 1.40 30 4.45 1.60 22
Social relations
Attachment to parenta .85 3.04 399 .47 3.37 442 .18 3.16 567 .22 5.25 702 -.34 3.49 186 -.81 4.18 230 -1.32 2.91 48 -.77 4.11 50 -.60 4.26 36 -1.47 4.k4 24
Negativa peer influence 44 4,65 524 =1.17 3.72 581 .39 4.62 850-1.10 3.60 967 1.69 5.40 467 ~-.01 4.63 561 2.99 5.13 81 .19 4.46 84 .91 5.88 43 -.23 4.27 33
Parental supsrvision 1.51 .65 464 1.70 .53 523-1.25 .73 689 1.55 .62 853 1.3¢ .73 434 1.51 .67 496 1.09 .76 781,51 .60 73 1.20 .72 51 l.42 .76 31
Attitudes snd soclal development
Alienation 1.37 1.11 445 1.25 1.12 520 1.35 1.08 719 1.31 1.10 856 1.42 1.18 485 1.31 1.22 572 1.63 1.17 73 1.27 1.13 70 1.30 .95 50 1.41 1.23 3:
Attachment to school -.46 5.60 427 1.17 4.90 514 .37 4.95 692 1.40 4.61 820 -1.71 6.31 463 -.28 5.84 534 -1.89 6.40 68 1.07 5.04 68 -.23 6.19 48 1.75 4.70 32
Belief in rules (-) 2.14 1.53 415 1.67 1.31 492 2.36 1.42 652 1.93 1.33 7387 2.21 1.53 325 1.56 1.32 396  2.48 1.82 64 2.27 1,52 56 2.56 1.58 41 2.03 1.65 30
Interpersonal competency 3.70 1.18 427 3.78 1.18 506 3.86 1.14 678 4.05 .96 815 3.84 1.17 333 4.08 1.00 409 3.92 1.12 59 3.§2 1.18 61 3.78 1.15 46 3.87 1.02 31
Involvement ~1.61 5.65 496 -1.38 5.74 533 .06 6.17 761 .77 6.06 849 -1.76 5.25 403 -.48 5.76 443 -1.19 5.61 67 .79 6.25 76 2.15 B8.33 4l 2.44 5.76 2
‘Positive self-concept ~1.24 5.37 281 -.06 4.98 342 .39 5.03 426 2.17 4.42 549 -122 5.69 271 .84 4.99 330 .51 5.52 37 .35 5.32 45 -2.04 6.10 34 2.24 5.02 24
Practical knowledge 11.91 2.94 451 1158 3.13 52411.95 2.95 7691.80 3.03 894 11.88 3.08 507 11.89 3.10 597 11.56 3.13 72 IL87 3.18 75 12.42 2.48 52 12.12 2.41 34
Rebellfous autonomy "1.76 1.00 446 1.66 1.10 518 1.B4 .95 674 1.81 .99 B!l 2.09 .93 351 2.18 .94 409 2.18 .98 652.07 1.03 61 1.75 1.01 44 1.79 .99 3
Behavior ) ;
School effort 7.06 1.98 557 7.63 1.91 585 7.74 1.87 889 8.37 1.78 996 7.31 2.13 426 B8.16 1.93 492 7.31 1.98 80 8.13 1.83 78 7.52 2.20 42 8.58 1.87 36
School non-attendance - - 1.73 1.96 620 1.43 1.72 636 1.12 1.67 1081 .85 1.39 1121 1.50 2.03 623 1.34 1.95 700 1.64 1.98 104 1.71 1.96 99 1.54 2.18 63 1.07 1.49 4l
Selt-veported delinquency (total) 2.28 3.20 326 1.18 1.92 394 2.68 3.21 271 2.17 2.39 295 3.57 3.73 178 2.23 2.80 218 5.02 4.00 44 4.72 3.47 43 3.93 S.14 14 .90 3.10 10
Self-reported drug yse 84 1.21 356 .65 1.04 432 .93 1.29 489 .95 1.18 557 1.45 1.46 420 1.74 1.65 491 1.98 1.66 65 2.28° 1.75 60 .91 1.08 23 .50 .80 12
Self-reported serious delinquency .98 1.79 345 .33 .85 424 1.39 2.09 456 .49 1.12 525 1.45 2.23 206 .58 1.27 248 1.94 2.20 49 1.19 1.81 54 2.60 3.52 15 -- -- --
School sxpariences .
School pun{shments .19 2.77 545 ~.86 2.14 610 .77 2.78 865 -.16 2.35 985 .08 2.53 580 -.64 2.14 669 .31 2.60 91 -.55 2.03 82 .39 2.96 55 -.31 2.75 40
School revards L.42 3.47 498 .58 3.38 570 .48 3.34 764 .13 3.20 906 <1.32 3.00 402 -.89 2.95 469 -.04 3.24 76 .61 3.69 70 .21 3.62 46 .76 3.10 37
Victinization 1.04 1.49 S68 .64 1.10 618 1.22 1.59 891 .8z 1.13 992 1.00 1.42 541 .69 1.09 618 1.25 1.52 89 .80 1.04 83 1.32 1.87 57 1.22 1.53 41
Validity .
Tnvalidicy 1.26 1.14 470 .94 1.04 532 1.09 1.19 75 .77 .99 874 .65 .96 513 .45 .75 610 87 1.09 77 .59 .71 63 1.29 1.29 51 .71 1.06 34
!
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Table

4

Correlations of Student Scales and Selected Other Characteristics

with Self-Report Indexes of Student Behavior

»

. School Self-Reported Delinquency
Scale or Characteristic Effort Total Drug Serious
Parental education 15#* 06 03 C6
Parental emphasis on education 19%* -22% -22% -17%*
Maternal role model (negative) ~11%* 22% 17% 19%*
Maternal role model (positive) 11* -07% -05 -08%
Paternal role model (negative) -10%* 16%* 15% 13%
Paternal role model (positive) 12% -07% ~09%* -05
Attachment to parents 22% -26% -31% -21%*
Negative peer influence -31%* 50% 41% 50%
Parental supervision L4% -27% -22% -24%
Alienation -22% 20% 16% 20%
Attachment to school 35% -34% -30% =34%
Nonbelief in rules -22% 27% 20%* 30%
Interpersonal competency 22% -03 01 -08*
Involvement 15% 02 -06%* 03
Positive self-concept 48%* —24% -19% -29%*
Practical knowledge 07% 02 04 -01
» Rebellious autonomy -07%* 18% 19% 13*%
School punishments ~22% 30% 17% 30%
School rewards 15% -09% ~-14% =04
Victimization -15% 24% 09* 25%
Self-reported reading ability 20% -02 -02 -05%*
Self-reported school grades 39% -11% ~12% -14%
Age -06%* 08+* 22% 03
Sex (male) -17% 20% 01 25%

*
p < .001

Note: Decimals omitted.
are significant.
be attended to.

Sample sizes are very large, so even small correlations
Size rather than significance of these coefficients should




Table 5

Correlations Among Student Measures of
Family Background

Scale
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Parental education (76) 24 07 11 -14 17
2. Parental emphasis on educ.‘ (46) -17 30 -20 31
3. Maternal role modei (neg.) (36) =27 27 -09
4. Maternal role model (pos.) (46) -07 19
5. Paternal role model (neg.) | (55) =40
6. Paternal'role model (pos.) (71)
Note: Reliabilities shgwq in diagonal. Decimals omitted.
Table 6
Correlations Among Student Measures
of Social Relations
Scale
Scale 1 2 3
‘1. Attachment to parents (61) -26 21
2. Negative peer influence ‘ (64) -25
3. Parental supervision 27)

Note: Reliabilities shown in diagonal. Decimals omitted.
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Table 7

Correlations Among Measures of Student Attitudes
and Social Development

b3

Scale
Scale H 2 3 5 8

1. Alienation (44) -53 27 -07 19

. Attachment to school (75) =34 13 =21
. Non-belief in rules (50) -02 24
. Interpersonal competency 10 09

Involvement -06
. Positive self-concept -07

. Practical knowledge 03

. Rebellious autonomy (46)

Note: Reliability coefficients shown in diagonal cells. Decimals omitted.

Table 8

Correlation of Student Scales with
School Experiences

; Scale
Scale 1 2 3

1. School punishments (54) 07 35

2. School rewards (54) 16

3. Victimization (68)

Note: Reliability coefficients shown in diagonal cells.
Decimals are omitted.




Table 9

Reliability Coefficients for the Individual-Level

&
Teacher Scales and Raw Score Item Statistics

. Number Construction Samplea Hold-out Sampl@_
Scale of items  Mean SD Alpha  Mean SD Alpha
Prointegration attitude 4 11.53 2.81 .67 11.56 2.88 .69
Job satisfaction 3 8.45 1.64 .78 8.42 1.70 .80
Interaction with students 6 14.20 4.43 .69 13.79 4.20 .67
Type A sanctions ' 5 -.05 2.90 .52 .09 2.82 47
Type B sanctions 5 13.81 3.08 .58 13.42 3.08 .60
Victimization 8 1.24 1.45 .67 1.23  1.45. .67
Classrcom disruption 2 4.52 1.22 .70 4.60 1.38 .78
Low expectations 2 62.43 42.89 .53  65.06 44.47 .57
Openness to student 2 .05 1.64 .QS -.10 1.54 .38

suggestions
Professional development 1\ 8 -.21 4.82 .76 -.39  4.67 .74
Nonauthoritarian attitude 3 7.57 2.21 .56 7.43 2.17 .54

a - ' .
N's range from 355 to 642 due to nonresponse to some ltems.

N's range from 555 to 643 due to nonresponse to some items.
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Table 10

Correlations Among Individual-Level Teacher Scales
(N=1112-1265;

Scale Prointeg. Job Sat. Interact. Type A Type B Victim. Disrup. Low Exp. Openness Prof.Dvt. Nonauth]|
Prointegration

attitude - 06 12% -09 04 -09 -10% -07 15*% 08 29%
Job satisfaction - 28% -13% 00 -20% ~34% =24% 11% 28% 13*
Interaction with

students - -02 11* 01 ~15*% -12% C24% 28*% 11%
Type A sanctions - 1l6* 19% 29% 12% -03 -03 -26%
Type B sanctions - 08 12% 12% 09 17% 02
Victimization - 38*% 25% -02 =07 ~-18%
Classroom

disruption - 43% -02 -12% -16*
Low expectations - 01 05 =07
Openness to

stud. sug. - 19* 14%
Professional

develop. — 10%
Nonauthoritarian -

Note: N's vary from 1112 to 1265 due to teacher nonresponse to sqme items.

* p<.001




Table 11
Correlations of Individual-Level
Teacher Scales with Selected
Teacher Characteristics

. Use of - Item
Sex Non~- home-based " non-response  Range
Scale (female) white reinforcement index . of N
) Prointegration attitudes 10* 21% 04 04 1504-1241'
Job satisfaction © 01 07 06 -08 1274-1315
Interaction with students -05 13* 17% 06 1246-1289’
Type A sanctions -10% -02 01 -01 1169-1206
Type B sanctions 15% 02 35% 2252 1192-1230
Victimization ~15% ~18% 08 —11% 1175-1212
Classroom disruption -04 -15% 12* -02 1183-1223
Low expectations _ . 04 -02 11* 02 1168-1205
Openness to student : '
influence 06 09 09 02 1128-1164
Professional development 13% 27% 16% 10% "1190-1223
Nonauthoritarian attitude 15 01 -04 08 1207-1245

Note: Decimals omitted

*p £.001

aHigh scorers on the scale measuring use of type B sanctions failed to respond
to many items intended to measure type A sanctions (r=.44), suggesting that they
were using the questionnaire as a checklist rather than carefully marking a
response for each item.
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Table 12

Reliabilities of the School Climate Measures Based on Aggregated

Student Reports .
Number of *
Alpha items

Community Crime .57 3 -
Gangs in School .80 2
Safety .92 13
Disruption C 42 4
Individualized Instruction .58 2
Student Disrespect , .78 3
Student-Teacher Interaction ' .60 2
Planning and Action .65 3
Fairness .62 3
Clarity ' .64 4
“ 5. Student Influence .62 6
Grouping ' o o .55 3




Table 13

Correlations Among School Cliﬁate Measures Based on Aggregated Student Reports

Scale

Scale 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Community Crime 39% .24 .14 .24 -.03 -.22 -.08 -.18 -.16 =-.04 .13
Gangs in School ~.01 -.02 -.12 .01 -.33 -.30 -.18 -.26 -.30 .18
Safety _.43% -.40% —.13 -.02 -.03 -.06 .10 =.27 ~-.22
Disruption 36%  L66% —.36% —.33 -.49% —.16 =-.20  .55%
Individualized Instruction o -.22 .01 -.02 .02 .02 37 .17

-.59% ~ 39% — 60% -,30 -.53% .33
L42%  35%  43% - 28
.50% .68% ,62% - 39%

L45% 56% - 37%

Student Disrespect
Student-Teacher Interaction L45%

Planning and Action

O 00 ~N o0 B~ W N

Fairness

L48% -, 24

[
o

Clarity

Student Influence

=
—

(o=
N

Grouping

Note!—-N's‘range from 52 to 65 schools, depending on the availability of items to score these scales.




Table 14

Reliabilities:.of the School Climate Measures
Based gn Aggregate Teacher Reports

Number of
Scale "~ Alpha Items
Involvement of Parents and'Community& .80 6
Individualized~Instruction dnd Grading .60 - T4
Resources for Instruction .86 4
Integration vs. Segregation by Ability
or Conduct - .55 6
School Race Relations 77 2
Interaction with étudents .80 6
Teaching Staff Commitment .82 2
Use of Grades as a Sanction v .84 2
Success Opportunities .60 | 3
Staff Morale (vs. Alienation) _ .90 11
| Planning and Action o .87 10
Perceptions of Disrﬁption .93 13
Student Influence .81 5
Smooth Administration .92 12
Professional Development ' .86 8

" Note: N=48 to 50 schools (based on résponses of over 1,100 teachers).
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Measures
Table A

Item Content of Individual-Level Student Scales<a>

Parental Education

20. How far did your father (or stepfather) go in school?
2le How far did your mothar (or stepmother) go in school?

Parental Emphasis_on Educaton

23. Do your parents want you to go to college some day?
28. My parents keep close track of how well 1 am doing in
schoole ‘
26+ (Father) helps me with my homeworke
27. (Mother) helps me with my homeworke

Maternal Role_Model ({Negative)

26+ (Mother) drinks too muche ‘
26+ (Mother) gets in trouble with the police.
26e. (Mother) spends most of her money on herselfe
 26e (Mother) gets mad a Tote
" 26e (Mother) spends time with her friends away from the
housee

26e (Mother) helps me with personal problemse
26« (Mother) is a hard workere

26« (Mother) gives me money when I need ite
26« (Mother) goes to work every daye

Paternal Role Model (Negative)

26e (Father) drinks too muche

26e (F=tcher) gets in trouble with the police.

26+ (Father) spends most of his money on hersel fe

26+ (Father) gets mad a 1ote

26e (Father) spends time with nis friends away from the
- housee ’

- = D . D D G -

<a>Numbers indicate position of the item in the quastion-
nairee
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Measures

Table A (conte)

Paternal Role_Model (Positive)

26« (Father) helps me with personal problems.

26« (Father) is a hard workere

26. (Father) gives me money when I need ite -
26« (Father) goes to work every daye

Pr
-

Attachment_to_Parents

29« HOow much do you want to be like the kind of person
your mother (or stepmother) is?

30+ How close do you feel to your parents (or guardians)?

31e How much do you want to be like the kind of person
your father (or stepfather) is?

32« A1l in ally how much do you like your parents?

68e I would not care if my parents were a little disap-
pointed in mes

6%7. 1 have lots of respect for my parentse

Negative Peer Influence

43« Most of my friends think getting good grades is
importante (-)

43. Most of my friends think school is a paine

43. My friends often try to get me to do things the
teacher doesn’t likee

44, (Best friend) is interested in schools (=)

44« (Best friend) attends classes regularlye (-}

44« (Best friend) plans to go to collegee. (=)

44+ (Best friend) belongs to a gange

44 (Best friend) gets in trouble with the policee.

45+ How many of your friends have been picked up by the
police? ‘ ’

28e My parentS almost always know where I am and what 1
am doinge
69 As far as my parents are concerneds I am pretty much

free to come and go as I please. . .
Alienation - .
64¢ Teachers here care about the studentse (-)
64¢ I feel like I belong in this schoole (=)

-124~

'J;Bi(; . o 14!4

w




Measures
Table A (conte)

69. I feel no one really cares much about what happens to
i i Mee
- e 70. These cays I get the feeling that I'm just not a part
of thingse

Attachment _to_School

62+ (How important is) what the teachers think about you?
63. (How do you feel about) this school?
63« (How do you feel about) the principal?
, 63. (How do you feel about) the classes you are taking?
St T 63. (How do you feel about) the teacners?
-~ 63+ (How do you feel about) the counselors?
64e I have lots of respect for my teacherse. .
66 This school makes me like to learnes
62+ (How important is) tne grade you get at school?
70. In classes I am learning the things I need to Knowe

Belief in Rules

69 It is all right to get around the law if you cdane (-)

69+ People who leave things around deserve it if they get

‘ takene (=)

70. Taking things from stores doesn't hurt anyonees (-)

70, It is O«Ke to. take advantagje of a chump or a suckere
=)

70. Teachers who get hassled by students usually had it
cominge (=) A

68 1 do not have much to lose by causing trounle in
schoole.

Interpersonal Competency

69 1 have a clear picture of what I am like as a persone
69. I know how to get along with teacherse.

69 If I want toy I can explain things welle

70. 1 find it easy to talk to all kinds of people.

70. My friends regard me as a person with good sensee.

Invol vement

34. Which of the following things have you spent time on
this school term? (l2-item list follows)
.- - 35 How much timey oOn the averages do you spend doinj
homework? .
36. Did you do any work for pay last weeky not counting
work around the house? 2Te. Do you have a regular
part-time or full-time jod?
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Measures

Table A (conte)

Positive Self-Concept

7. How satisfied are you with the way you are doing in
school? :

69« Sometimes I think I am no good at alle (-~)

70 1 feel I do not have much to be proud ofe (=)

70e¢ I like myselfe. :

9« (Uther students see me as) a losere (-)

68 I am the kind of person who will always be able to
make it if I trye.

9. (Uther students see me as) a good studente

9« (Other students see me as) a trouble makere (-)

9. (Uther students see me as) successfule

68+ My teachers think that I an a slow learnere (-)

68« I 30 not mind stealing from someone--that is just the
kind of person I ame (-)

68 I am not the kind of person you would expect to get
in trouble with the lawe

Practical_Knowledge

73« DO you know how to: (seven competency itams)

69« I don't like anybody telling me what to doe

70 Whether or not ! spend time on homework is my own
Dusinesse

70. I should not have to explain to anyone how I spend my
moneye

School _Effort

8e Compared to other studentss how hard do you work in
school? '

33. 1 turn my homework in on timee.

38« My schoolwork is messye (-)

38 I don't bother with homework or class assijgnmentse
(=) =

38, If a teacher gives a Yot of homeworky I try to finish
all of ite




Measures

e Table A (conte)

school Nonattendance

13 In the last four weekse how many days did you cut
, class all day?
- 14 How often do you cut one or more of your classes?

46-49+ Respondents mark “yes®™ or "no" to 19 kinds of behav-
iore

46-49. In the last year have you eee
‘ «essmoked cigarettes?
esedrunk beeres wines Or "hard®™ liquor?
eeesmokea marijuana (Qrasse pots ganja)?
esegone to school when you were drunk or high on some
drugs? '
«sstaken some other drugs? .

Sel f-Reported "Serious” Jdelinguency

46-49. In the last year have you eee
eespurposely damaged or destroyed property nelonjing
to a school?
eeepurposely damagjed or destroyed other property not
bpelonging to yous not countinj family or s chool

property?

ceestolen or tried to steal something worth more than
$50?

esecarried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket
knife?

«esbeen involved in gang fights?

.eehit or threatened to hit a teacher or other adult
at school?

ssestaken a car for a ride (or drive) without the own=
er*s permission?

essused force or strong-arm methods to get money OF
things from a person?

cesstolen or tried to steal things worth less than
$50?

eesstolen or tried-to steal something at schoole such
as someone's coat from a classrooms fockers oOF
cafeterias or a book, from the library?

.esebroken or tried to, break into 3 bui 1ding or car to
<teal something or just to look around?
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Measures

School

Tahle A (conte.)

Punishments

59
59.
59.

59

Did you have to stay after school as a punishment?
Did you get an extra 3assignment as a punishment?

Was your grade lowered on an assignment as a punish-
ment?

Wwere you sent out of class for punishment?

Rewards (Note: _Contains_two_items_that should be_removed.)

51.
58.
5%
5%

59

6le

Students get to helo othar students.

Teachers say nice thingys about my classworke

Jid you get to do something special as a reward?

Did you win an award or prize because of your work in
school?

Digd you help win an award or 23 prize for your group
or class because of your work in school?

Students who are well=-behaved in this school get spe-
cial treatment.

Victimization

60.

Seven~item liste See questionnaire.

Invalidity

I have never disliked anyone. (T)

It is easy to get altong with nasty peoplee. (T)
1 sometimes get angrye (F)

I like to have fun. (F)

I read several whole books every day. (T)

e




s

Measures
Trib‘ e s

Individual-Level Teacher Scales

Most black students arz better off in all-black schoolse.
(-)

Most white students are better off in all-white schoolse.
(-) )

The amount of Brejudice against minority groups in this
country is greatly exaggeratede. (-) v

students should not be bussed toO achieve racial balance.
(=)

Job_Satisfaction

tiow do you like your job?

How much of the time do you feel satisfied with your job?

How imuch do you think you like your job compared with
other people?

g

D S —— T D D e D W

In the past two week3 have any students come to you to
~ask your advice on so0ome prolbem they were haveing out-
side of class?
How Often do you engaje in the following activities with
students:
. o o tutoring individual students before or after
s5chool .
e o o working with students on extracurricular activ-
itiese
e o o« taking students on field tripse
e o o going to gamess dancess and other student
activitiese
e o o discussing students® personal problems with
them.

Iype A_SanctioNs
In your dealings with misbehaving students how often do
you do the following things?
e o send them out of classe
e » o use or threaten to use ohysical punishmente
*
*

. . lower their grades if misconduct is repeatede.
. . reprimand the student in tne classe
When a student misbehaves in my classe 1 sometimes lower

his or her gradee
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Measures

Table B (conte.)

Type_B_Sanctions

In your dealings with misbehaving students how often do
you do the following things?

e give additional school! worke.

give privileges to increase positive behaviore

withdraw pirivileges for misconduct.

call a parent. .

get help from a counselore.

refer the student to a special program.

Victimization
How many times in the past month have the following hap-
pened to you personally in this school?
e « o« damage to personal property worth less than
$1C.
e o o damage to.person3l property worth more than
$10.
e« o theft of personal property worth less than $10.
e o o theft of personal property worth more than $10.
e o o wWas physically attacked but not seriously
. enough to see a doctore
e o o received obscene remarks or gestures from a
studente.
* o o Was threatened in remarks by 2 studente
e ¢« ¢ had a weapon pulled 5n me.

Classroom DiSruption

How much of your time in the classroom is directed to
coping with disruptive student behavior?

How much does the behavior of some students in your
classroom (talkingy fightings etce.) keep you from
teaching? ‘

Low_Expectations

Of the students you teachy what percentage would you say
are low ability?

Of the stuuents you teach, what percentage are behavior
problems?
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Measures,

Table 3 (conte)

Openness_to Student_Suggastions

I often change my lesson plVans based on student sugges<
tionse

. students should have a lot to say about how the school is
' rune - :

Professional Development

How Ooften do you attend professional develooment courses
that are half a day or more in length?
How much training have you had in teaching methods and
curriculum content in the last 12 months?
How mucn*training have you had in interpersonal or inter-
qroup relations in the past 12 months? ,
In some school yearsy a teacher learns a lot about educa-
tione while in other years a teacher doesnt't learn
muche This yeary have you learned much about:
e o« o New materialsy new kinds of textss supplemen—
tary materials?
.« o« theories of teaching reading?
. effective methods of maintaining discipline?
« o how to handle disruptive students:
. how better to d2a3) with heterogenous classes?

Non-Authoritarian_Attitudes

If a pupil uses obscene or profane language in school it
should be considered a moral of fensee (=)

A few pupils are just young hoodlums and should be
treated accordinglye (-)

The threat or use of physical punishnent is an effective
way of dealing with misbehaving studentse (-)

S
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Me3asures
Table C

Item Lontent of Student School Climate Scalas<a>

Community Crime and_Gangs

B oew -

33. Are there any gangs in the neighborhood where you
live?

33. Do ganyg members try to get you to join their ganjs?

33. In the last year has zither of your parents been rob-
bed on the streets of your neighborhcod?

Gangs_in_School

33. Are there ygang members in your school?
33. Do gang members cause a lot of trouble in your
school?

Sofety
Se

6 Jo you usually stay away from any of the fallowing
places because someone might hurt or hother you
there? o )

--The shortest way to school (=)

"==Any entrances into thz school (-)
~=Any hallways or stairs in the school (-)
-=-Parts of the school cafeteria (-)
==-Any school restrooms (-)
--0ther places inside school building (-)
-=-0ther places on the schoal grounds (-)
In this term in schools have you:
--Had to fight to protect yourself? (-)
-=5e¢en a teacher threatened by a student? (-)
--Seen a teacher hit or attacked by a student? (-)
67« How often do you feel safe while in your school
builtaing? : o

67« How Often are you afraid “that someone will hurt or

pother you at school? (=)

67« How often are you afraid that someone will hurt or

bother you on the way to or from school? (-)

<a>hNumbers indicate position of the item in the guestion-
naire.

-1 32-’1
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Measures

Table C (cdnt.)

Disruption

(Note that this scale is partly redundant with the previous

ones.)

66« (Have you) had to fight to protect yourselt?

66« (Have you) Seen 3 teacher threatened by 4 student?

66« (Have you) seen 3 teacher hit or attacked by 2 stu-
dent?

66« (Have you) been in a class that was totally stonped
by a disruptive student?

-y

ndividualized [nstruction

—— e A ——

53. I have a learning plan made just for me.
53, I can work at my own speed in classe

51. Students are treated like children heree.
61. Teachers treat students with respecte. (=) ' .
61. Teachers do thingys that make students feel '"put

downe®

58, I talk to some of my teachers about thinys other than

homeworke
58. Teachers help me with schoolwork outside of classe

Planning_and_Action

56. It is hard to change the way things are dona in this
schoole.
52. The teachers and principal in this school make plans
to solve proolemse
=~ §2+ This school hardly ever tries anything newe

Sle The school rules are faire

. 51 The punishment for breaking the rules is the same no
- matter who you aree. '

57 The principal is faire
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Measures

Table C (cont.)

5le Everyone knows what the school rules are.

56« The teachers let the students know what they expect
of theme

5T« The principal runs the school with a firm hand.

56. The principal lets the stulents know what he or she
expects of theme

>~

52 Students have little say in how this school is rune
(=) ~

5le Students can get an unfair rule changeuy.

52« The student jovernment makeas important decisions.

52« Teachers sometimes change their lesson pians bec.ause
of student sugyestionse

52« Students are seldom asked to hely solve a problem the
school is havinge (=)

56e Students have helped to make the school rulese.

Grouping

56¢ Students of different races usually end up in differ-
ent classese.

56¢ This school has special classes for s)ow learners.

56« There are special classes for trouble makerso
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Table D

Tram-Content of School-Level Scales
Based on Aggregate Teacher Reports

Resources for Instruction

. ) a. This school supplies me with the material and equipment I need for
teaching. : . )
b. This school building has the space and physical arrangements needed
. to conduct the kinds of programs we need. ¥

c. The school's learning program extends to settings beyond the school
building for most students.

d. Teachers and students are able to get the instructional materials
they need at the time they are needed.

Involvement of Parents and Community

How much influence on school policies or practices does a PTO have?
How often do...parents help to decide about new school programs?
How often do...parents serve as tutors or aides in the classroom?
How often (is)...community involvement...sought in developing the
school's goals?

(How well do) parents and teachers (get along at your school)?
Parents and the community are receptive to new ideas.

oan o

n ®

Teaching Staff Commitment

a. (Are the teaching faculty) involved?
b. (Are the teaching faculty) uncommitted? (=)

Staff Morale (vs. Alienation)

a. Students here don't really care about the school. (=)

b. Our problems in this school are so big that it is unrealistic to
expect teachers to make much of a dent in them. )

1 feel my ideas are listened to and used in this school.

I want to continue working with the kind of students I have now.
(Is the teaching faculty) apathetic? -)

(Is the teaching faculty) cohesive?

(Is the teaching faculty) enthusiastic?

(Is the teaching faculty) frustrated? (-)

(Is the teaching faculty) satisfied?

(Is the teaching faculty) tense? )

(Is the teaching faculty) unappreciated? )

Al HeD0 M o0

Planning and Action

How often do You work on a planning committee with other teachers

. or administrators from your school?

.The principal encourages experimentation in teaching.

Teacher evaluation is used in improving teacher performance.

(The principal is) planful.

(The principal is) progressive.

(The teaching faculty are) conservative. )

(The teaching faculty are) innovative.

(The teaching faculty are) open to change. : i
(The teaching faculty are) traditional. (-) ~135-
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Table D ° cont,
Smooth Administration

Simple non-time-consuming procedures exist for the acquisition and
use of resources. .

(How well do) teachers and administrators (get along at your school)?
Administratbrs and teachers collaborate toward making the school
run effectively.

There is little teacher-administrator tension in this school.

Our principal is a good representative of our school before the
superintendent.

The principal is aware of and lets staff members and students know
when they have done something particularly well.

Teachers or students can arrange to deviate from the prescribed
program of the school.

Teachers feel free to communicate with the principal.

The administration is supportive of teachers.

It 1is hard to change established procedures here. (-)

(The principal is) informal.

(The principal is) open.

Individualized Instruction and Grading

My students mostly work according to individualized learning plans.
Students in my classes generally receive grades based on improvement
in their performance rather than in comparison with other students.
Grades in my classes are typically based on the curve. (-)

Grades in this school are typically based on the curve. (-)

Schogi'Race Relations

a. (How well do) students of different races (get along at your school)?

b. (How well do) students of different nationalities (get along
at your school)?

Interaction with Students

In the past two weeks have any students come to you to ask your
advice on some problem they were having outside of class?

(How often do you engage in) tutoring individual students before

or after school? 2

(How often do you engage in) working with students on extracurricular
activities?

(How often do you engage in) going to games, dances and othev
student activities?

(How often do you engage in) discussing students' personal problems
with them?

(How well do) teachers and students (get along at your school)?

Integration vs. Segregation by Ability or Conduct

Students of mixed ability work together in small groups in my class.

Most of my students are assigned to m 1
ability. (-) g y classes on the basis of their

All students in my classroom are of the same general ability level. (-)
This school has special classes for slow learners. (-)
This school has special classes for high ability students. (-)

In this school there are special classes for students who repeatedly
misbehave., (-)
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Table D " cont.
Student Influence

a. I often change my lesson plans based on student suggestions.
b. Teachers and their students work together to make rules governing
e behavior in the classroom.
c. Students can get an unfair school rule changed.
d.” Students help to make.the school rules.
e. Students should have a lot to say about how the school is run.

Professional Development

a. How often do you attend professional development courses that are a
half day or more in length?

b. (How much in-service training have you had in) teaching methods
or curriculum content (in the last 12 months)?

¢. (How much in-service...had in) interpersonal or intergroup relations
(in the last 12 months)?

d. (Have you learned much about) new materials, new kinds of texts,
supplementary materials? .

e. (Have you learned much about) theories of teadhing reading?

f. (Have you learned much about) effective methods of maintaining
discipline?

g. (Have you learned much about) how to handle disruptive students?

h. . (Have you learned much about) how better to deal with heterogeneous
classes? - :

Perceptions of Disruption or Lack of Safety

a. (In your opinion, how much of a problem are vandalism, personal
attacks and theft) in your school?
b. How much of your time in the classroom is directed to coping with
disruptive student behavior?
c. How much does the behavior of some students in your classroom
(talking, fighting, etc.) keep you fron teaching?
. d. Since school started this year, how many times did you hesitate to
confront misbehaving students for fear of your own safety?

(How safe is) your classroom while teaching?

(How safe are) empty classrooms?

(How safe are) hallways and stairs?

(How safe is) the cafeteria?

(How safe are) the restrooms used by students?

(How safe is the) locker room or gym?

. (How safe is the) parking lot?

(How safe is it) elsewhere outside on school grounds?

H RO e TR D
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‘Table D, cont.

Success Opportunities

In this school, students who do well often get special privileges.

a.
b. Any student can earn an A in my class. .
c. Some students in my classes earn mostly D's and F's because they

cannot keep up with other students. (-)

Use of Grades as a Sanction
a. When a student misbehaves in my class, I sometimes lower his or her

grade.
b. (In...how often do you) lower their grades if misconduct is repeated?
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Nverview

Overview of Interim Results for the Alternative zducation
Program

Denise Ce

The School Action Effec-
tiveness 5tudy (SAES) has
completed its first year of
evaluation activities. A
summary or overview of the
status of the evaluation and
some interim--or formative--
~evaluation results are pro-
vided in this chapter as a
quick quide to the 17 action
projectse Each of these
projects is discussed in
more detail in Part 2 of
this reports and readers
should consult those
descriptions for more detail
about a specific projecte

Conclusive statements are
seldom possible at this
stage in any large~scale
evaluatione. Developinge
implementing and evaluating
social programs takes timee
In generaly it is too early
to reach summative judgments
about the effectiveness of
these orojectss and few will
be found in these padgesSe
Information presented here
is in the nature of forma-
tive evaluation; it should

I am grateful for the com-
ments on o draft of this
chapter by Phyllis Betzy Nic
Coopery Deborah Danielsy
Gary De. Gottfredsons Joe
Nathane Jane St. Johny Dave
Reissey and Sally wWisotzkeye.
Opinions expressed aresy how=
everys solely my owne This
report coversy fOor the most
parts the period ending
Auguste 1931.
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he read in that spirite

Comments about the nature
of the interventions being’
attempteds the progress made
towards th2ir implementa-
tions and the vigor and
rigor with which their eval-
uation is heing pursued ares
howevers timelye In this
chaptery as in most of the
project descriptinons found
in Part 2y frank
attempts are made to give
faedback about the projectse
This feazdback is intended to
provide reinforcement for
what appear to be project
strengthss as well as impe-
tus to overcome some weak-
nesses as we see theme

e e B e e e e e e . o

The 17 alternative educa-
tion prujects are in varying
states of implementatione
Some are still floundering
with start-up efforts and
with unclear Joals and oth-
ars are extending or repli-
cating efforts they have
tried elsewhere or at an
earlier timees A brief char-
acterization of esach project
is presented in Table le
See the individual project
dascriptions for mnore com-
prehensive aCCOUNtSe

Some common themes arise
from a reading of the more
detailed project descrip-
tions in Part 2 of this -
reporte Firste 3 difficulty
experienced by many of the
projects relates to the
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Overview

timing of the grant award
notifications For most
projectss notification came
just at the beginning of the
school yeary :l@dving them in
a state of uncertaintye

Many of "the projects thus
entered the 1980-31 schoal
year without planss and
unable to begin work immedi-
atelyy but feeling pressure
to do so. The long lead
times required for adminis-
trative decision making
(eeges in the Chicago Board
of Education project)s or
the inflexibility of school.
system arrangementss oftan
thwarted implementation
furthere.

In a fes casessy grant
awards were made in wintery
between semesterse. Againe
this appears to be an awk-
ward time to begjin a
school-based projectes Pre=-
sumably notification of
grant awards would be best
made near the close of the
academic year preceding
project start-upes if not
earliery to facilitate proj-
ect planning and smooth
implementatione.

Seconds school system
changeses such as grade
structure reorganizations a
change of administratorss or
reductions in staff sjzeys
create serious problems for
project implementerse Some-
timess as in the Kalamazoo
project, interventions ware
planned in collaboration
with personnel who were no
longer thare when the proj-
ect began operatione.

Thirdsy ambiguity about
project staffing or diffi-
culties with staff turnover
can impede implementatione.
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For examples the designation
of project directors was
delayed in both the Chicago
Board of tducation and St.
Paul projects. In the case
of the Chicago Board proj-
ecty ponderous administra-
tive machinery seems to be
the cause of this delay.

The 8ronxs Haywards Houstony
and Harlem prcject directors
were replaced several months
into the projecty and other
pro jects have oxperienced
instability - in their staff-
ing patterns. These prob-
lems naturally cause diffi-
culties in implementatione.

Fourthsy projects differ
in the clarity of their
inplementation pYans. Proj-
ects without clear plansy
and orojects that do not
enqgaqge in systematic plan-
Nings must struggle harder
for successe.

Finallyes evaluation taxes
the resources and patience
of most projectse Ambigui=-
ties in the RFP regarding
the nature of the evaluation
and the level of resources
orojects would have to allo-
cate to evaluation activi-
ties left projects unpre-
pared fore and sometimes
bitter abouts the intensive
activities they were
expected to undertake. Spe-
cificallyy, few projects
axpected evaluation consid-
2rations to influence the
selection of studants for
their interventionse Estab-
lishing and maintaining a
rigorous evaluation desian
without 3 prior agreement
among all affected actors
raquires intensive negotia-
tion and careful monitoringe.
In additiony some projects
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were unprepared to provide
individual-level data even
for youths receiving project
servicess» and others had
difficulty providing data
for comparison studentse.
Furthermores the SAES stu-
dent survey was also diffi-
cult to implementy not only
because of the sensitive
nature of many questionsy
but also bacause its admin-
istration required a large
commitment of personnel
resourceses because some
projects expected to conduct
a different kind of evalua-
tions and because of inade-
quate or unrealistic budget-
ary planning for evaluationes
The response rates shown in
Table 2 are in part an indi-
cator of the level of
resources projects were
willing to allocate to this
important evaluation activ-
lty.

These observations havz
five implications for tne
future efforts of these 17
projectss and for similar
projects attempted in the
future:

1. otification of fund-
ing should be made before
the end of the academic year
preceding the anticipated
activitye

¢e Projects in school
systems undergoing other
major administrative or
structural changes should be
avoidede.

3. Staffing plans should
be well considered and made
in advance of project
start-upe
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Overview

4. Project implementers
should be proactive in the
development of planse The
importance of clear plans
can scarcely be overstateds

5. <cvaluation require-
ments and quidelines for the
level of resources to be
allocated to the evaluation
should be specified in the
RFP: evidence of the proj-
ect's intent to and ability
to comply with the guide-
lines should te requirede.
Projects should be site-vi-
sited prior to fundinge and
detailed written agreements
ragarding access to informa-
tion and experimental
designs should pe formulated
at that time. The contant
of these aqgreements should
form one pasis for making
dacisions about fundinge

S o 0 2 S o W D e S e
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Jdnly rarely ware the con=
ditions necessary for making
inferences about project
ef fectivenass (see Chapter
4) met during the first pro-
gram years The evaluation
desiqns for the first year
are summarized in Table 3.
Some projects used the first
year 3s a planning and
staff-training period and
hence did not start proviad-
ing servicess some provided
servicess but only on 3
trial basise. fthars pro-
vided services for the bet-
ter part of the year but had
already selected the stu-
dents by the time the
national evaluation staff
contacted them to set up
selection procedures that
would result in a defensible
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Overview

axperimental or
quasi-experimental desiyne
The evaluation was funded
and began work on 29 Septem-
ber 198l. A longer start-up
period for the evaluations

with the opportunity to work

with projects before they
began implementations would
have been desirable.

Projects _Implementing_ True
Experiments

Two projects attempted
experiments during the
Spring semester. Peer Cul-
ture Cevelopment (PCD) and
the Chicayo Board of Educa-
tion®'s Project RETAIN ran-
domly assigned students to
treatment and contro}
groupse Although both proj-
ects met with some obstacles
as they implemented their
designsy the experience was
valuable because they were
able to plan strategies to
overcome these obstacles for
the following semester.

Peer Culture Development.
PCO developed a large enough
pool of referrals who volun-
teerea for PCD classes tn
randomly assign the students
to treatment and control
groupse But for a few class
periodses all students in the
pool had to be placed in the
treatment groupe And in
some classesy student
assignments were made non-
randomly, persons who had
been designated as "treat-
ment®™ students did not par-
ticipate in the PCD classes,
and some control students
received PLO servicese The
effective "N" for the exper-
iment was reduced considera-
bly for th2se reasonss and
data for certain classes had
to be excluded from the

-142-

-tion processe

‘in the experimente.

studys w~eakening the experi=-
mental designe For statis-
tical purposes persons were
treated as if they had
experienced the experimantal
condition to which they were
assign2d in the randomiza-
The results
of the experiment apply only
to those classrooms included
In addi-
tion to these limitationsy
PCD discovered that random
Assignment altered the com-
position of their classes
because the group leaders
had less control over the
designation of participants.
The project personnel, on
the basis of their first
samester experiences plunned
and implemented procedures
for the fcllowing semester
tnat would increase the poo!l
of eligibles and ensure a
more desirable mix of stu-
dents in the groupe.

Despite these limita-
tionss useful information,
described in the project
summary by Ste John (this
volume)s was obtained from
this experiment. The PCD
treatment as implementey
reduced disciplinary infrac-
tionss and had positive
effects on interpersonal
competency 4and practical
knowledge; the treatment had
an unanticipated negative
side-effect on velief in
conventional rulese This
project’s exemplary evalua-
tion is continuing and is
being strengthened in the
1981-82 school year.

Chicago_Board of Educa-
tione C3E had little trou-
ble obtaining ample refer-
rals for its programs but

the randomization process




s

broke down in some of its
schoolsey rasulting in non-
equivalent comparison groups

in those schoolse Thusy
although post randomization
checks did not detect fail-
ures of randomization in
most CBE schoolse the way
randomization was conducted
on-site weakened the designe.

Adgitional problems
involved the questionnaire
administrations an important
design consideration because
even a true experiment is
diminished in value without
sound measurement of the
outcomes of intereste Low
response rates for the stu-
dents in the study resulted
in small N*'s and biased sam-
ples. To complicate matters
furthers CBE censored most
self-report delinquency
items in the questionnairee.
Finallyy, only two months
elapsed between the date the
students began receiving
RETAIN services and the date
the questionnaire was admin-
isterede These conditions
worked against detectinj
treatment-control differ-
encesy especially on the
survey medsuresSe.

A dacision by the Deputy
Superintendent for Field
services of the Chicago
schools to delete most
self-report delinquency
items from tha student ques-
tionnaire created a3 large
problem for the evaluation
of both Chicago projectse
PCD was able to obtain
delinquency data from an
atternative source (police
records)s but C3E refused to
dOo S$0e

Overvinw

These obstacles notwith-
standingy the two Chicago
projects were both partially
successful at implementing
exoerimental desijnses

Inferences about th=a
ot Fectiveness of the remain-
¢+ projects on any outcome

‘res cannot yet be made.
- temp>ted to evaluate the
§ tiveness of the seven
projects that identifiel
non-equivalent comparison
groups by statisticaully
adjusting for differences
between the treatment and
control groups that existed
before the treatment began.
This activity proved to be
of little value bacause we
did not have fre-tast ma23s-
ures of the most relevant
characteristics to use as
statistical controlses Such
adjustmants are expected to
be more useful as a fall-
back design next year when
good pre-test measures will
be available in most casesy
at least for many of the
youthsSe

i
m
W
]

Although any of a number
of projects could be used to
illustrate the problem, the
Constitutional Rights Foun-
dation design orovides 3
good example of the flaws
inherent in this type of
analysise This project
involves two treatments--3
Youth Committee and an
Options Classe. The selec-
tion criteria for the two
treatments dgifferede The
vouth Committee members were
selected from a pool of stu-
dents who had exhibited
leadership; the Options
Class members from a pool of
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students who had experienced
academic difficultye One
would expecty given the
selection proceduresy that
the Youth Committee partici-
pants would be considerably

more interpersonally skilled

than the average student in
the schools The the QOptions
Class participants would be
expected to bde lower academ-~
ically than the typical stu-
dent in the schoole This
pattern of differonces
showed up when we compared
the means on outcome meas-~
ures for the two treatment
groups with each other and
with the mean scores for 3
random sample of other stu-
dents in the schoo! (see raw
meansy Table 4)e Only weak

proxy measures of leadership

abilitys prior academic djf-
ficultye and other group
selection criteria were
availabley so we were unable
to ad,ust the observed dif~-
ferences in the outcomes for
the pre-existing differ-
encess The adjusted “change
in outcome”" columns in Table
4 reflect the difference
between youth committee par-
ticipants and the students
in the random sample and
between options class stu-
dents and random sample stu-
dents that remains after
preexisting differences on
family background measures,
such as parents' educatjion
levely are taken into con-
siderations The adjusted
mean scores for the groups
still show what can most
plausibly be interpreted as
the pre-existing pattern of
differences: The Youth Com-
mittee is highesty the ran-.
dom sample is in the middl ey
and the Options Class is at
the bottom of the distribu-~
tion on most measuras of
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social developumente The
group differences on outcome
measures cannot ba inter-
preted as indicators of pro-
gram effectiveness (or inef-
fectivenessy in the case of
the Options Class) because
the hynothesis that the (if-
ferences reflect pre-exist-
ing differences has not been
1aid to reste In the CRF
casey we have additional
evidence that the differ-
ences may not have resulted
from the program: The Ycuth
Commi ttae intervention was
not implemented as fully as
was anticipated last year,
and it is primarily intended
to create structural rather
than individual changee
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The designs for making
inferences about project
ef fectiveness (summative
evaluation) for most proj-
ects will be strengthened
considerably in the second
year of operation. An over-

.view of those designs is

given in Table 5S¢ Some
designs are more difficult
to implement than otherss
and some project settings
are less amenable to experi-
mental activitiese The
level of resources committed
to evaluation activities has
tn the past varied across
projects; projects may be
expected to show disparate
levels of efforte These
issues all influence the
likelihood that planned
evaluation designs will bhe
implementede Such concerns
contribute to the overall
assessment of evaluatability
shown in the far right
column of Table 5,




Three projects~—Bronxvy
Charleston: and Peer Culture
Development--stand out as
highly evcluatable projectse
Three projects--Harlemy New
Jerseys and Ste Pault--are
low in evaluatabilitys at
least in terms of summative
evaluatione The remaining
11 projects are evaluatable,
but their designs are weak
in some ways or there is
uncertainty that the design
will be implemented as
plannede

Summative evaluation isy
of courses not the only con-
cern of an evaluatione In
some cases where the designs
to assess project effective=
ness are rather weaky or
even dismaly other "ways of
knowing™ (Tharp € Gallimoree
nede) can provide leads for
more careful examination in
a replication elsewhere or
at another timee Because
the time period for the
Al ternative Education Pro-
gram is limiteds howevery
the possibilities of pursu-
ing these leads are also
likely to be limitede This
makes summative evaluation
of these action projects a
very important evaluation
concerne

Project Descriptions

~ Tables 5 through 3 show
the number of students
served by each project and
the ethnicity and socioeco-
nomic Yevel of these stu-
dents as of April 1981 where
this information is availa-
bie from the SAES student
questionnaire data collected

Overview

in late Springs 1981
School total enrollments are
also showne Some projects
(eeges the Chicago Board of
Educ3ation®s project) aim to
provide intensive services
to a small numher of stu-
dentse Others (€eJer th2
Kalamazoo project) provide
only indirect services to
specific students because
they are primarily aimed at
school structural changese

The ethnicity of students
served varies across proj-
ectse Some projects (€eJev . .
Plymouth) serve predoni-
nantly white studentrieses<l>
Others (eeJes Harlems Comp-
tons and Charleston) serve
predominantly black popula-
tionse Houston and Puerto
Rico serve Spanish-speaking
or Spanish-surnamed popula-
tionsy and the 8ronx project
serves a mixed Hispanic and
black populatione The Hay-=
ward project serves an Amer-
ican Indian populatione

The level of parents’
education is a measure of
the relative social status
of the clientele being
servede Table 8 shows that
there is a considerable
range of parental education
across the projectse (The
table entries show average
parental educations (mother
+ father)/2y» where "6" means
completed four years of col-
leges and "3" means finished
secondary schooles) In
Puerto Ricos for examples
the average student®s
parents have not completed
high school, whereas in
Pasadena the average stu-
dent®'s parents have gradu-
ated from colleqge.
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Overviow

Students receiving direct
services in the Alternative
Education Program are
remarkably similar in eth-
nicity and family educa-
tional background to other
students in the same
schools. Isolation of
minority or low Socioeco-
nomic status students does
not generally appear to be
occurringe.

Tables 2 through 11
describe the community and
school contextss student
compositiony and the charac-
teristic school governance
for the 58 schools from the
15 projects included in the
first-annual survey adminis-
tration (Miami and Milwaukee
were not included)e. All
characteristics reported in
these tables are measured by
scales constructed from
items in the student ques-
tionnaires See Chapter 5 of
this report for descriptions
of the scales.

These tables are
abstracted from more
detailed profiles based on
both tedacher and student
surveyss which were distri-
buted to project administra-
tors at the end of the first
program yeare. The charac-
teristics presented here are
based on student survey
scales onlye They are
intended to provide a char-
acterization of gross proj-
ect-to-project differences
in the communities and stu-
dents serveds as well as a
description of the school
environmentse
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tach row in the tables
summarizes a school®’s place-
ment in the distribution of
mean scores for all 60
schoolse A *+' jpndicates
that the average score of
all student reports in tha
school was above the 75th
parcentile for all schoolse
A *'-* jndicates that the
average fell below the 25th
percentilee A *%#* jindicates
that items used in the scale
wer2 not measured at the
schoole.

The tables indicate that
the projects with alterna-
tive schools that are sepa-
rate from the schaol sys-
tem--Houstons Comptony and
Lac Courte Jreilles-~have
the most positive climatese.
Students from all three of
these projects r2port that
the rules in their schools
are faire Students in Comp~-
ton and LCO report high lev-
els of student-teacher
interactiony plannings and
clarity of rules. Students
in Houston and Compton are
less alienated and more
attached to schools and stu-
dents in Houston and LCJ
report Jower levels of
school gisruption than do
students in most other
schools. These three proj-
ects are among the four with
the highest levels of delin-
quencCye

Another general pattern
which emerges from Tables 9
through 11 is that the
Puerto Rico project operates
in an exceptionally pleasant
climate: Low levels of dis-
ruptions delinguencys and
alienation and high levels
of attachmenty beliefs and
each of the five governance
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characteristics are
reporteds Charleston and
Kalamazoo also operate in
fairly positive settingse
although not nearly as posi-
tive as Puerto Ricoe

The Chicago projectss ON
the other hands are operat-
ing in less than ideal con-
ditionss One or the other
of the Chicago projects is
extremaly low on four of the
five governance characteris-
ticse and students in most
of the RETAIN schools report
high levels of community
crime and alienatione.
Interestinglyes the PCOD
schools report low levels of
disruptione. The New Jersey
and Virgin Islands projects
also have extreme negative

‘scores on many dimensionse

although Virgin Islandsy
despite high community crime
and low attachment and
beliefy scores at the low
end of the delinquency dis-
tribution.

Finallye it is interest-
ing that students in both
New York City projects (PREP
and Jazzmobile) are among
the three lowest-scoring
projects on belief in the
validity of conventional
ruless anu that students in
projects located in the more
affluent Kalamazoo score
extremely low on attachment
to school.

Program_£lements

The program models for
the 17 alternative education
projects are very differente.
Although all projects incor~-
porate at least one of the
desired project models spe-
cified in the RFPy the

~ degree of overlap between
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the solicitation require-
ments and the actual program
models varies considerablye
The Charleston projecty
PATHE, includes almost every
program element dascribed in
tne RFP. The Peer Culture
NDevelopment projects on the
other hande focuses most of
its resources on only one of
the nine program models--al-
tering peer group experi-
ances.

In shorte the Alternative
Education Program includes a
broad range of projectse.
Some are attempting to
implement a wide variety of
interventionss and othersye
only a few kindse Projects
implementing only a few
interventions appears in

nf their rasources on those
interventions and may ther2-
fore be implementing them
with considerable strengthe
By doing SOy howevers they
may be neglecting many addi-
tional opportunities for
interventione Those proj-
ects implementing a variety
of kinds of intervention are
hitting the system in m3any
places at onces but run the
risk of diluting the
strength of specific inter-
ventions by overextending
themselves,

Four general types of
planned intervention catego-
ries may be identifiedy and
the following subsections
illustrate interventions in
each categorye

One type of intervention
aims to alter the content or
method of instruction in the
schools in an attempt to
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improve youths' motivation
and commitment to education
as well as their chances of
success in schoole Two main
strategies d4are used: Proj-
ects attempt to individual-
ize instruction either
through tutoring by teach-
ersy peersy Or outside
agentss or through the
development of individual-
ized learning planse The
Charlestons Chicago Board of
Educationy anc Compton proj-
ects use both strategiese.
Kalamazoo uses tutorings and
the 8ronx project uses indi-
vidualized learning plans.

Another strategy for
altering the delivery of
academic instruction is cur=-
riculum development«  -Some -
projects focus on alteriny
the content of the curricu-
Yume Jazzmobiles for exam-
ples offers courses in the
artse and Project STATUS in
Pasadena offers Options
Classes focusing on English
and social studiess and has
initiated a Leadership
Training Classe. Compton and
the Jewish Vocational Ser-
vices project in Milwaukee
emphasize practical voca-
tional skills development in
their coursess The 3ronx
and Houston projects offer
instruction in cultural her-
itagees Curriculum develop-
ment also comes in the form
of methods development.
Project STATUS uses small
groups and simulations in
its classrooms; Charleston.
uses Student Team Learning;
and the Chicago Board of
Educations Lac Courte
Oreilles (Hayward)» and
Compton use computer—as-
sisted instructione
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Reward systems are the
focus of some projects®
interventions. The Miami
project model calls for the
establishment of a token
economy systems Project
PREZP in the 8ronx tries to
implement a "time-out" room
for students who are falling
behind academicaltly or dis-
rupting the classroome
Non-traditional re-
wards~=-such as field tripse
sweatshirtse opportunities
to display artwork in the
community~--are used in tha
Bronxs the Virgin IsYandsy
Pasadenas Harlems 3Ind Hou-
stone

Finallys the S:te Pgul
project is implementing a
structure to alter the
nature or process of learn-
inge It uses Action Learn-
ing Projects wher2in stu-
dents design and execute
projects to help solve. a
school or community problem.
Ta2achers serve as managears
of learning rather than
instructorse

service deliverye. A sec-
ond major program componant
focuses on improving tha
schocls! delivery of ser-
vices,. This is often accom-
plished through counsaiing:
Peer Culture Developments
Ste Paul and Charleston use
peer counselinjs and Ply-
mouth and the 3ronx use
individual counselinge. Mil-
waukees Puerto Ricos Hou-
stons and Miami focus on
vocational counselinges In
Pasadenas 3 project coui.ie-
lor with s caseload of about
120 students. provides ser-
vices to both students and
parentse.
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various classroom manage-~
ment techniques are 3also
used in attempts to meet the
needs of students: Virgin
Islands and Kalamazoo imple-
ment some kind of a "family
group" periode DOuring this
periods small groups of stu-
dents and a teacher discuss
problems the students are
experiencinge In Miami,
classrooms are managed using
principles of applied beha-
vioral analysise and in
Compton and the Virgin
[slands teachers are
selected andg trained to
avoid negative reinforce-~
ment. In Pasadenas students
in the various' project com-
ponents formulate their own
rules for classroom manage-
mente

student participation in
decision making “is another
affective strategjye
Charlestons Kalamazoos and
Project STATUS involve stu-
dent groups in school-level
decision makinge The Puerto
Rico project also uses 5tu-
dent involvements but the
focus is on involving stu-
dents in making decisions
about their own educatione
A number of projects attempt
to increase students’
involvament in extra-curri-
cular activities either by
starting up new activities
and clubs (Puerto Ricoy
Charleston)s by providing
opportunities for students
to go on trips (Charlestonys
B8ronx)s Or by organizing
sports teams (Houstconje

School organizatione A
different strateqy aimed at
meeting students® affective
needs might be called gen-
eral school climate improve-
mente. For examples the
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Charleston project focuses
on climate improvement DYy
organizing a "school pride
campaign® aimed at improving
teachers student and commu-
nity perceptions of the
school through th2 use of
the medias pep ralliesy Cle-
an-up campaignse etcCe The
project also sponsors
faculty team-building activ-
ities to improve morale.

Ore for examples the
Pasadena project Aims to
influence school climate
through its Youth Committee.

The Ste Paul projecty
like the Charleston and Vir-
gin Island projectsy focuses
heavily on public relations
activitiese It has been
active in helping schools
explain to their constituen-
cies what it is trying to
do. It has worked with
school staffs to jet stu-
dents involved in Writing
for community newspapers an
providing pictures for those
paperse. A group of students
has organized a memorial
fund for an outstanding
tsachery and shared in publ-
icity effortse

Altering overall school
organization and management
is another school organiza-

tion interventicn. The
Kalamazoo project is exa2m=
plary in this 3are3a. 1Its

nrogram model calls for
establishing and maintaining
an organizational structure
composed of area task

forcesy a buildinjg steering

commi ttees and an Aadvisory
council that engayes stu-
dentss teacherss building
administratorse district-
level school administratorse
parents, and juvenile jus-
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tice service administrators

in joint decision making and
in the implementation of all
aspects of the projecte.

Charleston is a project
which alters the management
of the school in more spe-
cific ways: A disciplinary
_referral procedure aimed at
increasing the consistency
of rule enforcement is
establisheds and business-
education partnerships
between community business
representatives and building
principals are formed.

These partnerships offer
expert management assistance
to school administratorse
Uther projectss including
the Puerto Rico and St. Paul
Projectsy 31so are.working
on developing partnerships
with community businessese.

The Ste Paul project 3ims
to alter school organization
and the way the schools are
perceived by the public by
increasing school-community
linkagese It also seeks to
improve school governance by
proviaging training for
teachersy working witn
administrators to fouster
improvements in school rules
and their administration,
and getting students
involved in working with
teachers on the development
of these rulese In addi-
tions it is developing an
advisor-advisee system in
its schoolse This system is
intended to provide small
groups for students to dis-
cuss problems and obtain
informationsy and to receive
more individual attention
than would otherwise be pos-
sibles It is also working
to create more active stu-
dent councils and has
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created a school udvisory
council with parentss stu-
dents and staff representede.

Community _involvemente.
The fourth major program
component is community
involvement. Community
involvement is encouraged
both for the purpose of
channeling community
resources into the schools
and for helping individual
students or clientse.
Parents are the primary com-
munity contactse Charles-
tone for examples involves
parents in school improve-
ment activities. Jther
projects (ee.jes Compton,
Chicago Board of zducation,
Puerto Ricoy 8ronx) seek to

~increase parental involve-

ment in their own children's
educations by informing them
of students® progress and of
school activitieses And, the
Pasadena project m3kes use
of an Advisory Action Com-
mittee and the parents of
students participating in
its project components as
rzsources for field trips
and internshipse. Finally,
business contacts are used
as resources to improve
schools (eeJes Ste Paul) and
to employ youths (Milwau-
kee)es

The foreyoing classifica-
tion is intended o provide
the reader with a general
overview of the types of
oprograms funded under the
alternative education initi-
ative. It is based for the
most part on project plianse.
Detailed descriptions of the
program plans and of what
wds actually implemented at
23ch project site during the
first year of operation are
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found in the descriptions of
individual projectse

Orqganizational Focus_and
Institutional Change

0JJDP stressed an organi-
zational focus and an organ-
izational change approach in
its request for proposals
for the initiatives and
repeated these themes conti-
nually during the first pro-
gram yeare The RFP called
for programs that seek to
reduce delinquency Dby
"changing the structure and
the educational processes of
schools™ in such a way that
students would maintain or
develop a stake in academnic
achievement and conformity
to conventional ruless and

“would be Tess Tikely to == -~

become ali2snated and engag2
in delinquent activitiess

One can imagine alterna-
tive organizations of the
American educational enter-
prisees Compulsory education
as it exists today might pe
abolished in favor of work-
study relationships between
adolescents and an employere
Schools might exist solely
as resource centerse Ory
they could supplement a tra=
ditional curriculum with
on-the- job training compo-
nentse Large schools could
be broken up into clus-
ters--schools within
schoolse Less drastic
organizational changes might
include altering grading
practices so that students
do not experience academic
failure in schooly or giving
student coalitions the
responsibility for develop-
ing and maintaining school
discipline codes. The pos-
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sibilities are nearly
endlesse

Considering this wide
range of possibilitiess the
projects funded in the
alternative education initi-
ative focus minimally on
organizational -changes
Insteads the projects gener-
ally stress an alternative
approach to dealing with a
troublesome subpopulation of
youthse Some dos in addi-
tions direct their efforts
toward influencing specific
school policies and proce-
duress and some attempt to
augment the existing school
curricula with materials or
methods having wider appeale
Some create organizations
outside the public school
Systemmbutwpmgvidevschoplian
that resemdles traditional
education in a modified set-
ting and with somewhat dif-
ferent amphasese But none
of the projects concentrates
on making chanjes in the
basic educational structure
of the kind that would radi-
cally change the condition
of youth in contemdorary
society (cfe Gottfredsons
1981; Greenvergs 19775 Pre-
sident's Science Advisory
Committee on Youthe 1967).

The projects might be
ranked on criteria related
to organizational change
focuse Such as the percen-
tage of resources expended
on attempts to change exist-
ing structuress practicesy
or policiess or the percen-<
tage of critical bpenchmarks
met related to orjaniza-
tional change. Such a rank-
ing would be misla2ading
bacause it fails to consider
the history of the organiza-
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tions and the organizational
settings in which the proj-
ects operate. The Charles-
tones Kalamazoos and Ste Paul
projects=-all school system
projects--would rate highs
while the Houstone Harlem,
and Miami projects-=-all com-
munity-based organization
projects--would rate low on
a measure of staff time
devoted to changing existing
public school practicese
This ranking ignores the
prior work done by the CBO's
in developing an alternative
or addition to the existing
systems The proof of the
pudding might be in the
degree to which the various
alternatives are adopted by
or replace the system to
which they provide an alter-
nativee

Systems are not easily
changede The environment
must be ready :to accept
change; iese2ev there must be
dissatisfaction with the
Status quoe AN alternative
model for organization and
management of the system
must be presente as well as
a planned process for manag-
ing the change. Charismatic
and dynamic leadership also
facilitates change.

Finallyy, the cost of the
proposed change must pDe less
than or equal to the cost of
maintaining the present sys-
tems These criteriao were
incorporated into a list of
indicators of the likelihood
of school changes by Noel
Day of Polaris (the Techni-
cal Assistance Contractor
for this initiative)e. Table
12 is adapted from the cri-
teria used in Day®s rating,
and Figure 1 presents tha
rankinge 0ay did not rate
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several projects
(Charleston, Puerto Ricos
Miamies New Jersey) with
which he was unfamiliar. We
have placed thase projects
into the figire where they
appeared to belonje using
interpolaticn based on
information developed by our
evaluatione On the whole,
the assessments made Dy Day
jibe well with what we know
about the projectse. we

ad justed Oay's rankinys for
three projects—--Lomptons
Pasadenas 3nd Virgin
Islands--on the basis of new
information about these
projectss

These rankinys, of
courses are an interpreta-
tion of hunches about the
Vikelihood of creating
change in existing school
systemss Although we under-
stand QJJCP*s desire to
create such changes and to
sponsor demonstration proj-
ects likely to create ite
two consideration. make us
doudbt the utility of an
excessive focus on institu-
tional change in school sys-
tems at present.

Firste one widely held,
lz2gitimate perspective on
the public schools is that
the public schools would
require such extensijve
rastructuring to serve all
students wall thate rather
than sezking to change them,
we should be seeking alter-
natives to theme It has not
escaped our notice that
those projects to the far
Teft (no pun intended) in
Figure 1 are creating alter-
natives to the public
schools.,
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Secondy it is at present
premature to assess the
desirability of institution-
alizing any of these proj-
ectse They have not yet
demonstrated effectiveness
at reaching their stated
goals and objectivese.
Despite the apparent enthu-
siasm on the part of some
education departments for
replicating or extending
action project activities
elsewheres these projects
are of uncertain effective=~
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nosse we are convinced that
assessing project effec-

“tiveness iS at present more

important than focusing on
extension or replicatione.
Wwidespreaa public percep-
tions of the ineffectiveness
of social programs are pro-
bably dues at least in party
to premature eftorts to
implement new programs every-
where at once without thor-

ough and systematic testing
and development. -
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* l« These tables may nots howevers convey the entire pic-
turee For examples according to the St. Paul quarterly
report to OJJOP for the fourth quarter of 1982, 36% of the
cummulative number of students receiving direct_services
from the project were Black. This contrasts with the pro-
portion of Black students in the schools estimated from the
student surveye unfortunatelys these percentages can not be
estimated dependably using questidnnaire data for this proj-
ecte A number of conditionse including di fferential mobil-
ity of students of different athnic ‘groups and differential
non-response for di fferent ethniCc groupse sometimes makes
the racial composition of a schoal’s studentry difficult to

estimate from survey datae
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Figure 1

Ranking of Alternative Education Projects on Likelihood of
Institutionalization in School System

RETAIN=--Chicago

JVS--Milwaukee Pyerto Rico CRF--Pasadens Plymouth

Jazzmobile-- Miami PREP-~Bronx
Harlem

Hayward Compton PCD-=Chicago St. Paul

Houston New Jersey Kalamazoo Virgin Islands

PATHE==Charleston

Note. Adapted from a figure by Day (1981)e The Charleston,
Puerto Picos Miamis and New Jersey projects were omitted from
Mre Day*’s rankinge The evaluation staff produced rankings for
these projects and modified day's rankings for three other
projects--Comptons Pasadenas anag Virgin Islands--3ased on addi-
tional information.
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Tabtlte 1

Overview of Implementation Status of the Alteriiative
Education Projects: August 1981

Project Implementation Status

Compton Is providing some of the anticipated ser-
vices to students. Has nhad high staff and
student turnover and difficulty implementing
some project componentse

CRF, Pasadena Is implementing some of its anticinated
project componentss but not others; used the
Sprint as start-up time to write experimen=-
tal curriculume Has had difficulties attri-
butable in part to a lack of careful proac-
tive project plannings and in part to
limited school system commitmant to the
projecte.

PCDy Chicago Is replicating some well practiced proce-
dures in nearly the form intended. Its
range of interventions is fairly narrows but
they appear to be implemented with consider-
able strengthe

C3€s Chicago 1s providing some of the intended servicesy
although not with the strength or integrity
initially hoped fore. Experienced difficul-
ties starting ups and has not been charac-
terized by systematic proactive planninge.

Kalamazoo Is implementing part of the activities
intended. Experienced difficulties due in
part to changes in school administration not
foreseen when the project was plannede. In
additions the project director does not have
control over sufficient .personnel resources
to implement all components of the program
fully.

Bronx Is providing many of the anticipated ser-
vices to studentse although the strength of
. these is unknown at presente. Experienced
turnover at the project-administration

levele.
Jazzmobiles Is providing arts instructions although the
Harlem exact nature of these activities remains

uncleare.
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Project

Charleston

Houston

Virgin Islands

LCOy Hayward

Puerto Kico

Miamix®
Plymoutn®
New Jersey=

Milwaukee*

Sta Paul®

- n e e - wn S e - e -

*These projects
otherse.

Table 1 (conte)
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Is implementing a2 wide range of interven-
tions; some are not implemented in the form
or with the strength intendede May be ove-
rextending itself in attempts to Jo too
muche

Is continuing the relatively smooth opera-
tion of an alternative school already in
existences but has not extended activities
mucChe

Is implementing one of its major interven-
tionss but has delayed the implementation of
otherse.

Has installed computer terminalss but is
implementing little beyond this llmlted
intervention.

Is implementing most planned interventions,
and is changing some components to
strengthen them.

Implemented a six-week summer pilot test.

Implemented some direct services to stu-
dentse.

Did not begin project implementation in the
pPASt yeare.

fegan implementation of direct services near
the end of the past yeare.

Implemented several project componentse The
acting project director®s appointment as
project director was delayeds slowing imple-
ment:s Lione

R D e R R WD G G e ) e WD v SR WD e GG G e M i S R D e D WD R G D R W WR WD WD WD WD W

were funded four to five months after the
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Table 2

Student Juestionnaire Response Rates: Spring 1981

Project Name School Code N in Sample Response Rate
P sap o D O - - G e - - -y e s R Ee P - - - - - - - »
| | |
P1ymouth 1 31 { 84 | «817
{ 41 | 85 | « 87
{ 42 { 111 | . 66
| 43 | 94 | 59
| | |
Kalamazoo { 318 { 298 | o 16
: | 327 | 278 | «80
| | |
Charleston | 242 { 323 { e 96
{ T41 \ 350 { «95
| T42 } 312 | «95
| T43 | 338 | «83
i 751 | 308 | « 84
| 154 \ 371 | e84
| 755 | 33 1 «89
| 44 | 310 i e 96
| 951 ) 386 | 59
| { !
Compton i 101 { 92 1 e39~-1.00<D>
| { |
Jazzmobile { 88 | 319 | «33
| [ |
vVirgin Islands| 1101 } 295 { «83
| { |
Ltac Courtsa 1 1201 | 125 1 55
Oreilles { | |
| | ]
Chicago { 6180 | 233 | e B36
{ 5880 \ 247 | «88
{ 5750 | 263 | 87 .
| 5090 \ 161 | ol4
§ 1240 | 376 | e 46
| 1340 \ 31587 \ ¢ 59
| 1430<a> | ——— { -——
\ 23006 i 163 l +91
{ 4440 \ 131 | + 96
| 4550 | 236 | 49

3. See Peer Culture Develoapment

be Information from different project staff memoers about
the school enro!lment at the time of the questionnaire
does not coriverges

-
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Table 2 (cont.)

Project-Name School Code N in Sample Response Rate
L D N T L T L e L T TN *
- ' | i |
Constitutional} 70 { 291 | «79
Rights | 82 { 324 | »58
Foundation } 1
| | |
Peer Culture | 1370 | 334 { e 65
Development | 1430 1 356 ! 59
1| 1820 | 360 | «719
I | |
Ste Paul 1 210 | 306 ! «37
| 212 ] 300 ! 58
] 230 | 302 | e 66
{ 342 1 324 } «39
| 352 | 302 { e 56
| | |
Puerto Rico | 301 | 556 | «90
{ 302 | 230 1 ¢33
| 803 | 595 I 67
| | |
Bronx 1 22 } 296 | o710
| 55 | 183 ' «81
! 63 | 152 } e 64
{ 64 i 139 | «79
| 82 i 309 i o T4
| 117 H 333 1 oT1
| 132 | 156 ! 69
l T45 | 301 } 36
i a7 | 311 1 39
} .43 | 297 f e61]
- | 156 | 264 | .81
| 229 i 355 { 17
| | !
New Jersey { 001 | 820 | «39<C>
| 002 { 299 i 69
) cn3 { 37s | « 40
| 004 | 3719 | «85
| | i
Hous ton { 1001 { 84 | «97

'

Ce Response rate for this school ss3timated (no roster available)e.
-160-
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Table 3

Summary of Experimental Designs

for First Program Year

Design allows for comparison of program and non-program:

Project
Students Schools
equivalent nonequivalent (all nonequivalent)

Compton no no no
CRF¥, Pasadena no o yes - no
PCD, Chicago yes yes yes (
CBE, Chicago yesC yes yes
Kaiamazoo' P _-P yes
Bronx no yes no
Jazzmobile, Harlem no yes no
Charleston no yes yes

-~ -Houston no . no no
Virgin Islands - no yes no
1L.CO, Heyward no yes no . "
Miami --2 --2 no
Plymouth no yes no
New Jersey -2 -2 no
Milwaukee -2 L no
St. Paul -2 -2 no
Puerto Rico no yes no
a)

Direct services to students did not begin or began on a partial basis
during the first program year.

b) This project, by design, -did not offer direct services to youths during
the first program year.

c)

Design deteriorated on implementation.
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Table 4

Details of Analysis of Effects with Protected
Tests of Significance for Project STATUS

Raw Mean Adjusted change
Youth All in outcome due to:
Criterion Variable Cmte. Options Others Y. Cmte. Options
Muir
Self-Reported grades 3.12 2.56 2.65 +.42% -.50
Involvement - 2.05 .01 -.38 +2.24% a
Elliot
School nonattendance 2.74 1.81 li;l,64 +.81% a
Practical knowledge 13.01 11.56 12.47 +.58 -.90

3Since the Options Group was correlated less than 0.10 w/ the criterion, it was
not included in the analysis.

*
Significantly different from adjusted mean for all others, p<.05.

*k
Significantly different from the mean for all others, p<.0l.
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Table 5

Evaluatability Summary
for Second Program Year

. - Likely Overall
Strength Integrity Evaluat-
Project Brief Description of of ability

. Design Design Rating

Compton Random assignment of new referrals b= 1 +
to program and control. Most pro-
gram slots are filled by returning
students. Pre-treatment school and
police records for both groups.
Extremely small sample size works
against detecting differences.

CRF, ‘Non-equivalent comparison group com- 2-
Pasadena posed of volunteers, referrals, etc.,

who did not enter program. SAES pre-

test on all.

PCD, Random assignment to treatment and

Chicago control for all students. Large 3+
sample size. Court and self-
reported delinquency data available.

CBE, Random assignment to treatment and 3~
Chicago control for all students. Randomiza-
tion process not carefully monitored.

Kalamazoo Most change is expected to occur at 2
the school level rather than to
individuals being served. The
design will allow for comparison
of change from year one to year two
of the program school with a control
school using the SAES questionnaire.
Comparisen of students directly
served and not served will be weak.

Bronx Random assignment to treatment and con- 4
trol. SAES pretest on both groups.

Jazzmobile, Project has no control over assignment, 1
Harlem but school's assignment is thought to
result in nearly equivalent groups
of treatment and nontreatment Yyouths.
Likelihood of measuring outcomes is
extremely low. :
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Table 5 Continued

Project

Strength
Brief Description of
‘ Design

Likely

Integrity
of

Design

Overall
Evaluat-
ability
Rating

Charleston

Houston

Virgin Islands

Plymouth

Random assignment to treatment and 3+
control in all seven schools to

assess 'individual-level, and two

comparison schools to assess organ-
izational level, program effectiveness.
Delinquency measures limited to

official records in middle schools,

but pre and post treatment official

records available. Large sample

size.

Design allows for comparison of stu-
dents in two program components (non-
equivalent groups) and a small non-
equivalent no~treatment group. Pre-
treatment data from records available
for all groups.

Regression discontinuity design for
one project component (non-equiv-
alent groups with SAES pre-test

as a backup). Small sample size.

Evaluation of PLATO component only.
 Nonequivalent groups with SAES pre-
test on relgvant outcomes.

- F .-

Comparisons of nonequivalent treat-
ment and control groups. Pre-treat-
ment data from records for both groups,
and pre-treatment skill test data

for both groups.

Random assignment to program and con-
trol with SAES pretest for the two
high school components.

Nonequivalent comparisén groups with
SAES pretest for middle school com-
ponent. No comparison group for out-
of-school (Growthworks) component
because program serves all proklem
youths. Growthworks component not
evaluatable.

2

4+
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Table 5 Continued

Likely Overall
Streng”h Integrity Evaluat-

. Project Brief Description of of ability
Design Design Rating

. New Jersey Non-equivalent comparison groups of 2 0 -
students served and not served. Pre-
treatment data from records.

Milwaukee Random assignment to treatment and con= 4 1 +
trol groups with SAES pretest for
both broups. Multiple follow-up
using SAES survey and data from offi-
cial records.

St. Paul Most change 1is expected to occur at 1+ 2 -
the school level rather than at the
individual level. Comparison of stu-
dents receiving and not receiving
service will be extremely weak. De-~
sign allows for comparison of program
and nonprogram schools on a non~SAES
questionnaire. No relevant compar-—
isons on any measure of delinquency.
Schools undergoing concurrent admin-
istrative reorganization.

Puerto Rico No experimental control over program 2+ 2 +
access; but small preexisting differ-
ences between service recipients and
other students, large=sample
multi-wave questionnaire and official
delinquency data allow for a non-
equivalent control group design.

Note: The rating schemes used for strength of the designs are as follows:

random assignment of subjects to treatment and control conditions with pre-
treatment measures on the relevant outcomes is given a code of 4"
Random assignment without pre-treatment data gets a code of "3."
[dentification of a nonequivalent comparison group (or school) with pretreat-
ment information is coded as "2," and nonequivalent comparison groups without
pretreatment data is coded as "l1.'" Pluses appended to these codes indicate

- strong points (such as large sample sizes or multi-level designs) and minuses
indicate weaknesses such as extremely small sample sizes, incomplete or non-
existent data on delinquency, or flawed pretesting conditions.

Integrity of desizn is a three-category forecast. A "2" means that faithful
implementation is highly likely; a 11" means that faithful implementation is
problematical, and a "0" means that. faithful implementation appears unlikely.
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Table 6

‘Total Enrollment and Number of Students Receiving Direct Services

as of April, 1981

Projecrl Total Number of
) School Enrollment? students Served3

Compton Alternative School 61 923
Constitutional Muir S. H. 2120 111
Rights Foundation Elliot J. H. 1325 .- 121
Peer Culture Lakeview 1366 89
Development Curie 3065 87
Harrison 1100 82

Spry ' =3 26

Pope - 32

Edwards --d 16

Hearst --d 28

Nettlehorst --d 29

Ravenswood --d 34

Chicago Board of Lemoyne 515 14
Education Bontemps 756 15
Blaine 718 15

Gage Park 1400 15

Bowen High 2700 14

Lakeview High 1366 14

Thorpe 9133b 15

Nightingale 736b 15

Sheridan 2114b 15

Kalamazoo Milwood 657 0
Bronx CJHS #22 1003b 9
CES 55 717P 15

CES 63 7572 15

CES 64 1065b 16

CHHS 82 824b 17

Bl CJHS 117 1071 14
CES 132 6732 18

CHHS 145 1119 6

CIS 147 14992 18

Cis 148 861 17

- CIS 166 225P 9
CIS 229 589P 1

3)
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Project1 School Total Number of

Entollmem:2 Students SerVed3
Jazzmobile Intermediate School 506 364
Elementary School "A" 504 146
Elementary School "B" 446 134
Puerto Rico Santiago Gonzalez 554 82
Ruiz Belvis 632 39
Dr. Alfredo M. Aguago 1059 120
Charleston .~~~ C.A. Brown H.S. 786 96
Burke H.S. 1017 98
st. John's H.S. 798 89
Courtenay M.S. 525 99
A.B. Rhett M.S. 476 97
Rivers M.S. 545 92
Haut Gap M.S. 450 97
Houston G. I. Sanchez 84 84
’ 1ternative School
Virgin Islands  Elena Christian J. H. 1395 56
c
Lac Courte Oreilles LCO Alternative School 92 70
Plymouth East Middle 860 25
Central Middle 924 25
Canton High 2350 49
Salem High 2387 32
St. Paul Murray J.H. 532 32
Washington J.H. - 702 ‘ 0
Johnson J.H. 1407 0
Como S.H. 1094 0
Central S. H. 1101 0

1 No direct program services began during the first program year in the Miami, Nu.w
Jersey and Milwaukee projects.

2 Thig figure comes from the principal questionnaire, unless otherwise indicated.

3 This figure is the number of students who were reported to be receiving direct
program services at the time of the annual students questionnaire, unless
otherwise indicated. Some projects such as Kalamazoo, §t. Paul, and Charles-
ton have school change as a major focus, and serve students indirectly.

a This is the number of students ever served. The school has a ‘transient population.

b These enrollment figures are taken from school rosters or reports from the districts'
Evaluation and Research Office.

c s . »
In addition, the project served 33 students at-the Youth Center who were not

enrolled in the alternative school.

d Only program participants surveyed. Total enrollment unknown.
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Table 7

Ethnic Self-Identification of Students Receiving Services
and the General Studentry in Project Schools

Native Asian Span.

-Project and group Am, Am. Am. Black White Other N
Compton

Recelving svcs. 0.0 0.0 19.4 80.6 0.0 0.0 36

Gen'l studentry , —- -— .- - -— - -
Pasadena

Receiving svcs. 0.5 3.7 15.9 42.9 31.7 5.3 189

Gen'l studentry 0.5 4.0 17.9 42.8 30.3 4.5 201
Peer Culture Development

Receiving svcs. 1.7 1.0 36.8 36.5 21.3 2.7 296

Gen'l studentry 0.6 2.2 44.0 23.2 28.3 1.8 505
Chicago Bd. of Educ.

Recelving svcs. 3.3 0.7 35.5 43.4 13.2 3.9 152

Gen'l studentry 1.9 2.5 36.7 44,6 12.6 1.7 1113
Kalamazoo

Receiving svcs. - - - - - -= -

Gen'l studentry 0.9 1.4 3.5 28.7 62.3 3.2 432
Bronx

Recelving svecs. 1.1 2.2 35.5 61.3 0.0 0.0 93

Gen'l studentry 1.3 0.8 37.3 57.7 1.1 1.9 1398
Jazzmobile (Harlem)

Recelving svecs. 1.3 0.7 5.3 91.3 0.0 1.3 150

Gen'l studentry 1.8 0.0 4.5 91.1 0.9 1.8 112
Puerto Rico

Receiving svcs. 2.4 0.0 87.4 1.6 8.7 0.0 127

" Gen'l studentry 1.2 0.2 91.4 1.6 5.5 0.0 813

Charleston

Recelving sves. 2.7 3.1 1.4 86.1 6.1 0.6 490

Gen'l studentry 1.3 0.1 0.4 83.6 13.9 0.7 1751
Houston

Recelving svecs. 0.0 1.5 96.9 0.0 1.5 0.0 65

Gen'l studentry - - - -— - - -
Virgin Islands

Recelving sves. 2.2 0.0 22.2 71.1 0.0 4.4 45

Gen'l studentry 2.1 1.1 19.6 68.6 0.0 8.5 189
Lac Courte Orreilles 98.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 60
Plymouth

Recelving svcs. 0.0 0.0 2.5 1.3 86.1 10.1 79

Gen'l studentry 3.3 0.0 0.5 2.2 89.0 4.9 182
New Jersey -

Gen'l studentry 1.2 0.6 19.4 19.1 54.1 5.6 1109
St. Paul

Receiving svecs. - - - - - —— -

Gen'l studentry 2.0 0.8 1.7 10.5 84.5 0.6 894

Note.-—Row percentages unweighted. These tallies are based on the student
questionnaire file, thus excluding item non-respondents -and students
not taking the questionnaire, which was administered late in the
Spring semester, 1981.

~~168-

185




" Table 8

Student-Reported Parental Education Levels for Students
Receiving Direct Services and for'the General Studentry in the
Alternative Education Project

General studentrzfA Service recipients

- Project and school Mean SD N Mean SD N

Compton e - - 4.39 1.95 28

Pasadena 6.21 2.07 190 6.10 1.94 171
Muir 5.92 2.21 100 6.31 2.18 80
Elliot ' 6.48 1.92 77  5.91 1.70 91

‘Peer Culture Development * *

Chicago Board of Education * *

Kalamazoo 5.21 2.23 386 - - -
Milwood 5.01 2.29 196 -— - -
South 5.43 2.15 189 -— - -

Bronx 4,58 2.45 960 5.12 2.43 59
22 4.10 2.56 102  3.25 3.20 4
33 L95 2.62 66 6.50 173 12
63 595 2.38 43 k% 2
64 469 3.07 78  2.88 2.59 8
82 442 2.45 93  5.43 2.15 7
117 398 2.32 111  4.80 2.28 5
132 4.78 2.60 41 5.11  2.42 9
145 4 64 2.27 88  K* 1
147 :ip9 2.33 45 7.25 0.96 4
148 L L4 2.18 39k 2
166 476 2.46 107  4.80 2.12 5
229 553 2.19 116  -- 0

*
*

Jazzmobile (Harlem)

Otro Camino Puerto Rico) 2.51 2.2 650 2.34 2.26 113
Santiago Gonzales 2.41  2.23 276 2.57 2.27 58
Ruiz Belvis 3.31 2.12 114 3.77 2.86 13
Dr. Alfredo Aguayo 2.26 2.15 252 1.60 1.77 42

Charleston 4.47 2.21 1416 4,48 2.22 385
242 5.06 2.14 249 - - --
741 5.01 2.12 167 4.95 2.37 64
742 5.44 2.23 121 . 5.58 2.24 62
743 4.69 2.17 121 4.84 2.34 50
751 4.77 2.06 191 -= - -
754 3.64 1.87 147 4.19 1.98 53
755 4.18 2.01 135 4.41 1.85 63
944 3.73 2.30 161 3.62 2.03 66
951 3.22 1.94 124 3.00 1.71 27

Continued .
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Continued

General studentgya Service recipients

Project and school ‘ Mean SD N Mean SD N
Houston - - - 1.92 1.77 54
Virgin Islands 3.31 2.29 115 3.38 2.16 29
Lac Courte Oreilles School 4.54 1.89 52 - - -
Lac Courte Ofeilles Community Center - - - *% 2
Miami *kk
Plymouth 5.59 1.69 179 4,89 2,07 72
East 5.62 1.59 52 4,44 2,22 16
Central 5.88 1.52 49 6.07 2,52 14
Canton 5.29 2,02 "35 4,83 1.83 29
Salem 5.66 1.48 41 4,31 1.49 13
New Jersey * *
Milwaukee - - - - - -
St Paul * *

Note.--General studentry excludes direct service recipients. Students for whom
project was known but school not known are shown in project total. Based on
runs on the student questionnaire file, so excludes persons not responding to
these questionnaire items or who did not complete the questionnaire.

aWeighted mean. Unweighted N.

*The questions upon which socioeconomic descriptions can be based were excluded
from questionnaires for this project.

**7Too few responses to report an average.
**%No program participants.

--Not surveyed, or no persons in this category.

15

-170-




o sty AT

JVerview
Table 9

School Action Effectiveness 5tudy School Profiles:
Community and School Context

- — - B WP mm S e G WP T P e ED s D WD e en W -—-—--r—————---------—----—n--------‘-—-—-

Community Gangs in Disrup- Victim- Negative Peer
Project: Crime School tion ization Influence
Chicago Board
of Education

a * - -
b . -
C
d . + *
e *
f * * *
g + .
n .
i . +
3ronx
a
b . . s
Cc - +
a
e * *
f
g * - .
n
i
J -
k
1 - *
Jazzmobile
a
Puerto Kico
a - -
b -
C - - - -

Charleston

a

b

C

d

e - -
£

3

h

i




Overview

Table 9 (conte)

e EB AP P D D D EP D R YR P ED U D E ED D D G D P D P S D R D YR D D D G D G S GD D R G Y D A GD D R D OB OB e OB OB GB YRGB Y S OB D aB W b =

Community Gangs in Disrup- Victim= Negative Peer

Project: Crime School tion ization Influence
Hous ton
a3 - . - - .

Plymouth<a>

a -] L] - +
) & ® E
C »* - x *
d -3 [ * -
New Jersey
a - -
')
C * * *
d .
Ste Paul’
a x »n & -
D = ® %* -
C *® & * -
d ® ® =
e ] & « +
Compton
a %= x o +
Conste Rights
Foundation
a3 + ' ] * -
b - % - ®
Peer Culture
Development
a * * -
(o} - + -
c . ot - -
Kalamazoo
a -
D -
Virgin Islands
a3 * x

<a>Sample sizes too small for dependable estimatese
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Qverview

Table 9 (conte)

Community Gangs in 0Oisrup- Victim=- Neqgative Peer
Project: : i i Influence

tac Courte
Oreilles

Motation is as follows:
'+ jndicates that the school average on this scale is
above the 75th percentile for all schoals in the studye
A *-¢ indicates that the average is pelow the 25th percen-
tileo
A 'x* indicates that the characteristic was not measured a3t
the schoole ‘ .




JOverview

‘Table lO‘

"

School Action Effectiveness Study School Profiles:
School' Governance

G e S S P A D AT D TP D NG D ws D D R D R D G GP D P D e DD WS WD D WD D W D D D D WD WD WD WP W S WP A D D an . e

St=tch Planning Fairness Clarity School
Project: Interaction Rewards
Chicago Board
of Education
a - - -
] -
C - *
d . - - - *
e -
f - - .
g - - -
h -
. i
i - -
Sronx
a o
b - .
C * L L *
d * *
e *
f - -
g . * + *
2] * *
i . S S
J - - .
K . .
1 . .
Jazzmobile
a
Puerto Rico
a +* * * \ +*
b * . 1 .
C * * * * +
Charleston
a
D * -
C L *
d
e - - -
f
Y *
h -
i
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Overview

Table 1C (conte)

st-tch = 'Planning Fairness Clarity School
Project: Interaction : Rewards

Houston
. 3 * »* * *

Plymouth<ad>

abhow
%
]

New Jersey

an oo
|
!
[}
|

Ste Paul

cQabhoo
# 8 #H R
E K- B R B
L K- B

Compton
a *

1
*
=

Conste Rights
Foundation

a ) -

b . + +

Peer Culture
Development
a ‘ -
b - -

c - - -

Kalamazoo
a *
b

Virgin Islands
a *

ki3
*

<a>Sample sizes too small for dependable estimatese
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Overview

Table 10 (cont.)

D DA WD D D e DD D D A D D DR ED DU WD D s DS ] D D G PR ER D D D C. DA DD TR YD D TP D YD YD D AP D AR WD AR WD WS

St=tch Planning Fairness Clarity School
Project: Interaction Rewards
Lac Courte
Oreilles
a * * * 'S

Notee Notation is as follows:
A *+' indicates that the school average on this scale is
above the 75th percentile for all schools in the studye
A *=* indicates that the average is below the 25th percen-
tilee
A *%' indicates that the characteristic was not measured at
the schoole. ‘
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Overview
Table 11

School Acti@n Effectiveness Study School Profiles:
Student Composition

——------——------_c-------- - o -----—-----------—------—-—----—

Alien- Attachment Belief Involve- Delin-
Project: ation to School ment quency
Chicago Board
of Education

a3 * * *
b * [
C - %*
d - . -
e - * %
f +* - - * 2%
g * - - 3
h * bl
i %
Sronx
a -
b * - *
C - -
d + - - - -
e rs - -
f * an
g
h +
i . -
J
k . -
1
Jazzmobile
a -
Puerto Rico .
a - * -
b . - * + -
c - + + . - -
Charleston
5] ' + x
b + . &
C . %
d IS #x
e - *
f . IS .
g +
h . 'y
i
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Table 11 (conte)

TR D . P D D - -y W W s > > - G D L D - o - -

Aljen- Attachment B8Belijef Involve- QDelin-

Project: ation to School ment quency
Hous ton
<t - + - +

Plymouth<a>

QO oo
[ |
*
|

LR R

New Jersey

a -
b - o+
C . - - - .
d -
Ste Paul
a - +* £ *
b . x ¢
C - x bed
d * =
e X X
Compton
a9 - +* £ 3 +*
Conste Riyhts
Foundation
a + - %
b - +* +* + *
Peer Culture
Development
3 + &
b - . _ ~
c - #
Kalamazoo
a -
b -
Virgin Islands
a - - I -

<a>sample sizes too small for deoendable estimates.
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Overview

Table 11 (conte)

Alien~- Attachment Belief Involve- Delin-
Project: ation to School ment quency
Lac Courte
Oreilles
a 4+

Notee. Notation is as follows:

A *+* indicates that the school average on this scale 15
above the 75th percentile for all schools in the
studye i .

A '-' indicates that the average is below the 25th per-
centilee

A *%* jndicates that the characteristic was not measured
at the school.
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Table 12

Indicators of Commitment to Institutionalization of System
Changey and of Potential for Public School System Adoption

1.

2e

3.

4e

5.

G

Te

8e

9.

10.

11.

12.

13

14.

Institutionalization or system change is a stated goa)
of the projectsy and the project has a strategic plan for
institutionalization or sysctem change.

Project sees itself and is regarded by others in its
environment as a demonstration or pilot projecte.

Project maintains contact with public school system.

Key public school system decision makers have influence
in project planningy implementingy and evaluation and
reviewe

Project staff influence public school decision making in
planninges implementings and evaluation.

The pfOJect provides systematic feedback to public
school system on project progress and activities,

Project is developinj methods or models that can fit
within the public school structure.

Pfoject costs per student are the same or lower than the
system's current costs per student. \
System has a stated policy or goals regarding alterna-
tive education and has made a commitment to integrate
project or key elementse.

System has experience with 3dopting and integrating
innovations; one or more key decision makers has a repu-
tation for innovation and experimentation.

System is in crisis and seeking answers.
System has assigned someone responsibility for monitor-
ing project or receiving information from ity and has

established a3 vehicle for disseminatione.

System provides bud,ety personnel, and services (trans-
portations lunchs testings etce)e

System sees project nersonnel as "insiders" rather than
inexperienced or invading "outsiders."
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Sub ject Index

Subject Index

Action researchs 26s 509
53=-54

Administrations 100

Adoptions 63-64

~Aims

0JJOopPy 2

SAESe S
Alcohols 92
Alienatione 864 146
Alphas 8O
Alternative educations 2
Alternative schoolss 146

Applied pehavioral analysisy

149
Attachment
to parentsy B4
to peurss 12
Attritions 34-35
Authoritarian.attitudese
36

3ehavioral technologys
149
Beliefy 869 147
Business’
links witne 150
participations 150

Change
organizationaly
151-152
Classroom managements 149
Climate
assessments T6
classroomy 76
compositionals 97
psychosocials T7s 97
99
Climate measures
interpretings 102
profileds 102
uses ofy 103
Coalitionss 4
Commitments 99
Community
1inks withe 150
Community contexts 1456
Community crimes 97
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tompetency
interpersonaly T6¢ 87
Complete informationsy 34
Controle 40
Counselings 32¢ 148
peery 36
Critical benchmarks 59
Critical benchmarks
‘as motivatorss 60

Delinquency
level ofy 146
measurement ofs 91
of ficialse 91
sel f-reportead, 91
seriouss 91-92
Delinquent behavior
measurement ofe 35
Design
importance ofy 24
sevelopments 690
and researche 17
curriculumy 148
organizatione 259 4l
51
professionals 969 101
Programs 52
projects Vv
psychosocials 4
vocationale 13 148
cifferential associations
83
Discipltine
practicess 9
Cisruptions 97¢ 102
classroomsy 935
Disseminations 16
Oropoutsy 13s 37s 85
and delinguencys 90
Dropoutss 37
Drug abuses 25
Orug uses 92

gducation
parentals 83
parental emphasiss 83
post-secondaryes 11
Effects
negatives 37




Subject Index

Effortey 90
Eisenberge L.+ 38
Ethicse ive 36
Ethnicitys 145
Evaluatabilitys lé&4
gvaluatione 61
aimsy 4
as motivationy 41
audiencess 4
designe 145
desirabley, 6y 27
expectations aboute
A 140
formativesy 27 61y 13
hazardsy 16
impacty v
implementation ofy 14
implementers 27
mistakeny 32
negativey Ty 9
obstacltes tos 35
of plausibilityy 61
of relevances 53y 6l
63
outcomesy 31y 53
planning fory 31
political contexts 16
previoussy 24-25
problemse 2449 48
proceduraly 53
processy 2Te 145
Program Developmenty
48y 554 60
rigoroussy 24-25
staffingy 62
Successiony 54y 63
summativey 69 27y 3l»
1399 144
trainingsy 62
use ofy 49
value ofy 7
values ands 64
Evaluator interventiony
1Te 65
gxpectancy theorys 90
gexperience
post-secondarysy 13
cxperiment-
truzy 33
Explanations
rivaly 31
Expulsions 13

9

1
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Failure
academicy 9
Fairnessy 98
Fanspreadsy 33
Fidelitye Ty 63
Focal concernss 89
Forcefields 58 ?

Gangss 97
Gatey 71
Gatekeepers 50
Goaly 56
Goals
importance ofs 24
Governance
schooly 4
Gradesy 102
Grouningy 99, 101

Implementations Se Te 639
139
figelityy 7
importance ofy 144
integrityy 8
manuals 3ands 64
of evaluations 61
problems ofe S5, 140
strengthy 7
Individualized instructions
[
Inferencesy 31l
Influence
studenty 171
Innovation
adoption of, 63
Institutionalizationy 42,
153
Instructions 147
alternative stylesy
142
computer-assistedy 148
individualizaedy 12y
32y 97y 100y 143 -
resources fory 99
tutorings l«38
Integration -
attitude towardsy 94
Inteyrityy 8-9 ‘
Interaction
student—-teachery i46
with studentss 94y 10!

141y 143

202



Interactionss 12y 14

Interventiony 70
behaviorals 24
breadth ofs 147
integritys 7
peer groups 147
strengthy 7
strength ofs 147
type ofs 147

Involvements 87
communitye 99
parents 99
students 10

Labelings 4
Labeling theorys 88 96
Ltongitudinal studys 13

Management
classroomy 95
Manipulation checky 63
Matching "
problems ofs 32
sMaturation artifactss 31
Heasurementy 38¢ T5
importance ofys 249 34,
. 143-144
multiples 26
_relatives T7
Measures
environmenty T6
individuale T6s 82
organizations T6
Moraley, 100

Norme 79
Norm groups T8
Norms '

for schoolsy 102

Objectives 57-58, 70
Objectives

importance ofs 24
Obstacle

in forcefield analysiss

59

Optimism

misplacedsy 25
Organization
climatey 3

Subject Index

development & POEs 65
diagnosess T6
schooly 3

parental influences 4
Parental supervisions 85
Participation
of implementarsSe 61
parents 109 150
studente 10y 149-150
Peer
influencey 85
Peer groups 11
Peer influences 4
Ppercentiles 78
Plannings Ts 93+ 100 146
Plausibilitys 15
Powars 34
Practical knowledges 88
Pre-post evaluation
problems ofs 32
Pre-test
importanczs ofys 143
Preventionsy 2
delinguencys 24
model programse 25
Problems 56
Program
integritys 7
plannings T6
sizes 4
Project
costy 43
environments 7
focuss 151
modelse 147
plausibilitye 8
stabilitys Vv
start-ups 43 .
public relationse 149

Guasi-experimentations 33

Quotas
service deliverys &1

Race relationss 100
Randomizations 33s 37
474 142
breakdown of ¢ 143
Recommendations
future programsy 14l




Subject Index

Regression artifactsy 143 correlates ofy 38

Reinforcement Self-osteemy 124 B8
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Abstracts of Part II Chapters

The following pages contain brief abstracts of the chap-
ters in Part I1I of the School Action Effectiveness Study's
first interim reporte Single copies of these chapters are
available from the Center for Social Organization of Schools

\while the supply lasts. When requesting a chaptere please

specify the chapter?®s title and authore

Interim Evaluation of Project PATHE--Charleston
Denise Cs Gottfredson
Abstract

PATHE-~Positive Action through Holistic Education--is a
Charleston County School District in-school project aimed at
reducing delinquencys increasing attendancey increasing
postsecondary  school attainments and increasing academic
achievemente The underlying philosophy of the project is
that an integrated approach is necessary to effect changes
in student behavior and attitudese The project organizes
administratorse facultyy staffe studentse parentse and com-
munity leaders in planning and implementing strategies to
solve the problems of the Charleston schoolse PATHE gives
individualized affectivee academicy and vocational services
to all youths in the PATHE schoolse although it focuses on a
group of 100 students per school especially in need of the

¥

““project serviceso In addition to direct student services,

PATHE provides training and resources to teachers and works
toward organizational-Yevel changes in policy and proce-
durese Absence of an evaluation design for the 1980-81
school year makes a rigorous assessment of the project®’s

ef fectiveness impossibles This report analyzes implementa-
tion data and identifies the project’s weak and strong com-
ponentse. N

Academy for Community Education: Interim Report
Deborah Daniels

Abstract

The Academy for Community Education (ACE)s Miamies Flo-
ridas is the alternative education project run by the Insti-
tute for Innovative Interventionse Ince The Institute is a
not-for-profit corporation formed in 1980 by a group of con-
cerned Dade County citizense Although the Academy is an
independent alternative schoole it can share Dade County
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es such as teaching personnel.

d primarily from the disadvan-
taged area of Coconut Groves although it is open to other

- students as welle The school is mainly designed to serve
pre~delinquent youths who have demonstrated truancys disrup-
tive classroom behavior excessive tardinesssy and low levels
of academic achievemente The Academy®s main purpose is the

y development of successful approaches for working with these
students that may be incorporated into the Dade County
public alternative schoolss as well as the al ternative pro-
grams of other school systemse The project was funded in
Januarys 198ls and began services to participants the fol-
lowing summere This narrative describes the project's
planned interventions and its start-up activitiess

Public School system resourc
~1Its participants are setecte

Peer Culture Development (PCD). Chicago

Jané Ste Joha

Abstract

Peer Culture Development” (PCD) is an intervention in several
Chicago public schools aimed at decreasing delinguencys
improving attendancey increasing achievements and altering
school disciplinary practicese. PCD assumes that peer cul-
ture in some instances generates a set of subcultural values
that are counterproductive in a school environments and that
schools have not always been able to help students subscrib-
ing to these valuese. The project therefore attempts to har-
ness peer pressure to alter student values and pehaviors and
to implement school procedures that will redirect studentss
Some students meet daily in small classroom Jrouns as part
of their regular school program to help each ather solve
problemss with the guidance of a PCD counselor and 3 set of
straightforward and clearly articulated valuess. Other stu-
dents in the school are referred to these classes for crisis
interventions Preliminary evidence indicates that the proj-
ect is being well implementeds has plausibilitys and shows
early evidence of effectiveness in some arease. More evi-
dence will be required for strong claims of effectiveness
because large sample sizes are not yet availablee The proj-
ect involves a rigorous evaluation component and is continu-
ing to implement that components SO reasonably conclusiva
evidence should be forthcoming during the next yeare.




Otro Caminose La Playa de Poncey Puerto Rico: Interim Report

» Jane Ste. John

Otro Camino was established to provide a supportive envi-
ronment for the youth of three schools in Lta Playae The
project staff members hoped to demonstrate that stucent.
interest in learning could be captured by providing tailor-
made activities for each student. They predicted that their
interventions would reduce student alienation and result in
higher levels of academic and vocational attainment. They
also expected that their project would encourage students to
stay in school and would discourage vandalismes Initial
assessments imply that the project was reasonably well
implementedy but the staff has decided to change major com-
ponents because explorations uncovered the approaches that
students especially likede The project’s evaluation design
will allow an assessment of effectiveness by the end of its
second year of operatione

Project PREP: An Interim Report of its Evaluation
Deborah ke 0Ogawa

Abstract
Project PREP serves 12 schools in School District 9 in
the South Bronx area of New York Litye By meeting students®

academic and emotional needse and by increasing parenty
teachery and student involvement in school activitiess Proj-
ect PREP anticipates attenuating disruptive behaviors in the
schoolse TYThe interventions include an Alternative School
where four feeder junior high schdols refer students; and
eight Citizenshinp Cluster Schoolsy where 15 students from
each school are selected to participate in a traditional
school environment with non-PREP studentse In additions all
Project PREP students can participate in after-schools eve-
ninge and Saturday activities through a Youth Projrame. The
comparison of PREP students with a random sample of 300 stu-
dents from each school showed no significant diffarence
between the two groupse Steps required to strengthen the
evaluation of this project in its second year are describede.
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The Plymouth-Canton Alternative Education Project: Interim
Report

Richard Carlton
Abstract

The Plymouth-Canton project serves two. high schools shar-
ing a common large campus and two middle schools in an area
on the outer rim of the Detroit Metropolitan areae It
extends earlier in-school counseling services and an out-of -
school program for students experiencing difficulty in the
large high school! environments by providing similar services
in the middle schools and by developing a high schooi reme-
dial writing and study skills component. The project began
its first semester of operation in spring 1981 without pro=
vision for evaluation, and is now attemnpting to implement
its project in a partially evaluatable form during the
1981-82 school yeare

student Training Alternatives through Urban Strategies
(Project STATUS): Interim Report

Richard Carlton

Student Training Alternatives through Urban Strategies
(Project STATUS) is an ef fort to combine and further develop
two existing experimental program models: ones 3 citizen-
ship (social studies and English) curriculum which draws
heavily on law-related education materials designed by the
Constitutional Rights Foundatione and the other a youth
involvement and school climate improvement stratejys Soth
models have received considerable developmental and imple-
mentation work over the past decades Project STATUS
believes that young people tend to rebel against both school
and society and to get in trouble for any combination of the
following reasons: (a) The young people do not understand
or believe in the legitimacy of tne legal and authoritarian
structures of society’s institutionse (b) They are not
involved in relevanty meaningful education3al programse Ory

' (c) they are excluded from participating with adults in the

deci sion-making structures of the schoole The first year of
operation of this project involved developing the interven-
tions and staff skillss and implementation was impeded to
some extent by the timing of project funding--3ftar school
had begun in the falle It now appears that a more complete
implementation of Project STATUS is likely in the upcoming
years and that prospects are good that at least some ele-
ments of the project will be evaluatablee.
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The George I+ Sanchez School: Interim Report

Deborah Danjels

The George I. Sanchez Alternative Education Program
(GIS)y is the alternative education component’ of the Associ-
ation for the Advancement of Mexican~Americans (AAMA).
Introduced in 1973 as a half-day alternative education pro-
grams the project today is an accredited junior and senior
high schooly emphasizing services to Hispanic youthy ages
12-18y who have dropped out or appear to be on the verge of
dropping out of public schoole 1Its students are drawn from
referrals from seven Houston Independent School District
(HISD) schoolss participants or former particiants in other
AAMA programse and referrals from other social service pro-
gramse The school seeks to provide an educational environ-
ment in which young people become full partners with school
staff in determining objectives and strategies for achieving
theme Individual educational planning and student and
parental participation in school decision-making and imple-
mentation are emphasizeds .The project also conducts a pro-
gram of after-school recreational activities and educational
and occupational counselinge This after-school component is
referred to as the Alternative Activities Program (AAP)e No
statements about project effectiveness can be made at pre-
senty but the project can be describeds Plans to make some
aspects of this project evaluatable in the upcoming year
have been developed. :

The Milwaukee Youth Employment Center

Carol Yamasaki

The Milwaukee alternative education projects the Milwau-
kee Youth Employment Center (MYZC)y is an education and
employment program implemented by the Jewish Vocational! Ser-
vices of Milwaukees Ince (JVS)e The project attempts to
bring together the resources of existing youth-serving agen-
cies within the city in a shared effort to address the needs
of youths 16 and 17 years old who have dropped out of
schoole. A consortium of agencies refers youths to MYEC for
individualized instruction and counseling aimed at preparing
them for employmente.

The project has an additional school componente. This
includes a Return Center within the public school systems
designed to assess the needs of dropouts and place them in
dppropriate educational optionse It also includes the inte-




gration of the competency-based, work-related curriculum
designed and implemented at MYEC into the existinj work-
study curriculum at six public schoolse.

The project has adopted the program development process
as an integral part of its operatione All staff members
participate in the use of the model for project planning and
for tracking progresse The project has implemented a true
experimental design: Sstaff randomly assigns youths to the
program and will have at the end of the year a control group
of 150 youths :or comparisone

The Compton Action Center for Youth Development Alternative
School: Interim Report

Deborah Daniels
Abstract

The Compton Action Center for Youth Development (CAYCD)
Alternative School is the sole alternative proqgram serving
junior and seniov high students from the Compton Unified
School District (CUSD)e Originally funded as an ingividusl
and family treatment program for identified assaultive youth
referred by the criminal justice systems the project evolved
first into a8 mini=-school and then into a year-long alterna-
tive schoole. Today its target population and referral base
have broadened: although most students are referred from
CUSD. Participants range from youths who are heavily
involved in gang activity or who have been arrested a number
of times to youths with little previous history of trouble
in or out of schoole All its clients share a sense of
alienation frome frustration withs and poor adaptation to
traditional learning environmentse

The CACYD Alternative School seeks to establish an envi-
ronment in which students and parents feel that they are an
integral part of the planning for and implementation of the
student's educatione Students in the alternative school are
carried on the CUSD attendance rolls and receive academic
credit through CUSDe The alternative school program meets
all of the CUSD requirements for graduatione CACYDe how-~
evers seeks to create a flexible learning environments one
which will accommodate individual student interests and
needse The project aims to do this throuqh .

(a) computer-assisted instructions and (b) individual educa-~
tion planse which establish academic and behavioral objec-
tives and strategies to achieve these objectivese

The effectiveness of this project during the past school

year (1980-81) cannot be determinede Project personnel are
taking steps to make the project more evatluatable next years
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Project RETAINe Chicago Board of Education: Interim Repost
Jane Ste. John
Abstract

RETAIN (Responsive Education Through Alternative Instruc-
tional Networks) is aimed at “the problems of poor atten-
dancey disruptive behaviore and low achievement in Chicago
public schoolse Attendance problems include class-skipping
and absenteeism in the high schools and absenteeism in the
elementary schoolse Disruptive behavior includes minor
classroom or school disruption as well as serious assaults.
Achievement problems are evident in the results of standard-
ized testse The project considers poor attendance and low
achievement both individual- and school-level problemse The
primary focus of the project is the implementation of Indi-
vidual Learning Plans (ILP°’s)s The project®s staff reported
that ILP's developed in the early stages of implemantation
were not used effectivelye Accordinglys they decided that
more in-service training for RETAIN techers was needed to
assist them with developing and using this approach to edu-
catione Plans for the in-service training were carried out
in Septembers 198ls just as school openede. The project is
making efforts to strengthen its intervention in its second
yeary and there is every reason to believe that a stronger
program will have a stronger impact on the students it
servese

The Milwood Alternative Education Project
Richard Carlton and Michael [ook

Apstract

The Milwood Alternative Education Project is a collabora-
tive effort between Western Michigan University and the
Kalamazoo Public Schoolse The project attempts to reduce
delinquent behavior and improve attendance and achievement
through modifications in the policies and practices of a
single schoole Interventions include monitoring and follow-
up on attandance problemss an in-school suspension room,
staff development, tutoringsy student and community involve-
ment strategiesy and task forces to design changes in sev-
er2l areas of school operatione.

The project attempts to prevent delinquency by changing
the school at the structural and programmatic levels and by
altering school policies and procedures. In particulare it
seeks to make changes in the sch20l reward structures res-
ponse to non-attendances and response to discipline prob-
lemse It tries to increase the participation of students in
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school_actévities--especially activities designed to
increase students' feelings of involvement in and attachment

to schoole

The tac Courte Oreilles Alternative gducation Project:
: Interim Report

Richard Carlton
Apstract

This project focuses on two groups within the Indian
youth population on the Lac Courte Oreilles (LCO) reserva-
tione The primary target is youngsters who. have dropped Out
of a nearby public school systems but who have not enrolled
in the LCC systeme TYhe secondary target group is students
enrolled in the LCO High 5chool who do not attend regularly
enough to keep up with the school program and are suspended
for nonattendancee The project seeks to enroll tnhese two
groups in its alternative education projects and to provide
opportunities for reservation youth to engage in productive
activity evenings and weekends by providing educational
activities during those periodss several difficulties which
surfaced over the past year will have to be successfully
resolved if the project is to continue to develops Firsty
fuller implementation will require that the Youth Centers
extend their hours of operation to the evenings and week-
ends. Seconde more vigorous outraach efforts will appar-
ently be required if the project is to enroll a substantial
number of youths who are not enrolled in other educational
programse Thirds improved methods for keeping track of the
users of the AEP servicesy and a method to learn what hap-
pens to them will be needed to assess the AEP activities and
to further develop theme.

The Virgin Islands Alternative Education Project

Jane Ste John

This project aims to increase teacher competencies in

4,w§1ternative education techniques and student sel f-esteem tO

increase student academic successs reduce class skippings
decrease alienation and decrease delinquencCye. Major catego-~
ries of interventions planned by the project to reach these
goals and ob jectives include: (a) training in alternative
education techniques for teacherss (b) providing_intensive
exposure to alternative aducation classrooms for 60 stu-
dentsy (c) holding a public relations campaign for the proj-
ecte and (d) arranging activities that allow the participa-
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tion of parents and community members in the programe The
program is intended. to break the cycles of strain and disor-
ganization by training teachers in methods that should help
youths experience success and stay on the "“straight and nar-
row® pathe. '

~ New Jersey Educational Improvement Center-South
Donald E. Rickerte Jre

Abstract

The key to the EIC-South's theory of deViguency is
youths®' involvement and participation in the things affect-
ing theme The overall thrust of the EIC-South Alternative
Education Project is to influence school climate and pro-
gramss and to establish a community proolem-solving process
for reducing delinquency and its associated problemse. Five
primary components will be established: (a) a school cli-
mate improvement components (D) a- community protcess compo-
nents (c) a3 youth participation components (d) a public
relations components and (e) a leadership and training
resources (technical assistance) componente This project
was funded several months later than other projects in the
Alternative Education Programe Tnis made the period between.
January and Septembers 1981y essentially an extended plan-
ning and start-up periode.

The Jazzmobile Alternative Arts Project: Interim Descrip-
tion

Donald Ee« Rickerte Jre

Abstract
The Jazzmobile Alternative Education Arts Project aims to
utilize the arts as a mediun through which juveniles can
constructively channel their energiess The project is
intended to deliver an arts-oriented program to juveniles in
sixthe sevenths and eignth grades who show disruptive behav-
iore who are chronic absentees and truantss or who experi-
ence academic failurees Perhaps partly because a rigorous
evaluation was not anticipated by Jazzmobile or the schoo)
systemes the evaluation of this project has encountered
repeated difficulties. :
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Prdjec£ Together: Interim'Rébbrt
Gary D« Gottfredson
Abstract

This project is designed to address three related sys-
temic problems faced to some degree by nearly all schools:
(a) a failure to develop the practicaly real life skills
students needs (b) student dissatisfactions boredoms and
non-attachment to schools 3nd (c) low public regard for the
schoolse The theory underlying this project assumes that
system changes will depend upon making broad changes in many
of the structural arrangements and school! oractices that
contribute to the problems identified earliers This theory
implies that multiple interventions aimed at organizational
change will be necessary to bring about changes in (a) the
management of learning Dy teachers in the classroomy
(b) student competencies in managing interpersonal rela-
tionsey (c) behavioral control methods used in the classroomy
(d) the breadth and extensiveness of use of community
resourcess (e) methods used to establish and enforce rules
in the schools and (f) the extensiveness of parent involve-
ment in school decision-making or interaction with school
personnel. The interventions being implemented include:

(a) Action Learning Projects undertaken on student initia-
tive to enable them to solve real world problems and in
which teachers serve as managers of learning rather than as
instructorss (b) staff trainings (c) peer counselinge

(d) internshipss apprenticeshipss volunteer activitiess and
field tripse (e) FOCUSy (f) media effortse (g) administrator
meetings and in-service trainings (h) parent-teacher train-
ing on adolescent needssy and (i) advisory councils of
parentss studentss and staff. )
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