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The Center for Social- Organlzatrvn of Schools has two primary -,

obJectlves.- ‘o develop a sc1entif1c knowledge of how" schools affect their

, " students, and- ‘to use this knowledge to develop better school practices and

organizatlon. » ' T.;ﬁ A h ' ' .
. B . \ :

» The Center works through three research programs tou@chleve ats

v

pbjectives.. .The School GrgAnlzation Pro gram 1nvestigates “how school and

classroom organlzatlon affects student learn1ng and other outcomes. Current,
_stud1es focus oni’ parental involvement microcomputers, use of time in. schools,

)cooperat1ve~learn1ng, and othér organizﬁtlonal fartors. The - Educatlon and

" Work Program examines the relatlonship between schoollng and students later—_ :

life occupatlonal and ‘educational success. Current prOJects 1nclude stud1es

of the compe;encies requ1red in the workplace, the sources of tra1n1ng and

.

experience that lead to employment, college students _major fleld ch01ces,

) ’and employment of urban m1nor1ty youth The Dellnquency and ™ School—Environ:;;ﬁ

ments Program researches the. problem of cr1me, v1olence. vanda11sm, and * ,

disorder 1n schools,anﬁ//he role that schools play in delinquency On801ng i
.studies address the need to develop a strong theory of delinquent behav1or .
while examining school effects on dellnquency and evaluating de11nquency
preventlon programs 1n and outs1de of schools.

. ' ‘ The Center also supports a Fellowshlps in Education Research program

LNy

that provides opportun1t1es for talented. young res=archers to  conduct and
publish slgnlflcant research and enc0urages the part1c1pat10n of wome" and
minorities in research on educatlon. ’ -

This repgort, prepared by the Delinquendy and>School Environments Pirogram,
-, describes furthen 1nter1m resulte »of the program's national evaluatlon of
«  the Offlce or Juvenile Justice and Dellnquency Preventlon s (OJJDP s) .
. .Alternative Educatlun program. First 1nte11m_results were reported .in

€308 Report No. 325, April 1982.
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. The .School Action Effectiveness
Stuny (SAES) is the national “evdlua- .~
tion of the Office-for Juvenile Jus—‘;'
tice and Dellnquency Pre"entron 8

'(OJJDP 8) Alternatlve Education Bro- >

gram. The ‘study is- rooted iy the-
perception, that reducing ‘the risK of
youth ‘crimé requires the collabora—
tive ‘effort of prﬁctltloners”
researchers, and,proJect-gponsors, .

. Together, these groups can create*

change and examine its- conéequences

‘in settings where answers are needed -,

]

and problems are- geala T, .
The stud/ is abso rooted 1n the
is an essential _
ingredient- of both‘??qgram develop—w a
ment and evaluation gesearch Con- s
sequently; SAES aims™to_ implement
the Program Development ‘Evaluation
(PRE) method, collaboratlng with
pradtltloners 10 spec1fy1ng theory--
based research questions and dengn—
ing evaluations:as an aid to organi-
zational self-study and the C
devielopment of effeétlve program% to.
prevent .youth cr1me. L4 _ -,
As evaluators,-we are aSS1st1ng
in the development of effectlve
projects;- critically assesa1ng proj-
ect effectiveness, and eontrlbutlng
to knowledge about ways « to -reduce .
youth crime. At - ‘root, we sHare ‘with -
O0JJDP and the 1eg1slators whb T
cneated that agency the conviction
that the public deserves delinquency
prevention and educational' efforts

_whose effectiveness has been *demon-

-strated.

In a Federal demonstration
program such as the Alternative Edu-
cation Initiative, the expenditure -
of public funds is- justified by the
evaluation of the resulting effort
to learn how to develop and imple-
ment similar projgcts effectively.
The current evalf@tion, although

“accounting for a small fraction of

the cost of the Alternative Educaz'

A

P : . ’ - Preface

‘ &CCOmpllSh,gand we are gratified "

- ect

. understood part of the activities of

tlon Program, Jhas the- 1mportant .

A ' . .
.m1851on of summarlzlng and makrng .

~availdble for transfer to others, the
koWl édge galned in the .broader pro-
gram. - A .

q, ' K . ’ .
We have not assumed’ that this .

1mportant task will be easy to -

that we have‘been as successful”as
we have bsen in trhnslatlng our.
amb;tloﬁg into genllty.
1 nt. fapport and’ cooperatlon %e ‘have
with-the Federal®sgencies involved, i
an§<with_mdst of the action proj- 7
6, have been critical in this
suokess. L T _ )

pa—

e . ane

Do e - R

This interim report summarlzes
g ome of what we have:learned in the
second: year of the SAES. We ame |
pleased that evaluatldn is becomlng
routinized as an expected and well-

most projects. s

v

' . ' 2

-.;‘We'are preqently in a third year
"of interactiomewith 14 of the 17 .

prOJects with- whom we began working.
in 1980--tbbse that continue to
operate. In most cases, evaluation
designs that are strohger thdn those
possible in the fir.t- two years are
now being implemented. . Because
sounder projects and sounder evalua-
tion designs were availgble in the

Jgsecond year of operation than in the

first, thq@current repoOrt i more
informative in desCrlblng the
effects of project interventions

{than was our first -ihterim.report.

Mature reports should be even more
productive in assgssing-project
effects on students and, schools. .

In our first dinterim repoit read-
ers’may find information' about each .
delinquency prevention project’s
history, .its start-up activities,
and its succesées and problems inm.

. »

.-
et -
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Prefade ~ R
implementation during its first -
year. Alsb in that report may be
found.some organizational d1agnoses,

~and some 1deas abqut improving prOJ—

".ects.,

Occa31onally,.you wild f1nd
preliminary attempts/go'assess,
effectlveness. These*prellmlnary«
attempts were not—-nor were .they

' intended t® be--authoritative and_

-.conclusive. statements.
" intended to provide 1nformat1bn*uae—_

. They were
ful for project development.

Eﬁfectlve prOJects develop over
tlme/ ‘incorporating feedBack from

.the1r own' observations and those of

evaluators to become stronger.
second report is therefore, like the
first, d1rected prlmhrlly to prOJect
implementers and to '0JJDP "and 1ts

on
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Micahael ‘S. Cook, Deborah Dan-'
1eLs, Denise. C. Gottfredson; Deborah

‘K. Ogawa, Donald E. Rickert, Jr.,
Norm Ringel, and Jane St. John, .
worked long and hard with action »
prOJectvpersonnel in workshops, site
visitg, and on the phone to prepare
*for the surveys, to &volve PRrogram
@evglopment Evaluatlon plans,sand to
draftgprOJect narratives. Lois Hybl
arranged workshOps,“organlzed docu-
ments, ty ped manuscrlpts, prepared
graphs, and provided some much ,
needed .order and pred1ctab;llty for
the project. Helene Kapinos képt

. the PDE worksheets flow1ng, main—

-

technical assistance contractor, who o
- have a 'stake in fostering prOJect

development or in plann1ng new ini-

also ‘contains’

.

'tzdtlves." This repo:
information about the
each project in achlev1ng the ¢ f
're5ults sought by 0JJDP ‘in its ini-
t1at1ve. Part two-~of this report

" déscribes gach-individual prOJect

separately, and fdcuses, on the
extent to which each individual
project is meeting its own goals, and
objectives, and describes the prab-

- lems "and achievements of each. -

. . o 4
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» ’ ‘ e ° -
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e

about themselves made major contri=
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‘ . .o .. . i I'4 '
Denise C. Gottfredsou‘berfOrmed' * . Jrecord of .accomplishment in earliE? TN
the superhuman task of coordinating Hellnquency .prevention ‘ef forts, ., e
~ and-flanaging all of the data; Ga (b) conditions netessary to make
ottfredson and Dopald E. Rickert “.inferences aboit prevention prOJect
modified * the surv y 1nstrume§}s used ~ .effectiveness, and- (c) program, X
.in the pro ject”s first year.‘ o development evaluatlon. Chapter 3
Michael Codk, Deni%se Gottfredson, o descrypesﬁchanges made in the meas= y
Donald Rlckert,’and Jane St. John, . ‘ures: used in the school action R
. put in many long days ana1y21ng data " effectiveness. study, summarizing the
under. great time pressure.. Others: pschOmetrﬁc properties of instzu~ ;
who assisted with data analysis and ; ments redesigned for easier compre-—. T,
management 'include: - Stewart Gavu- hension by school’ rof ficials or ° *
in, Richard D. Joffe, Robert Kir- -improved through new research.
chner', Helene Kapinos, Abhijit ) -Chapter & prfovides brlef descrip- -
. Mazumder,’Andrea Nuzzold, and Debo;r- . . tions oof the kinds of de11nquency f‘
- rah K. dgawa.. Raul .RomeYo traps-— prtventidn projects in the initia-
lated some new' items for the student - tive. It. algo describes major
questionnaire into Spanish, and Den- . ‘influences on\the evaluation and the
*,nis Dillon” and Mary Ellen Hartmann development of the ‘prevéntion proj-
of Intran Corporationm produced the " _.ects during the second year of the
opt1ca11y svannable 1nstruments.. \ “Alternatiwe Educatlon Program. ,
: - - . Chapter 5 provides an- overview of .
~ Roberta Dorn and Barbara Tatem . the school-level evaluation results
Kelley of the Office- for Juvenile for the results’ sought by *QJ JDP.. .
Just1ce and. Delinquency Prevertion Chapter 6 summarizes 1nformat10n )
‘cleared the way for this project to.” about . the effects of interventions
proceed, and helped to resolve ' targeted at high-risk indiyiduals_.
nearly countless problams arong the for projects that have such targeted
way. ! . . . - interventions as distinct; evaluata—’
: .« ¢ ‘““ble ‘components. apter 7 draws
v Oplniops expresssed are the implications:of the study that_seem :
% authdrs” or editors”, and do not - appropriate at the present time, and
- mecessarily reflect the position or -makes recommendations for. future,
policy of any agency or institution. work to. reduce youth crime.
. . . 4 .
Organization of the Report : ' Part 1 of thls reoort consists
"“ﬂ*. v ' . I -of . 1ndependent reports on the pre- )
Tge;remainder of- this report is ventiop ‘project. Most chapters were
organ;zed into two sectjions. The, ~ drafted by the field worker asslgned

fivst-of threse d1scusses topics
relevant to the entire study Chap-
ter 1 recapltulates in briefer form '
the first chapter of the first

interim report to provide readers ' familiar with that pnrtlcular alter-
unfamiliar with the Alternative Edu- native education project. At the
cation Progrém and the School Action same time, “however, the involvement
. Effectlveness Study with a quick . - of multiple authors, eachlwith a
1ntroductlon. Chapter:2 recapitua- dlfferent background. and perspectlve-
lates in briefer form chapters 2 i . on evaluation, 1eads to some ‘unevén-—
. through ﬁ»of the first 1nte{1m - neds in presentat%on. Some -duthors
, réport to acquaint Bhose who - have ~ have bluntly prov1de the good and ]
ot read that document with impor- the bad news in a straightforward
tant. information about (a) the fashion. Others have leaned toward
.‘::/ '. . . o~y .
o
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presenting the projects jn ways that T be 1nterested in readlng Part I of ‘
_ make their stre gths salient. In this report, sélectlve*y d1pp1ng L
* * the editorial procgss we have not into Part II to learn mote gbout '
s tried tq- eradicate the personal and’ spec1f1c prOJects., .
stylistic differences that exist .
‘among the authors. of the separate . Appendlces contain detalleé sta~ .
project reports. The reader is® tisticall tables and other mater1a1 »
therefore urged to consider each of . relating to the results summarlzgd \
these a distinct essay, and to avoid in Pagt I. o : SN
“making’ comparisons acress projects ' N B “ T
omd the basis.of these.individually N ) » : . _GDG
drafted accounts. Many readers may -
v. -*‘ . ] . \ . . . .
\ . . . .
¢ T 1l .
. ’
L4 K \ \ B . N . -
» N S .- \ o
+ . - ’ l ) '\ \“ *
. * - L
. |
\ ~‘\’ : . . ™ ) .
T \ . . .
\ \ - Y 1’
. . ' . & -
- o - : . l.
- ™~ v
- ' - -
0 '&. . , . “‘ -‘ﬁ
." . "
t | *
. 4 .
. . A . . .
) o . W
- , ‘. <«
. p - v 4
M 3 VRN ’ .
L4 .
. ~ ) \, 2 .
. ; .
: i ) ! v
N ' : v
. # , re
N i * Lo
N : N ,
' . * .
\ .
’ ' | : 10 R
' * | Tlv= .

ERIC © . S L

.
s



. ‘. : .8 . .'. \ ) ‘ . t .
N . 1K) - b PR ‘ .
.__\‘ ) RN e‘ \ :'\. :' ERN ‘/_‘ - < . — . v L
R 2N e ‘< ALY v
s : o R Table.of Contents oLt i
Prefa‘ﬁe Y S N e .8 & e o @ .o_ . .', e o i e o o ‘e e te e o 4. e, s w e ‘e e - i.
Acknogégdgments . .\*' R A T P A £ 5
. Organ tion of the’ Reﬁort I £ £ 1
L ) L s ' '
"Part I: School’ Act1on Effect1vehess Study Overv1ew RS
o .., - . ¢ 1} .
. Chapter S U JE S T S P T |
(/ © Int qduct1on to.the Sehool Actlon Effectlveness Study o o ¢ o oe o 4. . L .
" . The A1ternat1vanduoat10n Program . . ..{ G e e e R Ve &
Evaluationddims . . v . 0 4 . 0. o .00 oo oo e e .. 2,
; Plannimg ar Implementatlon e e e e e o o s Mmoo, e o e o« v .3
- Evaluat1on, the SpdnSor, and the Acf1on Progeqts B T ?
- W A : o "o i ’ .
Chnpter 2 g‘ . ‘o\c . « o o e l . ay . . ")co . . 'c . o . . L . * o . o ‘e [} '9 .
.o Elements df Bffeotive Program Developmentrand Evaluatlon e e e 9
- Past Efforts . . . . & ¢ ¢« o ¢« 4 o . R JC I S SR -
ferences about P;oJéct QfEECtlveness IR e e e e . 9
. T e Current EE£OFt™ « o v wrie e v v 0w e e e e e e oo« 100
Sﬂrengthen1ng Prevention: Projects through Evaluat1on e e e e 4 . .10
b " h PD\ . L] ] . o L] . . . . o» [ 4 . . . ‘c . . . . . - . .. . *' o . . . . c. . o. 11
) Ongoing Process .. . & o v e v v o 0 £ 2 08 0 e e e e e . s 1
\‘ Chaer "3 . 'o"o « e e . 'o « e ‘¢. o e & o & & o o LA e & ea-9e 4 o o o a4 e e ¢ }15

-~ An Update on the Measures used iim the School Act1on Effect1veness Study .
Measuring Indgv1duals and Or%anlzat1ons T 3

.

Some Essentlal Psychometrlc oncepts . . . ... .
Relative Measurement e e Wt ‘

o

s Reliabilibty o o v v 00 vt e v ey e e e e e e et e e e e e e e ., 17

. ‘Validity P | -

2 'MenSures of Students . . . S 19

| : Soc1al\ﬁackground e . ST
) Social\Relations . v . % o v v @ Wou v v v u w sl e e e 22
) “Attitudes and. Psychosocial Development . . .,: R T X )

".SelfLReported Behgvior, . . « . o «'™ ¢ 0 0 v ol e e e e e e, 26

", Measuras 'of -School Experiences '. . . . Sttt A e e e e e e e L. 28,

. . e Quality Contro S T T TP T SIS [ 29‘
) Stability 'of Student Measures OVer Time . o v v o v o o & % w v o ¢ o o 29
V.. Megsures of Teachers . . . . .ve . L, oLt 00 230
' . “Stability of the Teacher Measures . . . C e e e e e e e e e e e e . 34
. Measures of 3School Climate « }o v o v vin o o & o o ene & . 1/t
e, Comp081t1onnl and Psychosocial  Climate Scales . + &+ « « v o o &« o « . . 34
o Measures of Psychosocial Climate Based on Student Reports . . . . ... . 34 °
Cllmate Scales Based on Teacher. Reports ., . .. . . v 0 v oo .. L 3T
Stap111ty of theqfsychoeoc1nl ‘Climate Meuﬂurea Y 1
Interpreting the School Cllmate Mensures L T P .. 40
CStudent ScaleB | . o . 0 4 s otV 0w e e e e Y e e e e e e .\gg .
.Teacher Sgales \. R T P PSR | B
Suggest1g§s fdr\Us1ng Climate Reports in Project Plann1ng‘ A S
. Uslng Menﬂures for Ind1v1dunl Students and Teacherﬂ Y 3 §
e e e e e e . o 42
. ’ : !




PR e B oo e '? iy .
. "y Lt v e & .=
, - o e . " o
?.“. o R . . . . | B '»: . o s " . “
CORAPERE 4 . v ale eTe e e e e S B e e ese e e e e e e e e e o 4
‘The Alternative" Educatlon Program: Kinds.of Projécts and: the Youths ‘ T
' Invc/rlved e S . 3
, “Crosscutting Dimensions . . « W v e.0 o el oo oo T
. - '“Individual- vs. Efivironment . . . . . . . . g geee e e e i el s ,44
- A C13931f1cat10h of + Preventlon Prdjects e e e e e e PRI "' 44
. The Clasélflcatlon Applled to’ the. Alternat;ve Education Projegts o e ..46
What Are The Interventions? . . .« % pr e e e e e e ey .'.\.). 47
*Who ‘Are tie Target Populations? . « % o o o & o0 s o &0 00 o e : 47,
How Much De11nquent Behavior Occurs? R e . 60
= Some Consequences of ! V1ct1m1zat10n Yo oo e s i e e e .« ..61"
Who Engages in De11nquent Behav1or? A Y R ..l‘t 61 .
Chapter T S A SO PR A AN 1
‘ The - Env1ronmenta1 ‘Effect of' the Alternat ve Education Program . + . . . . 65
.- Overview of the ‘Results Sought by -the trogram e e e e e e PP N L
Measurns\of Program Goals™ cy e e e e e e :,.'.‘{..'. 65
. Measures of ‘Program ObJectrves B B T LI 66.
‘ Theoretlcally Important 0utc0mes B R R .{. 67.
L Method& o« o r e B T TR I S P L A 67

Simple ‘Box Scofbh o v e : T , . . _
School-by- Schoo{)EXamlnatlon S I S R
ReSULES o & o o o o o .0 o o o o S o o el e

AN L T S e R ) e o o o o o' e o
- ~ Program Box SCOT@El + o o v o s v oo & 0 o o v on e e e 68
‘_achool—by—School Summary S s TR W 11
.Discussion’ v o e eraie e e e e e . e e e e e e s e e e bl;_
LiMitatiOns e. o o 'e o o o o o oo o @ o g o o o e o o 4o o o o B oa o e 91
‘Some Interpretations . e e e e ey e e e e e ey e e emene e 100
S ,Epl&ém1olog1cal Indlcators vs. Between Group leferences e e e e 102,
Chaﬁker 6 . .C{ .« 4 e e .‘.'.“t O ,\, .~ 103 >
B Th(fEffects of Intervent1ons Targeted at Identifiable GroupsV. & . . . 103.
valuation De81gns R R o v - 10%
HigH1ights o o ¢ & o o s o o o o oo v o o v o oo o o oo pa’e ov 1 6 -
. Compton « « « & o.0 o o o o & o s B T
. Pasadens .« +he sie o e e b e e e s e e e e e e e e ale e e e ae . Y06
PCD v v v eie e e e et e e e e e e e e U e e 106
. Kalamazoo E?J T I L N (1
. Puerto Rico . . o o o v S R :}‘197‘
Charleston . . { o e e AY Sy e e e e e e e e L .‘167
Virgin Islands ... . . « . R R S ¢':J.‘.ﬂ. . 108
MIBIL o o o o o o M o 0 0 0 o h e e e e e e ae s eld e e s tes ey s (108
Plymouth . . . . A e e e e e e e e e e e eee e 108
Milwadkee « o o & oleod o 0 Lo v 0 d e e e g s r e e aiee oo 109
A SUMMATY « « + o o % o o o o o 0 o s 0 o o o0 ee e wtee G e 109
Progress’ .« « o+ eve o N o 4 . Coee e r e B :‘ even 112
7 Chapter 7 . . . « « .+ . e e e e e e e .,.\\ T § ¢
Educational Interventions and the Prevention of Dellnquency " Some. Clos-,.
Wng Observations ¢ « . o + o .ole w0 A J O § &
. Schoollng and De11nquency B R e e e v n e 113
Developing Effective Programs . . '« « « « « « (7 Ve et e e aee 113
Sound Implementutlon O I T T S I 114
iy Evnlunrlon and Expertise v . . o oo ey oe aie e e e e e e e 114 -
R ' . [ ) 4 . .
" . - syi- Lt ‘
' ) ™~ ., - ‘3}2‘ e e o )
o AR U, , = ', . ‘Y o
) N ' _’//h\- . e . 'r)"'t\‘ O



Lol

The Wofk‘Ahead e e e e e e e e e P DU

N ‘ o . .- . . * - .
, Written Product’s Resulting from the Evaluation™ = . - N 117
?3. RefErences . « « « « « & « + = .g. Y AT e g 125

GLOBSATY « « « « + + + s e e oo e e B AR TI 131

Subject Index . « & « o « & 4o e e o o T S AR X 2

-

Name Index . . . . - AR P T I B S 141

'Additional'Mate;&als Not Included in Part I: ) ' o

. - . . .
- R -
. .

‘ o1

Appendlces ' ’ - C : . : .-
A: Norms for School Climate Measures . S, e .

B: Profile Sheets for. School Climate Measures _ _ : |

C Worksheer for Using School Assessment Results = - - e

D: ' Detailed CllmateﬂRebults for 1981 and 1982 L

E:. Total Enrollment, Number in Sample, and Completlon Rates for. Spring

1982 SAES Student Survey - . ) ’ '

. A
- . ,' N

y ' 4

il

. i
. : Y E . i . )
o .. Part II: Interim Evaluations of Specific Projects
Compton Actlon Alternative Schogl:” Second Interlm Report
-D. K. Daniels and G.-D. G fredson / .
Ll / " .
Project STATUS: Second Iqterlm Report o i .
* D. K. Ogawa ‘ ' ' '
. o : * y; i N ] .
- - PrOcht RETAIN Chicago Board of’ Educatlon Evaluation Report"
: . . - J. St. John o
. R : 4
. /) : - o -’ a . . .
' The: Milwood Alternative Project: Second Interim Report, °
M. S, Coo ! .
S R L : ~ )
Project PREP: Second Interim Report - - .
D. K. Ogawa :
’ The Jazzmobile Alternatlve Arts Educatlon Project: .
"_Evaluation ‘Report, , '
‘\P E. Rickert : T S : p
\‘\\ - . . : / l \
- Vs
o> . L \\.\\ -

"




e
S
>

Qtro Camino: Second Interim Report
J. St. John : :

Project PATHE: Second Interim Report ' A S
D. C. Gottfredson ‘ \

Virgin Islands Alternative Education Project
J. St. John ‘ '
1 ) c .
Interim Quantitative Evaluation of the Academy for Community
Educatjion v .
D. E. Rickert /

Aiternagive Education for Rural Indian ?ouths:
Lac Courte Oreilles — - '
M. S. Cook

Piyhouth Alternative Education Project: Cot - ) .
Second Interim Report
M. S. Cook ’

v . °

The Educgtion Improvement Center-South Alternative Edtcation
Project: Second‘Jntgrim Report . S
D. E. Rickert, ' :
Jewish Vocational Services:Alternative Education Projeet . o ) .
Evaluation Report . T S
M. S. Cook ' ' : \ RN

: N
' il
. . _

—

Svlii-



o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4

Part I.

School Action _Effectiveness Study Overview



s
[ AN I

PR IR Y v
N

Introduction to~the School Actlon Effectiveness Study

The Alternat{ve Education JProgram
The Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention’(0JJOP).,
funded 17 demonstration projects in
the fall of 1980 and the early
months of 1981 as part of a Program
in Delinquensy Prevention through
- Alternative Education. - This OJJDP
initiative is premlseq in part . on
the” observation that delinquent
behaviofr is associated with a number
. of schogyl-related or school-based

. problems, including disruptive
classroom conduct, absenteeism,
truancy, and dropout (Bachman,
..0’Malley, & Johnston, 1978} Gott-—" °
fredson, 1981, 1983b; 0JJDP, 1980).

‘An educat: approach to delin-
quency preventttn is strongly sug-
- gksted by the most widely influen-
cial contemporary theory of
delinquency (Hirschi, 1969), in
which commitment to educational or
other conventional goals, attach-
ments ‘to teachers and the school,
and belief in rules-are viewed as
bonds of social control which pre-
‘vent delinquent behavior. . Learning
theory, especially social learning
theory (Bandura, 1971), provides an
explication of the ways in which
these elements-of the social -bond
may be strengthened by appropriate
educationgl interventions. Social
" learning theory also helps to
explain how the influence of alter-
‘native school organlzatlon, and the
influence'\of peers , teachers, and-

parents, can converge in preventing,

or failing to prevent, delinquency.

" These theoretical perspectives find
substantial support in the evidence
provided by research; they concur in

‘ For a more extended discussion of
the topics presented here, see the
first interim report%

vention of delinquency might be

i
v : ;
- \-;’
implying that alternative educatlon
programs can be structured ‘in ways
t hat w111 reduce delinquent behayior -
(Gottfredson, 1983b Hawklns & Wall
1979)

!
B ) ‘
Both primary and secondary prer
achieved in alternative education
programs through their effects on.
the academic and social development

"of the youth involved. = W

/

 The demonstrati program 1s\£or
the most part tarzqhgg at school
serv1ng grades 6- throtgh 12 in rela—
tively high cr ime communities, ylth
high rates of delinquency, dropout, -
suspen51ons, expulsions, absentee—
ism, and youth unemployment. PrOJ—

ects funded as part of .this program

‘were to be aLmed at ‘achieving - /

(a) decreases in delinquent behav1or
in and around schools, ~(b) decreases
in dropouts,/suspen51ons \éxpul—

sions,  and truancy, (c) increases. .in
attendance, (d) increases in aca-

" demic success in school w1th conse—

) the foregoing list, which ar

quent increases in graduatlonjrates,
and (e) improvements in the early
post-schoollng labor market exper1~
ences, or in the post-secondary
training or education, of youth .
associated with participating) .
schools. The first of these results

-sought 'is known to. be associgted

with the results "b" through ["d" in
gener—
ally regarded as important rj sk fac—.
tors for subsequent delinque
behavior. The final result sought
would likely be influenced By inter-

~yentions that reduce the rigk of *

‘delinquency, and is of special

%

importance to the Departmenjt. of

/ Labor (which transferred fqnds to
0JJDP to support part of this initi-
ative). /

The achlevement of these objec-

t1ves requires some reorganization

4
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of ‘school policies, practices, and
énvironments. Specifically,. the

~ 0JJDP program announcement called

- for achieving the following objec-
tives which were seen, as 1nstrumen—
tal in’ fostering the attalnment of
the overarching program goals:

(aY limiting or decreasing referrals
to the juvenile justice system;

(b) making ‘school discipline fair
and consistent while providing for
due process; (c) increasing youth,
parent, and community agency parti-—
cipation in school decision making
to reduce student alienation and
feelings of powerlessness,

(d) decreasing the grouping of stu-
dents accordlng to inappropriate
criteria (such .as social class. or
race) which,
learning environments, should pre-
clude labeling effects and stigmati-
zatién while enhancing educational
success; and (e) providing a struc-

ture for Jearning that promotes edu-

cational and social development
because it is tailored to realistic

accompanied by.lmproved'

‘

tives that are important for
delinquency prevention efforts (see
Gottfredson, 1981, and Empey, 1981,
for reviews of this literature). ',

Evaluatlon A1ms(

The overarchlng goal of the
School Actloanffectlveness Study 1s
to create transferable and scien-

. tifically sound knOWIedge about.

levels of performance for individual'’

o

students. 2

Some of these instrumental objec-
tives are in accord with research on
the characteristics of schools and
communities that are associated with
victimization (Gottfredson & Daiger,
- 1979; ‘National Institute of Educa-
tion, 1978). Others accord with
advice of fered by national advisory
panels (e.g., President’s Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administra-.
“tion of Justice, 1967), or practi-
tloners (McPartland & McDill, 1977)

These‘OJJDP-generated progect
specifications constitute .the first
of three bases. for an evaluation. -
The second basis isg goals and objec-
tives of each of the seventeen
delinquency prevention projects.
‘The .third bdasis for the evaluation

is the broader litera;y{e on the
prevention of youth crime, which

specifies some 1ntermed1ary obJec—

“

de11nquency prevention theory and

practices; But a c0mp1ex evaluation
such'as the School’ Action Effective-
ness Study mist accomplish many aims
if it is to-be effedtive. As Ogawa

§f1982) makes clear, previous delin-

quency prevention ef forts and their 2

evaluations have been fraught with'
iproblems of inc

plete implementa-~

tion, weak eval¥ations, and lack of

intermediary and outcome measures

required to assess the efforts.

" Not only delinquency prevention
programs suffer from these problems.

-Sarason (1971) -describes the disap-

pointing degree of imnlementation of
attempted“educational innovations
such as the "new math."
developers of the innovation .
intended to- alter the ways teachers
interact with students, .the major

- outcome was the use of. some new math.

books. Many educational evaluations
are, as Charters and Jones (1973)
put 1t,_evaluat10ns of '"non-events."
Likewise, theory. is lacking in many
delinquency preventlon and correc-
tional prpgrams,vbut is an essential.
element in the programs and their
evaluations (Empey, 1980; Glaser,
1977; Gottfredson, 1982a). The SAES
has taken steps, to ‘avoid evaluating
non-events, and.also to avoid the.
other problems from which earlier
prevention evaluations have suf—

fered. \\\

Reduc1ng youth crime. in Amer1 a
is bound to“be at- least ;as difficult
as building a space shuttle.. But
those who enﬁ}sion“programs to pre-

Whereas the

S
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':groundl
grams to refluce youth crime will not
M3ch worthwhile technology

.ated.

’

vent delinquency or Qo rehab111tate
youthfu! offenders all too often
hope for effectiveness without

" developiny plausible plans or using

the technology needed to raise theig
inert and clumsy programs from. the
Developing effective pro- ,

be easy:
has been developed, butyusually this
technology goes underut1llzed or 1is
~misapplied in schools. -
The h1story of prev1ous delin-
quency prevent1on ef forts 1mp11eS'
that most previous programs have’
been poorly implemented, implausible
from the outsét, or poorly evalu-
.This history implies that
concerted effort is required to

_implement highly plausible programs

with strength and fidelity, and-to
evaluate these programs rigorously.

. ~

The sc1ent1f1c literature pro-
vides good, reason to believe that .
the risk of del1nquent behavior can
be reduced, the evaluation ljitera-
ture provides_strong grounds for °
insigting on strong, theoretically
based, and well evaluated programs’.
The School® Action Effectiveness
Study was designed to stredgthen the
projects being. implemented in the
Alternative Education Program, eval-.
uate them r1gorously, and create- .

transferable knowledge about delln—

quency prevention.

.Plann1ng and Implementation

The history of evaluation
research in delinquency prevention
is replete with examples of programs
in which the’ 1mplementatlon was
undocumenteg, or ®not carried out as .
planned (Dixon & Wright, 1974; Krig-
berg, 1978; Ogawa; 1982). Knowing
the fidelity with which program
plans are implemented, the strength
“of the 'treatment," and the context
within which the program operates is
-essential for three reasonS First,

&

J . - o7 . =3~

o

.been implemented,

7plaus1b111ty of the plans”
‘cal premises, and determination of

3
/
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any evaluatioa result--either
positiye or negative--is of little
valué unless the nature of the pro-
gram is well described. Second,
information derived from monitoring
‘the activities and the implementa-
tion of pians is neided to

strengthen the integrity of the pro—->

gram, and to detect unforseen conse-

‘quences or potential breakdowns: in

project plans or the evaluation
dengn. Third, negative results of

_summative evaluations have somet imes -

led observers to conclude that the .

interventions intended to be imple-

mented. do not wérk, whereas the: .
interventions may not in fact have
' _implying a quite
different conclusion (Sechrest,
White, & Brown, 1979)..
what was acthally ‘implemented is
essential in drawing conclusions.
from tests of .any planned 1nterven-

. tlon.

Strength ard integrity of planned
interventions.  Asséssment of the
planning and implementation process
consists of two distinct components.
(Sechrest, West, Phillips,. Redner, &
Yeaton, 1979) The first relates.to

,conslderatlons of the strength of

the intervention plan. This is

‘essentially a matter of the con-

struct validity of the measures

1ntended to be taken in 4n 1nterven—'

tion. Several. procedures are ava1l-
able to assess the strength of
delinquency prevention programs.
These include: (a) analysis of the
heoretl—

how closely the specifics of the

plang are linked to delinquency - pre—'

vention theories; (b) expert judg-

"ments about the likelihood that the

project as. specified will produce
the desired outcomes; and-

(c) comparisons of “the intended pro-
grams with the range of current or

. past efforts at delinquency preven—

tion (inthis way a program that was'
otherw1se unremarkable but resembled

18
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a previous ineffective ef fort mig
be judged a weak program’. In ad

tion to a theoretical bhasis, parame-

ters involved in making assessmen
of strength include staff stabili
or quallflcatlons, intensity and
uration of treatment, focus of
effort, clarity of plans, and the
extent -.to which the plans involve
dif ferent responses to-different
persons (e.g., individualized
1nstruct10n)
tions of previously tested or wel
engineered interventions, compreh
sive attempts to copé with the mu

@

ht . -

di-

ts .
ty

In general, replica—

1
en—
1-,

tiple causes of a problem, treat—

ments with clearly speiled out
treatment protocols or nmplementa
tion manuals, or primary . preventi
efforts that affect a substant1a1
proportion of an env1ronment s in
bitants are likely to be sttronger
‘than*those that lack these charac
teristics.

The second aspect of assessing

on.

ha-

_ program implementation relates to .
”the integrity or fidelity with wh

,plans are 1mp1emented

/-are more likely to be implemented

j

-

with fidelity than diffuse plans,
fuzzy promises, or vague project
descriptions. ~ Some components of
1mp1ementaLion that must be moni-
tored or observed are (a) staffin
patterns (including experience,
‘training, nambers, and stability),
(b) methods used to select, admit,

ich

Clear plans

g

or reject the youth involved ‘in each

pro;ect and each of its component

S

(¢) the differential assignment of

youth to alternative) programs, or

X . Lo
the basis for -1nd1vf uvalization of

instruction, (d) the hature, dura

tion, circumstances, and frequency

of services to individuals or ¥
groups, (g) methods~us£d to deter
mine,who (1nc1ud1ng students) is
involved in 1mp1ementataonu (£) ¢
interventions” elements and their
.duragion, (g) the degree of -proje
staff commitment, (h) project sup

" visory and management practices;

(i) curricular materials;

he

ct

er—

and

°

’

'

e
-

9

Y ‘ .
individualized education plans, les-
son plans, diagnostic protocols, -,
treatment plans,’and the like.

The .importance of  this aspect of
assessing implementation can ¢

* scarcely be overestimated. The

scope of the alternative educatlon
action projects, encompassing as
they do many distinct components’
makes the .faithful implementation of
all plans unlikely. A failure td
obtain sound evidence about. the
'strength and integrity of these pre-
vention projects could lead to erro-
neous conclusiohs about the efficacy
\of the delinquency prevention. Ldeas
beh1nd ‘these, projects.

LI

. A3 e ’ . .
Evaluation, the Sponsor, and the
\\ Action Projects AL
..

' The\AlfernatiVeﬁEduéation Program
is~spon§ored by the Office of Juven-~
ile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion, with supplementél funding pro-
vided through OJJIDP by  the
Department of ‘Labor. THree divi-
sions of QJJDP are involved directly
in. this program. First, the Special
Empha81s Division has programmatic
respon51b111ty for. the grant awards
made to the 17 action projects
listed in Tables 1 and 2.* Second,
the Techpical Ass1stance and Tra1n—
ing Division has respon31b111ty for
prov1d1ng asslstance in project
"development, and. works through con-
tractors to do so. Initially, the
Westlnghouse National -Issues Center

- was assigned these, technical assists

ance tasks as part of its 1arger
contract to provide assistance for
‘0JJDP s Delinquency Preventlon )

fl} .An 18th project was funded too
flate to be included in ‘this evalua-

' tions. Initially dexied a grant
"under the Alternative-Education:Pro-.

gram, it successfully challenged
this denial .and was® eventually
awarded a grant.

1

19

.

£z

“



Prevention of

AT bsiwovem b 34t



et -— “_“h-_-..—-l--_



Research and Development efforts.
Late in the first year of operation
of the Alternative Education Pro-
;gram, Westinghouse was replaced by
+ Polaris-Research and Development in
this role. Third, the National
. Institute for Juvenile Justice ‘and
Delinquency Prevention.is responsi-
ble for the evaluation. The lnstir~
tute made a grant to the Johns ‘Hop-
- kins University to perfo fgthls

evaluation, and the Univerfity sub-

)

b YR

~ Introduction
contracted part of the work to its
collaborator, the Social Action
Research Center. In .,short, a total’
of 23 organizationalhentities are
directly involved in this effort.
The part1c1pat10n of each is essen-

‘tial to the successful conduct of

the .evaluation. The degree of col-
laboratlon and; coopératlon among
these ‘groups has generally been -
exemplary. . :



Past Efforts
o ,
Exémplea of highly plausible}
well implemented, and carefully
evaluated delinquency prevention °
projects are extremely rare. .Dixon

L4

Elements of Effective ?rogram Development and Evaluationl

- measures or no _measures at all, a

.and Wright (1975) reviewed 95 delin-

quency prevention reports published
-after 1965 and concluded that there"
" is a paucity of evidence about the
effectiveness of existing programs.
Dixon“and Wright attributed part of
the unimpressive record of ,accom-
plishment in this drea to unclear
project obJectlves, difficulties in
implementing rigorous desgigns. and
" collecting meaningful measurements.
More recently Krlsberg (1979)
reviewed 16 exploratory de11nquency
prevention projects funded by OJJDP.
.After the first year of»operatlon,
~ only one of these prOJects Had .
-implemented_even 'a quasi-exper imen-
tal -design. Not only were most.of
"the- projects unevaluatable because
of problems in data collection and
the lack:'of comparable coritrol
groups, but, none of the 16 projects
" had arblculated a useful ‘theory
about delinquency in their catchment
areas or spelled out how their ser-
_vices would reduce the. problem.
Krlsberg concluded that gyals were
often too ambiguous, not cle rly
related to the problems the projécts
ere. intended to address, and that
projects had engaged 1n incomplete
planning. .

-

-

In short, most‘preV1ous evalua-
tions in’ the delinqeuncy prevention
area have suffered from evaluation

‘design flaws, the use of irrelevant

For a more extended discuséidn of

-

the topics presented here, see chap-

ters 2 through 4 of the first~
Ainterim. report.' ' o .

demonstration projects.

. persuasive evaluation design.

"becomes. important.

dependence on a single source of
1nformatlop, a dearth of theory,’ and

.ambiguity about intent.

. y
There are, however, a'feé good
examples of delinquency prevention
The Empey
and Lubeck (1971) and Empey and
Erikson' (1972) reports  show how
theory can be integrated with delin-
quency prevention efforts. And
Alexander and Parsons (1973) illus-
trate a family intervention that

: 1nvolved (a) a clearly described

intervention, (b) process evalua-
tion, (¢) careful summative evalua-
tion using clearly defined and non-
reactive behavioral critefria in a

larly, the results of intervehtions

- described by Reid and Patterson
+ (1976) are impressive.

These few
examples 111ustrate that high, qual--

ity and well eValuated projects can

be 1mp1emeﬁked\ - .

[

' The present evaluation -attempts

“to build on the previous experience

in this area’to anticipate and avoid
as many pitfalls as possible. We

‘aim to clarify prevention project

goals and theory and their linkages.
with short-term or intermediary
objectives and the interventions
aimed at bringing these objective
about. We also aim to facilitate
the development of workable struc-
tures fof managing project implemen-—
tation and evaluation.

Inferences about -Project Effective-

ness . s

Once a project has implemented a’
.plausible interventron intended to ,

influence student attitudes, behav--

" ior, or development, assessing the

consequences of that ir.cerventidn
Making thlB
assessment . is not always easy.

Simi-.:

!
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Evaluation

Young people are grow ﬂg and
.changing all the time. Rates of
pnrt1c1pat10n in delinquent behavior
apparently’ rise and then fall with
age. Scholastic competencies usu-
ally grow over time, but at differ-
ent rates for different people.
Students make new friends and aban-

don old qnes, and every parent kitows

that his or her child”s tendency 'to
conform or rebel, is different at

dif ferent stages of development.
Isolating the influence of some spe-
cific experience; interventien, or
set of interventions is therefore
difficult.

Making inferences about the .
causes of some difference ip student
outcomes——about the effects of ’
planned interventions--is, however,
a major goal of evaluation. Put
ancother way, an aim of a thorough
evaluation is to detbrmlne whether
an observed difference in stud
"behavior or attitudes (if any :ﬂk

-~ .

ference is obsetved at all) can rea-'

‘sonably be attributed to a specified. ..

interyention. ' Certain conditions
make, the search for the effects of
an intervention easier;
tions preclude maKing any confident
inferences. An excellent discussion
of the conditions' that make ‘infer-
ence possible is provided by Cook
and Campbell (1979)) and -readers may
want to consult. their book for ela-
boratidn.

Creating théhe conditions is what
by "evaluation
de51gn. Most prOJects partlc;pat-
1ng in the Alternative Education .
Program did hot anticipate fully the
need-to-.create’rigorous ‘evaluation ’
designs._,?n the first .interim
report, wé described at length a -
number of obJectlons raised at one
.time or- andther by project 1mp1emen—
“ters to the rlgorous evaluatlon of
the1r projects. :

other ébndi—_

Y

»

L}

.

The Current Effort .

A major accomplishment of the
Alternative Education Program in its
first two years of operation is that
it has succeeded in implementing
-evaluation designs for a number of
the prevéntion prgjects that are
much stronger than those typically
found in this area. In the second

ear of operation, six projects suc-
cessfully implemented. true rapdom-
ized field trials. Several other
projects ﬁmplenented'carefully '
thought out quasi- exper1menta1
designs. - ‘ ‘

b " N ~ N

A second major accomplishment of
the Alterfative Education Program in
its first two years of operation is
that. it “has succeeded in collecting
outcome measures that are clearly
relevant to the Program”s goals.
Whereas the collection of informa-
tion about de11nqqent behavior was
resisted by several projects in the
.first year of operation, by year two
only one prOJect was ‘unable to"
assist the ‘evaluation in collecting
this 1nformat10n (the Harlem proj-
ect) )

Strengthening Prevention §rojects'
through Evaluation /

.

A Program Development Evaluation
(PDE) niethod proz;ﬂgs“the structure
for the evaluat1 f the various
progects in the Alternative Educa-
tion Program. - This method is = .
intended to ant1C1pate and foster
the development of these pro;ects by
involving project personnel in a
cycle of evaluation activities.
‘method 'is intended to (a) make rig-
orous evaluation possible, (b) make

. -the evaluation. relevant not only to

national concerns but also to the
"concerns of project Spersonnel and
managers, (c) document prioject

. —_—

The -

\
A

implementation, (d) facilitate proj-

ect 1mp1ementat10n, (e) tie .the
evaluatLon exp11c1t1y to theory, and
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- ideas, or practical "theories."
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(f) integrate rescarch with praject
operations so that projects develop
by using the results of research in
project planning. Related struc-
tures, differiny somewhat fin

detail, are provided by Empey (1980)
and Tharp and Gallimore (n.d.).

/
PDE

The Program Development Evalua-
tion method provides this strategy
and structure, in part through the
following components (for more
details, see the first interim
report; or gee Gottfredson, 1982a;
and Gottfredson, Rickert, Gottfred-
1983).

~Clear Goals. A project without
clear goals is ou the road to
nowhere. Clear measurable goals
help a project focus its activities
and they provide an integrating
theme for a delinquency prevention
effort. In using the PDE method,
researchers and project implementers

.

. '

Fvaluation

program can be evaluated through
evidence about how well it is being
implement ed and what 1t is accom- R
plxsh;np :

. Forcefield Analysis. All actions
occur in a dynamic program environ-,
ment in which available resources’
co-exist with obstacles to action.
Initial analysis of this forcefield
increases the likelihood that inter-
ventions and research designs will
be.implemented as intended, But. .
periodic further analyses are‘necded’
because initial analyses may be
incomplete, or .incorrect, becausc
perceptions change over time, and -
because the project”s actions change
the forcef1eld : ~

Plans. 'Effectiye programs derive
plans for implementation that are

- derived: from the forcefield analy-

work. togetier to design an agenda toi

achieve clearly art1culated goals.

- Exblicit Theory. Theory helps to
organize knowledge, provides a guide
for developing or selecting_an
‘intervention, and provides a base
for assessing the program’s effec-
Behind every delinquency
prevention project lies a set, of

If
left unarticulated, these ideas pro-
vide little guidance for .project
development. The more carefully
thought through these -ideas aré, the

.more useful they are in guiding

Jproject decision making.

Intervention.
nents—-the act1ons taken by a pro-
gram to move. closer to achieving its
goals—-are rooted in clear-headed
thinking about goals and the pro-
gram’s theory of action. Intetven—
tions are implemented with an exper-
imenting spirit. Each element of a

The program compo-

‘tion.

ses; they use available resources to

overcome obstacles to implementa-'
‘A fully articulated plan
1nc1udes-§tandards for implementing

each intervention and managing the

overall program. - A careful plan
details each &f the follow1ng.

o Cr1t1cal benchmarks-—key points
at which a dec151on, agreement,
act1on, or arrangement must
ocgur to keep the prejéct moving
forward. . ,

.
N

o Implemengation st andards--ob-
‘servable quality contrel stan-
dards that let everyone .involved
with a program know what consti=
tutes acceptable performance.

o Task statements--Details of who
will do what by when.

Onggjng;Précess

=11~

(XY

The Program Development Evalua-
tion method stresses the collabora-
tion of reseagchers and project
implemen ors at each and all stages
of the change process. . The develop-






-

~

fvaluatiop

[y - ,

mental .expectation is symbolized in

s "Figure 1, which illastrates the com-

qponents of the PDE method. In
applying this method, a detailed

) Program Development Evaluation Plan

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

is cricated together with implemen-
ters. of each project. The manage-
ment plan for the program is Ccompu-
terized, and is updated every six
weeks. Quality control checks on
the 1mplementat10n of the plan are
made frequently by project implemen-
tevs, and information on the accom-
plishment of key performance stan-
dayrds, obJectlves, and goals is
entered ‘into the computer.* Informa-

tion flows- fromﬂthe»progects~to the . fully as would be desirable.

researchers and back again as a spi-
. [ - - .

~

.

<+

ral of program development unwinds.

“Information feedback is used to

improve the prevention programs and
the ways they are managed.

> We have attempted to .apply the'
foregoing method with all of the
projects involved in the Alternative
Education Program. We have, of
course; met with mixed success. The
magnitude of the task of working

- with so many pro;ects Wwith extremely

11m1ted resources has meant that

.even in worklng with those projects

most eager to implement this method
we have not implemented it nearly as

.

~

<

- R7
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An Updete on the Measures used in the School Action Effectiveness Study

v

Measurement is a central compo-
nent. of sound program development
ef forts, and measurement is essen-—
tial in program evaluation. This
chapter is a gu de to using and .
interpreting mdasures of school cli-
mate, individupal psychosocial devel-

“opment,’ and délinquent behavior that

are used in the Alternative Educa-
tion Evaluation. It serves as a
manual’ to help readers interpret
results of the School Actlon Effec-

Y

.

The measures are divided into
these two classifications for an
important reason. We have all
experlenced differences in the psy-
chosocial climates of different .
organizations, and we can e8311y

~appreciate that organizations differ
~in the enviromments that they pro-

- vide.
ent individuals often have different -

Yet we also know that differ-

views of the characteristics of the
. - > .
same organization. Therefore, 1in

tlveness—St&d = ;

Measurlng Ind1v1duals and Orpaniza-
tlons .

A two-tiered set of measures are
used to assess the outcomes of the
Alternative Education Program.. One
tier assesses the characf%ristics of
individual students and individual _
teachers that are relevant to organ-
izational climate, or to impor tant
personal outcciies. The other con-—
.sists of school-level climate meas=
ures that directly assess some
.important dimensions on which
schools vary.

I

The psychometric. work repor ted
here was sponsored in part by a
grant from the National Institute of
Education, U.S. Department -of Educa-
tion. The opinions expressed do’not

" necessarily reflect the positions or

policies of any agency. This chap-
ter is abridged substantially, but
covers some material covered-in the
first interim report, and it reports
on improved methods of presenting
results. Material presented in some
de'tail in the first interim report
is repeated here because it is
necessary for an understanding of .
the results presented elsewhere in
this report. -

- Accordingly,

-15-

8 chool or community.

assessing a given climate," it is
important to average across many

different reports--in essence -treat—

ing individual differences as error.
These differences are, however,tqhe
very reason we measure individuals.
two "distinct sets of .
measures are called for. Besides
the general climate. assessments,
individual measures are needed for
personalizing instruction and for
comparing the effectiveness of .
alternative educational treatments
received by some people in a given

7

+

The measures descr’bed here were
developed speclflcdlly for the
School Action Effectiveness Study
(SAES) because no comprehensive and
psychometrically adequate battery .:
was available elsewhere. They are
rooted directly in a-program of
research on delinquency and school
enviropments conducted over the\past
several years at the.Johns Hopkins
University. The development of the
instruments used was'.guided in part

by an-erxamination of instruments
‘used in the National Instifute of

Education”s (1978) Safe School
StLdy, instruments suggested by Fox
"and associates (1974), the'School
‘Initiative Evaluation questionnaires
(Grant, Grant, Daniels; Neto, &
Yamasaki, 1979), and a number of,
other instruments useg in maJor
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Measures

social surveys or for individual
assessment in recent years. Rele-

vant items (with necessary modifica-
tions) from other devices are some— -

times used.

Decisions about useful measures
based on a review of the goals

and objectives of the OJJDP Alterna-
tive Education Program and of the
various alternative education proj-
ects being evaluated, on current
. delinquency theory (leschl, 1969;
Gold, 1978; Lemert, 1972; Greenberg,
1977) on Gottfredson s (1983b)
account of some implicetions of "
delinquency theory and strategies
for organizational change. Many
discussions with prevention project
‘personnel--using the Program Devel-
opment Evaluation framework-—of the
goals ‘and objectives of their parti-
cular delinquency prevention efforts
contributed greatly to the formula-.
tion of the measurement needs. - -

'

Some Essential Psychometrié Concepts

i

In order to use the measures

‘about to be described in an informed

manner, it .is important to under-—
stard several ideas: (a) the rela-
tive nature of psychosocial measure-
ment, (b) reliability and (c)
construct va11d1ty. The following

. paragraphs review these ideas.!

.
-~

Relative Measurement

We have few absolute measures in
behavioral science. In other words,

~—

. —— :
rank or standard_score form. These
T
forms of expression involve state-
ments of the standing of an indivi-
dual (or organization) relative to

. some norm group of people (or organ-

—presefit Tresults.

izations). For example, a percen-
tile 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 based, 76 persons would have a

score lower than this one. We use

both percentile ranks and raw score
means and standard deviations to

\The mean 1s the-

arithmetic average of a .set of
<o &

scores, and a standard dev1at10n is
a unit of dispersion or spread. )

In interpreting such scores it is
1mportant to bear in mind that the
express scores relative to other '
scores in the study sample. Differ-
ent samples of people or of schools .
will differ somewhat in their means
scores (and also in their disper--
sion). [Therefore a score that is,
for examble, at the 65th percentile
relative to one norm group could be
at the 30th percentile relative to
another norm group.: There is no
such - thing as a magically "correct"
‘or even "most appropriate’ norm
group. :

_Please note that the psychometric
use of the word "norms" has little
or nothing to do .with some everyday
language uses of the word. In
everyday language we sometimes use

. "norm" to mean an ideal or required

simple counts of "units" of achleve~ )

ment or interpersonal competency or
fairness or de11nquency are impossi-
ble to obtain. Instead, we typi-
cally express their levels in rela-
tive terms. For example,
achievement test results are often
presented in terms of percentlle'

1. For more thorough discussion see
Thorndike (1971?ﬂ .

-16-.

standard. It is quite possible for
a school to havée students who show
an "average" degree of satisfaction
with school but who are rath2r
uncomfortable——or who are average in
reading achievement according to
large city norms, but who do not
read well at all. In intexpreting
any particular results, re ders
'should probably consider both their’
own "ideal" norms and the "statisti- '

cal" norms presented here. -

;
/
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Reliability

Chance, sloppiness, ambiguity,

 temporal instability, and hetero-
‘geneity of meaning .or interpretation

can influence any measure. Measure-
ments of the distance between Balti-
more and New York made by the odome-
ters in a number of different cars
would tend to agree pretty well, but
not perfectly. , They would have
high, but not perfect, veliability.
Reliability-is_a technrical term used
to describe the relative contribu-—
tions of measurement error and
"true' scoré variability to a scale

Q
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or other measure. Technically,
reliability«is“the proportion of the
variance (a statistic summarizing

‘variability) that is not error to

the total variance in the score.
total
Because there are many ways of .

defining error, there are many ways

of estimating rellablllty (Stanley,
1971). '

The reliability coefficients
reported in this chapter are of two
kinds.. One kind is based on the
analysis of items administered on a
single occasion and-therefore g;~ o
excludes temporal instability from 7/
the definition of -error. They can/
be interpreted as an index of .how ~
well the scales measure whatever
they measure at a given point in
time. This kind of reliability
coeff1c1ent is called & "homogene-
ity" coefficient; we estimate it
using coefficient alpha.' The second

- kind is based on the stability of
scores over time.. We estimate it by

correlating scores obtained by indi-
viduals or schools in the Spring of
1981 with scores for the same indi-
viduals or 'schools obtained in the
Spring of 1982. This kind of reli-
ability estimate is called a.
"retest" reliability; it is a meas-—
ure of the stablllty over t1me of a
score.

-

- Knowledge of the reliabiiity‘of'a

/measure anything well.

test or other index ié;important
because a low homogeneity coeffi-:
cient means that the device does not
A, high homo-
‘geneity coefficient means that the
device measures somethlng (What

that somethlng is, is/ what construct

“validity is' all about.) Homogeneity

Jerror.

coefficients. can range from 0 to
1.0. A reliability Pf 1.0 is high,
meaning that the score contains no

A high retest reliability
means- that a stable characteristic
of a person or organization is being
measured. High retest reliabilities
may mean that (a) the characterlstlc

is resistant to change, (b) that the

' . environment is preventing the indi-

~red, because’

vidual or organlza ion to change, or
that (c) nothing has been done to
change the characterlstlc.

v

Over the years practitioners have"

developed rﬁles of thumb for accep-
table -levels of réllablllty for dif-
ferent purposes. | In general, ‘it is.
not sound practice to use tests with
reliabilities much below .7 or .8

for individual\d}agnosis,.personnel//fI*
. Lo .

decisions, and so forth. This is
because one wouﬂd want to be reason-

.ably certain that a score is reason-—

.ably erfor—freeLwhen making impor-

tant decisions about individuals.
When -interpretations of pattexns or
profiles are to be made, it is espe-
cially 1mporta¢t that rellablllty be
thlS high, or hlgher.

For evaluation purposes, lower
levels of reljability of measurement
at the indivigual level .are accepta-
ble and are sometimes to be prefer-
of three related_con-

sideratiouns.
scores of ma
ally .average

y ‘individuals are usu-
"in an evaluation, ,
dependable estimates of true-score
means can be| obtained even with
rather unrelliable individual meas- -
ures (see Stanley, 1971). Second,®

. the longer the 'scale (i.e A/the more

_17_
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¥ - Measures:

First, because the
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"estimates of group means.

Vi
Measures

items), the more reliable ‘it is,
other things being equal, but it is
often difficult, time consuming,.or
costly to administer long scales.
As an alternative, using short .
scales with many persons gains good
Third, in
an evaluation it is necessary to
measure many things. This is
because pr¥vention programs have
many goals and obJectlves, and
because it is always wise to search:
for unant1c1pated p031t1ve outcomes
or side-effects of a program. But
administering many hlghly reliable
(i.e., long) scales is proh1b1t1ve.

~Fortunate1y, a large test group -

again comes to the rescue. Using
short scales with many people solves
the problem and yields satisfactory
estimates of true-score means.

As a tule of thumb, scales with
Teliabilities as low as .5 (or even
lower) are adequate for use in an
evaluation, provided that the proj-

‘ect being evaluated uses randomiza-

tion as a selection device, or that
any selection is absolutely indepen-
dent of (i.e., unrelated to) the
goals or objectives of the ‘program.
In such ah evaluation, it is not
necessary -to attempt to adjust for’
pre-existing or spurious group dif-
ferences on outcomes. When it is

_necessary to make’ such adJustments

by using statistical gontrols
reliabilities for the control varia-
bles must be .as high as possible.
The rule of .5 is too lax in this
case because when the "control"
yariables are unreliable they do an
inadequate job of correcting for
spurious differences between grooups.
Therefore, to enable a.'sound evalua-

.tion, a project which does nét ran--

domize should use more reliable
(i.e., .longer) scales encompassing
meagures of all relevant character-
istics in which ‘the treatment and
comparison groups may differ.

Validity

Validity' has to do with the mean-—
ing and 1nterpretat10n of an index
or score. The exploration of mean-
ing is a never-ending procesés,
because it is. 80 closely linked with
theory. Theory involves constructs
or ideas about the causes or nature
of phenomenas Often, measurement
has meaning only in the context of
some theory.
cators have a theory that-a general

- ability called intelligence under-.

lies much human pérformance, or at
least scholastic achievement. The
measur ement of intelligence using a
paper and pencil verbal ability test
may make sense in terms of this
theory. Because the theory predicts
that this test will correlate with
school grades, evldence about the
validity of a test for measuring the

_construct of. intelligence can come

"1ty of the theory.

»

from”an examination of the empirical

relation between test scores and .

school grades. The same evidence’
provides ipformation about the util-
Theories and
measures are thus validated in a
common process. - We speak of a test
.as validated when'émpirical evidence
-has in general shown the test
results to follow the predictions of
a theory- that has been useful.

In addition, when there is agree-
ment about what a construct means,
some evidence about validity can
_come’ from an examination of the item
content of a test. 'For example,
most of us would probably agree that
a test to sée how many bricks a per-

" gon can-load on a truck in an hour

"rance.)

-18-

is a poor test of verbal ability,
and that a, list of multiple-choice -
vocabulary. items would provide a
more valid measure of that con-
struct. (Similarly, the vocabulary
test would be a poor test of endu-
Therefore, deliberately
including items to measure a given
construct in itself can provide some

-

&,

31

For example, some edu— =~

-
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limited degree of confidence in a
scale’s construct validity.

. : "

The evidence is strengtheped if
the scale shows expected patterms of
correlations. with other scales. And
it is especially strengthened if- °
applicable experimental manipula-
tions' influence ‘scores in predicted
ways. Other evidence of validity.
can come from an examination of dif-
ferences in scores on the scale
among groups known or believed to ..
dif fer -in the characteristic being
measured. For widely used instru-
ments, these kinds of evidence accu-
mulate over time. Eventually, a
basis for judgment about a scale’s

construct validity emerges—-although:

dif ferent judges often disagree.

Subsequent sections describe the ’

origins, development, and some psy-
chometric properties of a two—level
set of assessments of schools and

These sections

are intended to provide information
about reliability and validity, and
to describe the normative interpre-

‘tation of, these assessments.

Measures of Students

Five sets of measures of indivi-
dual students have been developed
« 3 - « J . . .
from discussions, with the staff of

. delinquency prevention projects.

about, the problems they faced and
what they hoped tp accomplish, the

"demands of evaluating a program with

overarching goals of school organi-
zational change and delinquency pre-

vention, and the. theory of delin-

uency prevention. . These measures

.0of students are needed to assess

project effectiveness under diffi-
cult field research conditiobs and
to learn more about what works for,
whom.

-19-

" for two reasons:

_tiveness when évaluation designs '

: preq\ntednhere.

Measures

Social Eackgrodnd

. Measuyres of social background or\
family tharacteristics .are needed
(a) .They provide
essential statisticdl controls to
aid 1n'demonstrat1qg project effec-

o &

i

calling for stdtistical adjustments
are necessary’, or when stronger '
‘designs fall apart. (b) In a few
cases, projects aim togalter family
characterlstlcs——usuallj the extent
to which parents value education and
encourage their children to perform ,
well in school. ,

.Accordihg1§, the following two
measures were developed: 4

Parental Education. This two-
item scale-is based on decades of .~
research that show parental educa-
tion to be a powerful antecedent of
schooling outcomes, especially of
persistence in education (Sewell, -
'Haller, & Portes, 1969a). The two
‘items ask how much education a stu-
dent’s father and mother completed.
Phe scale has a*rellablllty coeffi- .
cient of .78 overall, although the
coefficient for the small group of
Native Amerlcans in the sample is
only .51.2 Table l dlsplays the

2. SOmewhat nore detalled results
of the examination of homogenelty
coef ficients for measures employed
in the first’ year of this evaluation
are presented in the first interim
report: ;-Some 1mprovements in the
measures are reflected in results
Homogenelty coeffi-
cients reported here ‘were: calculated
from a 10% sample ,of ‘the whltes, a
-10% sample of Blacks, a 10% sample
for the combined groups, a 20% .sam-— .
ple of mainland Hispanic youths, and
a,100% shmple of all other groups _
measured in the Spring of 1982.
Reliability coefficients are re-esg
~timated here because of a new scor-

-k
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v - ' Table 2 _
e o Relgability Coefficients (Alpha) for Individual—Level Student Scales o
: ) - _ ; by Gender ! . . . .
d ~ a ’ .
. : . _ - Total " Number
Scale R o ' Male Females Sample of items
Family background . : : N C . :
Parental education | 76 72 . 78 2
Parental emphasis on education S 57 51 50 4 A
Soc1al relations o .- ) . _
. Attachment to parents oo 61 - 60 60 . 6
llegative peer 1nfluence ' < 63 : 67 65 9
—Attitudes and- soci‘al"*development“ e e e e e e e
Alienation : .. 60 - 44 51 - -6 ,
Attachment to school o .76 - ~75. 76 10 |, , i
Belief in rules : _ : 52 . 54 53 6
Interpersonal competency ' 43 ’ 7T b2 "5
Involvement " A oo 60 . 62 ., 62 ; 12
- Posjitive self—concept oo 1 .60 T 61 12
.. Practical knowledge ~ . 73 75 - 75 © 7
Rebellious autonomy - L ' 49 .49 3 47 3
Internal control '’ .. 58 56 - 52 7.
Behavior‘ ' - I ’ . L N : Rl
- School effort S 62 56 o8 S -
School non-attendance : B B : 62 - .61 - 2
Self-reported delinquency" (total) o - 84 - 85 85 - 19 .
Self-reported drug use ;- 78 , 77 75 : 5 ' ’
, Self-reported.serious delinquency 77 80 - 83 ' © 11
. “‘ . ‘_,._,/'-"‘/«_“' . ’ : —— ' .
‘School experiences : . \
.School punishments Lo . 54 53 54 . 4 s
School rewards . L - 63 e 58 . 56 -4
© Victimization . -, 58 o 73 : 69 7
Validity - : : o - o .
~ Invalidity - _° S _ 44 45 - 44 S 5
' Note: ‘Decimals are omitted. o R T ot

;f . AR . .;. v ;‘a- n. A ::341 f. ; . S _: | ;A o - . !
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scale’s. hbmogener%y est1mates for
six ethnic groups.,/-Tablé 2 displays
the scale”s reliability estimates
for males and femalés and for the
total (combined) sample. This meas-
ure may be taken as an indicator of"
fam11y socio—economic status.. ' It is
known to be a good predictor of

~ schooling outcomes Duch as persis-—
tence and grades (Bachman, Johnson,
& 0’Malley, 1978; Jencks, 1979),

dual 1eve1——a1though perhaps it has
a stronger relation to .more serious
delinquency (Tittl¥ & Villimez,
1978; Gottfredson, 198la).

Parental Emphasis on Education.

This four-item scale asks for infor-—

mation about the degree of parental
attention to the student’s school.
performance and parental expecta-
tions for school persistence. It
was suggested by prevention project
" theories that attributed student

Social Relations ' - ?

EXH

. Three measures. oﬂéz student”s
social relations were developed

_because of (a) empirical and theo-

but -
'J1t is usually’ only weakly related to’
“delinquent behavior "at the~ indiv iz

retical links between bonds of ' |
affection or respect for others and.
conforming (non-delinquent) behav-—
ior, (b) powerful statistical asso-
ciations, between delinquent behav ipr
and' delinquent peer influence,

(c) the central place given to peer

"1nf1uence~1n~the-theorxes of..several .. .. .

of the prevent1on projects, and
; (d) the explicit assumption made by

\several projects that parental

non-attendance to a lack cf parental .

encouragement or 'value" on educa- °
tion. And, parental influence is

_ demonstrably predictive of student.
persistence in school (otto, 1976).
The scale is only moderately relia-
ble--.50 overall, with homogeneity
coefficients ranging from .45 to .57
for race-sex subgroups. The scale
has moderate negative correlations
‘'with ‘self-reported delinquency (see
Gottfredson et al., 1982, Table 4),
and has an expected, but small,
positive correlation with student
reports of effort ‘spent on schéol
work.

°

. . ¢
" ing procedure implemented in'year
two to increase, the interpretability
of the results, and because some
measures (Alienation and.Internal
Control) were lengthened by adding

new 1tems / .
30
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supervision governs student atten—
dance.

Attachment ‘to Parents. This
scale, intended to meagure Hirschi’s
construct of the same name, incorpo-
rates several items closely related
to items shown in earlier studies to
be correlated with delinquent behav-
ior (Hirschi, 1969; Hindelang, Hir-
schi, & Weis, 1981; D. Gottfredson,
1981b) ¥ An attempt has been made to -
engineer a potent scale by including
six items related to this construct.
The scalg, asking students bow close
they are to their parents, how much
they like them, and so forth, has an
overall reliability of .60. It:-eor-
relates as expected with self-re-
ported delinquent behavior (see.
Chapter 4 (this volume) and Gott-
fredson, Ogawa, Rickert, & Gottfred-
1982), in accord with Hirschi”s

"(1969) theory that attachment.to .
' parents creates a stake in conform—

-22-

ing behavior. This agreement pro-
01des some evidence of the construct
va11d1ty of this scale.

! o
Negatlve Peer Influence. This

scale measures a construct central
‘to the.explanations of delinquency
5and non-attendance formulated by
iseveral of the action.projects.
_1s ‘rooted directly in earlier
research (summarized by Empey, 1978)
that shows delinquent. peer- associa-

It
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_..It contains items asking whether _the

\ .

- use here.,

" _As expected,
positively with self-reported delin-
quent behavior, and negatively with

(,

tions to bg powerful predictors of .
dellnquent involvement.
tion,..it incorporates items related
to dropout, similar to those used in
earlier studies of persistence in

'schoollng “(Bachman et al., 1978).

It is ap attempt to engineer a long,
powerful,, and broad-based measure. of
negative peer influence. This
nine-item scale has rellablltles
ranging from .55 to .70 across sqb—
groups and, it is a potent correlate
of délinquent behavior (Chapter'4,
this volume; and Gottfredson, 1982).

student’s best friend is 1nterested
in school, thinks getting good
grades is ‘important, thinks aphool
is a pain, or has been 1nvolved in
dellnquent activities. /, K
A
" Attitudes and Psychosocial DevelQp—
ment. . /

Psychosoc1al development is a

) majox goal of the Alterndtive Educa-

tion Program. In thissarea, there
was considerable prior work to build
on in choosing measureﬁ;to include
in the battery T :

Allenatlon. The. 31x—1tem Allena—
tion Scale 'is based Ln part on ¢
Srole”s (1956) Anomia Scale, but
fewer items are included, and the
wording of items has been changed to
give them more school-related con-
tent and to make them sound a little
less bizarre, Alienation items used
in the School Initiative Evaluation
(Grant ‘et al., 1979) and in othér
previous studies were modified for
Items include, "These
days I get the feeling that I'm just
not a part of things.”" And, "I feel
no one really cares much about. what
happens to me.!" Overall, this short
'scale has a réliability of .51,

(The reliability is improved over
the 4-item version used in 1981.)
the scale correlates .

¢

In addi- &-57

~
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reports of ‘effort expended on school
work (see Gottfredson .et al., 1982, -
.Table 4; and Chapter 4, this -
volume).

Attachment to School. This is a
central construgt for many projects
whose major goal or objective is the
‘ development of posltlve student

ttitudes jtoward school. The con-
(ztruct ig¥also central to social
control theories of delinquency
(leschl, 1969) that view -attachment
to school as a major social bond

cipation in delinquent behavior.

Consequently, we' have constructed a -

relatively long and broad-based "
measure of attachment to school.
-This 10-item scale has.reliabilities
'ranglng from .66 to .82 across sub-
groups——.76 overall. Items ask the.
students if they like the school,  if
they like the clgsses, how'important
g tting good grades is, and so
forth.. The scale is, as expected, a
powerful cort¥elate of delinquent
behavior (negative) and effort .
_expended at’ schoolwork (positive)
(Gottfredson et al., 1982).

] Bellef. "The expectation Zthat
individuals differ in the extent to’

which they believe in the moral val-

idity of conventional social rules,
and that the degree of belief influ-
ences behavior, is widely shared.. A
common-goal of peer-group-based
interventions to prevent dellnquency
is to strengthen belief. by using
peer pressure. ‘
Gough”s (1964) Socialization scale -
(which was developed through empiri-
cal’ efforts to discriminate between
adult of fenders and non-offenders)
lends support. to this popular.
notion. And, belief is a central
construct in social control theory,

FQﬁﬁE?%H}ESM}HQAX}QyﬂlQMfIQm"PBrtLﬁummmﬂQ

-

The item content of '

which postulates that people differ -

in the degree to which they have
internalized rules, and that they

. therefore are constrained from

1nvolvement ‘in dellnquent behavior -



Measures .
to different degrees. Much
empirical evidence supports this
idea (e.g., D. Gottfredson, 1981b
leschl, 1969)

Consequently, in ordef'to'megsure
this aspect of psychosocial develop-
ment. we have assembled a short scale
from well-worn items used in other
research, whose characteristics wu:re
known. The six—item scale conta’ns
items such as, J'It is all rlght 10
_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 has a
.reliability of .53 pverall; its
reliability is lower for the Span-
ish-speaking and Spanish surnamed
subsamples, and'hjgher for the other
" subsamples. The scale has a-sub-
stantial,.negative correlation, with
with deélinquent behavior (Gottfred-
son et al., 1982; Chapter 4, this
volume), as earlier research and
theory imply it should.

Interpersonal Competency. This
scale is composed of four items from
Holland and Baird”s (1968) Interper-
sonal Competency Scale. It consis—
tently has moderate reliability and
correlates positively with other
measures of psycheological health or
‘adjustment, and.negatively with

' measures of alienation. The fifth

iter was written by Holland espe-
cially for the present purpose,- to’
give the scale more school-related
content. It has a reliability coef-
. ficient overall of. .42. This meas-
ure correlates p051t1ve1y with
reported effort expended on-school
' work, and it is nearly independent
(uncorrelated with) self-reported
delinquent behavior (Gottfredson et
81., 1982). This accords with other
evidence that delinquent involvement
is only modestly associated with
‘psychological health (Waldo & Din-
. itz, 1967; cf. Quay, 1964).

A .

Involvement. This, scale’ is
intended to measure a central con-
struct\in social control theory that

" does not appear to have been well

measured in the past. The idea i?
that involvement in conventional
activities creates a stake in con-
formity, because a person involved
in rewarding activities has some-
thing to lose by misconduct. This

. "scale (not to be confused.with envi-

ronmental measures of student “influ-
ence or involvement in decision-mak-

“ing)-is” compoged of 12 items-(most. - -

of which were adapted from the
recent National Longitudinal Study
questionnaire) asking about a stu-
dent”s participation in a-wide vari-
ety of in-school activities. It has
an overall reliability of .62, but
does not correlate as expected with
reports of delinquent behavior,

" casting some déubt on its construct

validity or on the ytility of the
involvement construct in theories of
del inquency. ‘Although this scale
was intended to serve as an impor-
tant 1ntermed1&ry outcome measure,’

its utility is in doubt.

Positive Self-Concept. A number

‘of self-esteem scales with well-re-

searched properties are available
(Robinson & Shaver, 1973, review
more than 30 measures). To create a
short’ scale, items previously used .
by Rosenberg (1965) and an item
similar to one used by Coopersmith
(1967) were subjected to analysis
along with another set of items con-
structed to capture aspects of .
self-concept specific to schooling -
and delinquency. This scale also'is
based partly in the labelling per-
spective (Lemmert, 1972), which

dmplies that .if people are treated
“as slow learmers or de11nquents,

they will come .to incorporate

‘aspects of those social définitions
"into their own self-concepts. Posi- |

tive self-concept, therefore, is an
important intermediary outcome
according to ‘labelling theory

.

3.
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According to this perspective,.
effective alternative education
projects would. increase scores on
the positive self-concept scale, and
a program with unexpected negative
side—effects could decrease scores.

Item analysis did not justify *°
treating self-esteem as a separate
scale from these labelling outcomes,
betause items’ are about. equally cor-
retated across the two sets. Weak
items were excluded, leaving a

- 12-item scale with reliabilities
‘ranging from .52 to
- gTOUPB;

.65 across sub-
61 overall. Items-include,
"My teachers think I am a” slow lear-
ner;" "Sometimes L think I am no
good at all;" "I am the kind of per-
son who will always be ab.e to make
it if I try;" and "I do not mind
stealing from someone--that is just
the kind of person I am." The scale
correlates .48 with reported effort
on school work, and —.24 with self-.
reported delinquency, and it corre-

‘lates -.39 with alienation-and .39

with interpetsonal competency (Got t-
fredson et al., 1982), lending sup-
port to its construct validity.
Practical Knowledge. To provide
a simple measure of self-reported
¢ompetencies’needed for coping with
everyday life, a seven—item measure
was created for the evaluation.
Although this self-report scale may
be a poor substitute for -a more com-
prehensive or task sample approach,
it seemed the only way to build a
measure of this kind of social

- development into a multi-purpose

battery. The scale has a reliabil-
ity coefficient of .75 ' overall, and
good item properties across all ™
groups studied.- Tt is relatively
independent of the other measures, of
attitudes and behavior. ‘Because it

has not been well-studied, it should
be interpreted cautiously.
Rebellious Autonomy. In talking

-with persons running the delinquency

prevention projects, especially the:
P . v i \

a

«
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Peer Culture Development Project in
Chicago,, explanations of the problem
of delinquéncy sometimgs involved a
kind of peer or. gang culture that
resembles Miller’s (1958) character-
ization of subcultural socializd-
tion. The peer or gang culture may
incorporate a set of socially-shared
expectations that are different from
what might be called middle-class
expectations. Differences may be so
great that in behaving according to
the "lower-class" system a ‘pergon
may violate norms of m1dd1e class
culture, and may appear be deli-
berately non-conforming or malicious
to a "middle-class" observer. In
particular, middle class concerns
with achievement may not be shared
by "lower class" youth (cf. Attach—
ment to School and Educational -
Expeccatlons). Instead,  these "low-
youths, according to .
Miller are concerned with trouble,
toughness, smartness (i.e.,. manlpu—
lative skill), excitement, fate
(explaining events by reference to.
chané¢e or luck), and autonomy :(an
ambivalent relaticmr’to author-
ity--overtly desiring not to be
pushed around but covertly desiring:
to be cared for and controlled).

Because of this recurrent theme
,in our discussions with action.proj-
‘ect persodnel, .it seemed important
to lncorporate brief measures of
this type of "subcultural" value
system. Item analyses of a larger
set of items implied that three of
these items formed a scale for all
race-sex subgroups. The deletion’ of
poor-.items, however, narrowed the ™
content of the set down to items

“that appear'to reflect a rebellious

autonomy: 'WRether or not I spend.
time on homework is my own bisi-.
ness;" "I should not have to explain
to anyone how I spend my money;" and
"I don’t like anybody telling me
what to do., The scale has a reli-
ability of .47 overall. The scale
correlates as expected with Delin-
quent - Behavior and Belief



,control.

‘,-evaluat1on.
.-support the utility of'*a scale based

Measnures

(Cottfredson et al., 1982;
4, this volume).
3

Internal Control. A number of
the prevention projects view delin-
quent behavior as a result of weak
internal controls, that is-.of a per-
son”s sense of powerlessness over
the environment. If what one does
makes little difference for the
rewards, punishments, or achieve-
ments one experiences, then one is

Chapter

‘free to engage in unrestrained,

self-gratifying delinquent behavior.
These speculations appeared to us to
be related to Rotter”s (1966)
notions of internal and external
-Accordingly, we attempted
to include a small number of items
rélated to this construct in surveys
conducted in the first year of the
Item analyses did not

on those items, and renewed attempts
to develop a suitable measure were
made in the second year. The scale
that finally emerged has an overall
reliability coefficient of 52, and

" works reasonably well for each race

and sex subgroup. A sample item is,
"Much of what happens to me is just
a matter of chance."

Self*Repqrted Behavior

At bottom, it is the behavior of
the young people subject to the
influence of the Alternative Educa-
tion Program that is important.
The méasurement of behavior is
therefore essential to the evalua-
tion. One source of information
about the behavior of- individuals is
the archival records that are main-
tained in various ways by schools
and criminel justice agencies.

Those archival records are, however,
subject to many . 11m1tat1on§

They
vary in comﬁleteness, accuracy, and
availability. Different behaviors
are recorded in different places,
and they are recorded in different,
ways. And, official- records measure
not only the behavxor of the people

- -

who are their subject, but also the
behavior of school and justice sfs-
tem officials who wake decisions
about what to record.

o ' .

“Accordingly, to provide for the
gsystematic measurement of behavior
in parallel ways for all of the pre-
vention projects, we have developed
several self-report measures. These
self-reports are also subject to
limitations, but they ‘do make rapid
analysis possible, they are parallel
across-all projects, and previous
research generally. supports their
use (H1ndelang et al., 1981).

ho 1 Effort. That ‘students Wwho
e low grades in school tend -to
rop out of school and to engage in

‘delinquent behavior more than others

are two of the best documented and
consistent findings-in the*litera-
ture (D. Gottfredson, 1981). Social
class and ability are modestly asso-
cigted with these same outcomes but

~do not complétely account for these

.ing.

associations, Therefore, it seems
likely that these outéomes are det-
ermined at least in'part by grades---
the'major, if infrequently applied, ,
reward system of traditional school-
Grades in school are not det-
ermined solely by ability and social
class, of course.’ Industrial psy-
chology”s instrumentality theory
(Porter & Lawler, 1968) suggests a
mechanism whereby effort is expended
if valued rewards are perceived as
attainable, and in which ef fort is"’
one of the determinants of. both per=—
formance and rewards. Therefore
effort is an important 1ntermedlary
outcome variable that should be
assessed in the evaluation of a pro-
gram designed to -prevent delinquency
and foster persistence in. schooling.

Unable to locate exisfing ques-

~ tionnaire measures of this con-

. =26-

struct, we developed one. This

Pive-item scale has a'reliability of
.59 overall. (It is somewhat less,
rellable fo¥ Puertqﬁﬁhfan subsample,

-
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\ overall reliability of

gome of ite item
homework, which
in Puerto Rico.)

presumably because
content deals with
is rarely asaigned
The scale includes these items:
"Compared to other students, how
hard do you work in school?"; "1
turn my homéwork in on time"; and "I
don“t bother with homework or class
aﬂslgnmenCB.' Ap cxpected, females
gcore higher on this scale on the
av.vage than do males. It corre-,

.lates, 539 with self-reported grades

and .34 with attachment to school
(Gottfredson; et al., -1982), sup-

. porting its interpretation us a

measure of effort expended on school
work. s X

School Non-Attendance. The
Alternative Education Program is
intended to demonstrate and evaluate
projeéts that aim .to increase’atten-
dance. Dependable attendance data
are not always available from school
records, so a brief self-report
measure of attendance was incorpo-
rated in the questionnaire’ to pro-
vide back-up data. This deéision
proved to be' wise. Attendance data
from school records proved erratic,
1ncomp1ete, error- r1dden, and slow
in coming., :

*

Two items, one asking -how of ten

--the" studént cuts “school all day ‘and

one asking about class skipping,

compose this brief scale, with an
.61,

Y

. Self-Reported Delinquency
(Total). One'way to'find out what
people do’is to ask them. Natu—
rally, not everyone tells the truth,
perhaps especially when the ques-
tions are sensitive. A common
assumpt ion is,that people’ 'will con-
ceal 1nformat1on about theif parti-
cipation in illegal behavior,.and . so
under-report. At .the same time, the
rateg of delinquent behavior esti-
mated by the self-repert method are’
higher than those derived from offi-
cial records (Empey & Erikson, -

. .

e

Measuves

1966). There is thus a‘-great deal

of debate among criminologigts abdut“'

the. appropriate way to measure crimr
inal behavior.

Although' there is no need to go
into thv'nrguments in any detail
here, a major issue is that typical -
sel{-report measures (e. g., Nye,
1958) tend to measure minor .

"of fensen," some of which are not
“crimes," or would not be crimes’if
committed by an adult. Elliot and
Ageton (1980) have recently pre-
sented evidence that self-report .
sbales involving more serious
offenses tend to resemble measures’
based on official data more than do "
scales involving only ‘trivial items'.
Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis (1981)
have recently published a d15qu1sg;
tion on the measurement of delin-
quency by self- report’ and of ficial
measures. -

N

.
T

) The bottom l&ne, insofar as 1:

can be perceived at present, is that
fairly long, variety—type scales
involvbng a range of serious delin-
quent'behavior do produce results
that parallel off1c1al records for
some subgroups but not for others.
Hindelang.et al. (1981) report val-
idity coefficients for a number “of-
alternative measures that .imply very
low va11d1ty of self-reported data
for official
males, and mdch better validity® for
other subgroups. This is a diffi-
culty that should be kept in m1nd in.
1nter§ret1ng these self- repqrted

data. " o .

- e e o e e e e e e e

&

3. This difficulty appears gelated
to-a similar problem of di.fé'ential

y’ "delinquent" black

\

N

~

reliability in studies of educa— . .

tional persistence (Bielby, Hauser, -
& Featherman, 1977; D. Gottfredson, -
198la), and this potentlal problem
increases the importance of obtalﬂ—-
ing offitial -data for purposes of °

" .evaluation. The differéntial validd. °
. . , 3
. L) h ’ " - .
'R e
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) ‘The specific self-report measures liquor, marljuana, and other drugs,
used here are modified from those and about going to sthool "high."
iised by Elliot and Ageton (1980) and - (A sixth item about glue sniffing
by Hindelang, Hirschi/, and Weis \ - was left out beciuse the analyses

L (1981). Many of Elliot’s 1tenm &kre - did not support its inclusion for

" used, but a "last-year variety" all ethnic groups.) This group of
A scale format was used because the items closely resembles the Hinde-
Hindelang et al. (1981) results sug- lang et al. (1981) Drug Index. It
gested the usefulness of this for- has an overall reliability of .75.
mat. These items, ask, "In the last - T -
.year haveryou...",“Respondents indi- Self-Reported Serious Delin-
.cate, for example, whether they have quency. A second subscale was con-
¢ "stolen or tried to steal something structed to measure only conduct
wvorth more than $50." that nearly everyone wouldjregard as
. ' ‘ criminal. It includes 11 items
A 19-item scale constructed in 1nc1ud1ng one about selligg drugs
_this way has very nice characteris— : that Hindelang et al. would place in

. tics--constdering .that only a small "/the drug cluster) and has an overall

-proportion of respondents answer yes ‘reliability of .83.
' . to any given question. erall, —\\\*’ .

- reliability is .85. The \subgroup ' Measukes of School Experiences

reliabilities range from {83 to . ’ ’
. .88.4 . o It is anticipated that the proj-
o T ) ~ ects in the Alternative Education
Self-Reported Drug Involvement. * Program will expand the range of
Prevention project personnel have school rewards beyond those repr:a-
shown considerable interest 'in a sented by t:adltlonal classroom
* ¢component’ of delinquent behavior ' grades. Accordingly, in an effort
“. 1involving drug use. To prov1de a to assess this importdnt but hard-
s measure . to“meet their needs, we have to-measure set of outcomes, we have
v Qlso dcored a five-item subset of , developed two scales to measure’stu-
the longer (total) S-R delinquency dents’ rewarding and punishing
_scale. ‘It is composed of items ask-' experiences. School rewards -and
"ing about the use of cigarettes, _ ‘punishments make sense intuitively
e t _ : . as probable causes of school attach-
7¥:————j——————7—~f——5 ' ’ " ment, effort, and persistence.
PR . - -
;,;,,Lwéfififiroﬁlem is discussed in Part II One kind of .school experience is

N of the present report (Daniels & *  of* special importance: victimiza-
Gottfredson, 1983) but is not - tion. A key measure of the success
resolved L v of the delihqueney prevention proj--

S L ' ects under study is the level of
4¢ 'In our first interim report we . personal victimization experienced
estimated rellabllltles for more s, : by persons in:- those schools.
E 'narrOwly defyned subgroups. The’ ' Accordingly, victimization experi-
~ 'single lowest coefficient was for., - - ences must be measured to assess the
§ : ‘ﬂ'Asxan—Amerlcan females, who report effectiveness of the projects, and
- almost no delinquent behavior. The _to learn more about the victimiza-
reliability for that group was .63. “tion experience itself.
" These reliabilities compare favogya- i ' .
bly to those obtained by Hindelang School Punishments. This four-
. et al. (1981) with a 63-item last- S item scale is, an index of the nega-
year variety scale--.83 to .92 for tive sanctions an individual student

black and white males. and females.
-28-
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_ pendent of sex,

. fredson et al.,

experiences. It asks whether the
student was required to stay after
school, given an extra assignment,
or had his or her grade lowered as a
punishment. Its reliability coeffi-
cient for the total sample is .54.

According to this index males exper-

ience more punishment, as expected,
and the scale correlates .30 with -
self-reported delinquency, -.28 with
positive self-concept, -.30 with .
belief, -.22 with school effort, and
.24 with negative peer influence
(Gottfredson et al., 1982).

School Rewards. This six-item
§cdle is'an index of the positive
sanctions an individual student
experiences. It.includes reports of
incidénts in which the teachsj
plimented the student”s work, the

student was given a prize or.award,

or the studént won an award for his
or her class. The reliability coef-
ficient for the entire sample is
.56.. The scale.is relatively inde-
and. is correlated
attachment (Gott-
1982).

.25 with school

Victimization. A final measure
of school 'experiences deals with
personal victimization. It is
intended for use in assessing the
amount of crime in the environment,
and it is used in the aggregate to
characterize the school. The Vic-
timization Scale is also intended
for use in research on the victimi-
zation experience. The scale”s
characteristics at the individual
level are therefore of interest.
Containing five items, the scale has
a reliability coefficient of .69.
Victimization is correlated .24 with
self-reported delinquency, implying
a moderate tenden®y” for persons who
are victimized to engage more in
delinquent behavior themselves; It
correlates -.27 with school attach-
ment and -.28 with self-esteem; its
highest correlate among the varia-
bles examined is punishment

com-

.

. Measures
(.35)--students who report more
frequent personal victimization also
more often report being punished_in
school (Gottfredson et al., 1982).

Quality Control

There ib-always some concern that
students may not faithfully complete
their questionnaires, that they may

_fool around or give silly answers.
yAs a check on this, a scale was
tincluded to detect unusual or non-
%ensical responses. - :

\\ Invalidity. This five-item scale
is composed of items that a careful

1 L. . .
respondent would answer in only one

way. It is keyed so that :a rare
response edrns a point. - This ‘scale
is used as a check on the results
and as a quality control mechanism.
Invalidity scales are intended not
to measure-a reliable characteristic
of individuals and hence usually
have low reliabilities. The overall
reliability of this scale is .44.

Stabilit& of Student Measures Over
Time

., One-year re-test reliabilities of
each of the measures of student
characteristics described above are
presented in Table 3. quse stabil-
ity coefficients provide information

" about the degree to which young peo-

. =-29-

ple tend to retain their relative

standing on these measures from year °*

to year.

Re-test reliabilities for several
measures not already described are
also presgnted in Table 3. These
personal ‘characteristics were meas-
ured using single items (so it is
not possible to calculate homogene-
ity coefficients. They are
described in the following list.

. Educational ExDectét{on.‘_An item
asked students how far in school
they expected to gg. The response,
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o ) : Table 3
One-Year Retest Religbilities of Student Characteristics

Males Eemalés
S - S N Tex N
Family background

Parental Education ' .70 546 . .72 626
Parental Emphasis on Education .34 373~ .39 471
Social relationsg :
Attachment to Parents - .38 879 .- .47 1007
Negative Peer Influence b 849 .39 1007
Attitudes and psychosocial development
Alienation® 33 674 .39 870
Attachment. to School : .53 791 46 975 .
Belief in Rules E ' .38 662 .40 888
Interpersonal Competency .32 602 .32 810
Involvement .37 747 .50 888
Positive Self-Concept 45 576 .50 - 798
Practical Knowledge : , .36 669 43 893
Rebellious Autonomy ' .37 552 40 766
Educational Expectation . W48 959 4l 1081
Behavior . - . v '
School Effort . 46 851 40 . 966
School Non-Attehdance T 42 - 969 45 1081
Self-Reported Delinquency (total) .63 419 .55 584
Self-Reported Sulb:stance Use .t .66 416 .60 583
Self-Reported Serious . Delinquency 46 390 .30 . 563
School experiences _
School, Punishments ' .27 805 .32 . 979
School Rewards - .33 804 .32 982
Victimization .35 788 . .23 961 -
Self-reported Grades ‘ 41 991 W52 1085
Validity indicator : S - )
Invalidity ’ h .32 677 .31 396

Note. Reliabilities calculated on a random half sample of students
who completed questioﬂﬁgires in both 1981 and 1982.

8an improved Alienation Scale.was available in 1982. The correla-

tion reported is the correlation between this improved measure and

a less reliable measure used in 1981,

.S
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‘Reliability Coefficiénts ‘for the Iddiéidual—Level
Teacher Scales, Num ‘er of Items in EacP Scale, and
Scale Means and Standard Deviations

|
|
!
. ____l __________________ A N |

/ / N of
ngie / élpha itéms Mean sD
,/ --------- ;7*_"__—___—-—___—"__""-"'_f ____________________
C //proiq;egration/gét;tude ' .69 9j  11.56 2.8
/f Job,éatisfac;ién , © .80 j ) 8:43 1,70
f/ Y, Interactign/with Students , . .67 % . 13.79 4.20
Type A Sanctions BV .09 2.82
Type B Sanctions : .60: ;5 l3f4é 3.08
\S. " Victimization | ' W67 ;8 | 1.23 1.45“
Classroom Disruption .78 fz  4.60 1.38
'Lowﬁgxpectationg .57 2 65;06”; 44 .47
Profgssional De&@lopment i _ .74 8 -.39 4.67
, anauthéritgrian Attitude.' D T A 3 . 7.43 éil7

Note. Reliabilities and scale means and SD“s are based en

results from the 1981 Spring administration of these scales and

are calculated on the "holdout" sample (see Gottfredson et al.,
+1982). N”s range from 555 to 643 due to i#g? nonresponse.

- =31~ -
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4dor (D. Gottfredson, 1981).

‘teachers”
them in new kinds of activities. L

Measures

which is intended to provide an
indicator of commitment to, a conven-—
tional goal, has a re-test reliabil-
ity of .48 for males and ‘.41 for
females. ‘Educational expectations
generally have substantial negative
correlations with delinquent behav-
The
correlation in a random half of the
1982 survey data between this item

‘and Self-Reported Dellnquént Behav-

ior was —-.12 (p < .001) for’ boys and
-.08 (p < 01) for girls.

Self-reported Grades.  We antici-
pated the potential necessity of
having a questionnaire-based measure
of school performance to supplement
data collected from scﬁool'recgrds;

Accordingly, aself-report of sche¥ol

grades was included in the question-
naire. This-item has a re-test
reliability of :41 for boys and .52
for girls.

Measures of Teachers

[}

The second largest group of inha-
bitants of a school environment are
the teachers who_wo:k,there. Stu-
dents in the aggregate help”to
create an enviromment for the teach-
ers, just 'as teachers create an
enviromment for the students. . A
characterization of. the teachers is
therefore 1mportant 1n describing ‘a
school.

Several of the action projects”
;heorles lead to ,interventions .
geared toward teachers.‘ The inter—_
ventions are intended to improve
classroom management, .to change
attitudes, or to involve

One aspect of the evaluation there-.
fore involves the measurement of
teacher characteristics.

ProJIntegration Attitude. This

four-item scale is a measure of

attitudes toward integrated educa-
tion. It is included because these
delinquency.and school -improvement

<
i

- '

.

programs are designed to provide -
services to heterogeneous groups of
studenbs. _One component of several

‘projects is.training teachers to
‘manage  heterogeneous classrooms and

to interact with a varlety of kinds
of students. It has a rellablllty
coefficient of .69 (Table &) and is

relatively independent of the other

teacher .scales (see Gottfredson et
al., 1982). As might be expected,

. nomwhites tend to score somewhaf

hlgher than whltes-on this scale.

Job Satisfaction. This scale is
camposed of three of the four items, -
in Hoppock”s (1935) scale of the
same name, which has been used
widely in reseatch. Even shortened

. to three items it has a reliability

of .80. It may confidently be taken
as a measure of how well eachérs
like their jobs.

Interaction with Students. This
gsix—-item scale measures the extent
of out-of~class interaction that a
teacher has with students. Items

~ask about tutoring individual stu-

-32-

4153;

-classroom teacher.

dents before or after school and
discussing their personal problems
with them. It has a reliability
coefficient of .67, and correlates
p081t1ve1y with Job Satisfaction,
negatively with reports of classroom
disruption, and posltlvely with the
extent of recent cont1nu1ng educa—
tion activities.

Type A Sanctions.” This is one of
two scales developed in an attempt
to describe the types of responses
to student®conduct used by the '
We are unaware
of.any short questionnaire measures
of this aspect of classroom manage-

‘ment, but provocative evidence from

earlier research (McPartland &
McDill, f977 Gottfredson.& Daiger,
1979) suggests that responses_to
conduct are important in preventlng

dlsruptlon. Therefore we used the
trest advice we could get to develop
s g
. . -
* . !
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"lists of various ways classroom responses- to this item, whereas

teachers might respond to student those on Type A correlate only .07
behavior. 'These lists became items (n.s.).
in the questionnaire. Through fac- ' .
tor analytic examination and inter- Victimizatibn._ “As one way to o
nal consistency item analy31s, two ¢ . measure the amount of delinquent -
scales emerged. . g Ty behavior in d& school, teachers are
, ' ". . asked about their’ experiences of
The first set of items is” termed personal victimization. In the
"Type A" Sanctions. A teacher who faggregate, these reports may be
reports lowering grades as a.punish- Jtaken as an inditator of the amount -
ment, sending misbehaving' students of disorder in the school. An
out of class, and paddling or repri- ° eight-item scale, asking about
manding the students in cldss is events ranging from obscene remarks
given a high score. - The scale has a or gestures to physical -attack, has
reliability of .47. "Its largest a rellablllty of 67
correlate among the other teacher v ,
measures is the amount of disruption Classroom Disruption. A second -
the teacher reports; it is also mod- ‘'way to assess the level of student
erately negatively correlated with misbehavior experienced by a. “eacher
nonauthoritarian attitudes. * is provided by a two-item classroom ’
s - W disruption scale.” It asks to what
Type B Sanctions. This scale was degree classroom disruption inter-
developed in the same way. .In con- " feres with teaching, -and how much of-.
trast to the Type A scale, which the teacher”s time is devoted to
seems to include responses-rooted in coping with disruptive students.
frustration, Type B Sanctions appe '~ Its reliability is .78.. :
to involve .a wider range of ' ' _ - T .
resources. To earn a high score on R Low Expectations. A labelling Cb
this scale, a teacher reports giving theory péﬂgpective implies
extra schoolwork, awarding special *  that teacher expectations _
privileges for good behavior, taklng for student performapce may v
away pr1v11eges for misconduct, become ircorporated into the stu-
calling parents, and referrihg stu- dent’s self-concept and result in
dents to the counselor or elsewhere. ' , misconduct or poor academic perfor-
This five-item scale has a reliabil- - mance. To- provide a theasure of this
ity of .60. It correlates only .16 . . variable, a two-item Low Expecta—
with Type A Sanctions, even though _tions Scale asks. teachers to judge
.both scales would be. elevated if a what percentage of their students
teacher frequently had to make some are of low ability gnd have "behav-
kind of response ‘to misconduct. - ior problems." The scale has a
Gottfredson et al. (1982) examined - reliability of .57. It correlates
the construct validity of the two =.24 with Job Satisfaction and .43
sanctions scales by examining their with Classroom Disruption. .
correlations with responses to a ‘ : : o .
question about home-based reinfor- - Professional Development. Eight
cers. . The use of home-based rein- items form a scale measuring the
forcers to extend the range of extensiveness. of recent continuing
rewards and punishments in the ‘ education or in-service learning.
school appears to be a highly effec- . This scale, with reliabilitly’ .74, is
tive strategy (Barth, 1979; Atkeson . " for use in documenting thé ‘mplemen-—
& Forehand, '1979). ' Scores on the ) tation of training components. It
Type B scale correlated .35-with . . = also helps to lend evidence of con-
o
s -33-—
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.moralism is included.
. high score on.this .scale, a teacher.

tics of individuals.
. structed compositional climate

Measures '

struct validity to othet teacher :
measures. Correlations reported by
Gottfredson et al. (1982) suggest
the interpretétion that teachers
scor1ng high in professlonal devel-
opment are more satisfied, 1nterac5
more with students, and are more
open to student suggestions.

Noh—Authdritarian Attitudes,

_Intended 'in part to measure sympath-

etic attitudes (as one way to get at
the "caring, competent teacher' con-
stellation), a measure of punitive
To earn a

rejects such.items as, "A few pupils
are just youngs hoodlums and should
be -treated accordingly." This
three-item scale has a reliability
of .54. S . '

Stability of the Teacher Measures

We were not permitted to identify

teacher questionnaires, and there-
fore cannot report on the stability
over time of the individual-level
teacher measures.

_Meaeures of School Climate

The assessment of school climates
is fundamentally different from the
measurement of individuals. Whereas
individual differences are the
entire point of measurement at the
individual level, these differences
are "error" or "noise" in the
assessment of an environment based
on the reports of its individual
inhabitants. .

Compositionel and . Psychosocial Cli- )

m_wa__sﬁﬁﬂ ‘

Cu49081t10n81 climate, Environ-
ments are sometimes characterized by
aggregated or averaged characteris-
We have conrc

scales based on such aggregated per-

‘'sonal characteristics to describp

. robbed in.the last year.

much trouble they cause.

climates using averaged _
characteristics of individuals (cf.
Astin & Holland, 1961). Composi-
tional c11mate scales are reported
for information about the students
and the teachers who inhabit
schools.” In general, this type of
climate scale describes tle people
who inhabit the schools. S

. Psychesocial climate scales. An

alternative, and for some purposes
more useful way, to characterize
environments is to regard the inha-
bitants*~teachers and students--as

.informants about the envirorment.

To construct this kind of climate

measure, reports about the environ- .

ment (rather than about the - indivi-
duals who inhabit it) afe used. .For
psychosocial climate scales, reports
are first averaged and then item
analyses proceed based on school

.means for the Ltems.

o )
Measures of Psychosocxal Cleate
Based on Student Reports

' -

'Commhnity Crime. _This 1s a .

"three-item scale based on-averaged

responses. to questions about whether
there are gangs in the student’s .
neighborhood, whether the gangs try.
to get the student to join and
whether the student”s parents were
This scale
may be useful in describing the com-
munity context of the school (cf.
National Institute of Educatlon,

1978). It has a homogeneity coeffi-
cient of .59 estimated from the 1982,
data (Table 5). : . /

Gangs iﬁ/gchool. This scale -is
composed of averaged responses to
questions about whether there are
gangs in the school and, if so, how
The reli-
ability (homogeneity) of thls scale
15 805 . ™~

Safety. This is a 13-item scale

.asking if students stay away from

¢

r
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Table 5

/ .

/

”Reliability_Cpefficients fer'the Psychoéociﬁl Scales
Based on Student Report and Number of Items in Each Scale

e o o e e S = o = s a0 e = e S e S e e S e S S e 7 o = e e S S 7 L e S s e e

Community Crime

Gangs in School

Safety

Individualized Instructioh
. 4 ' .
Disrespect for Students

Student-Teacher Interaction

Planning and Action

Fairness
Clarity

Student Influence

1981
Alpha

1982
Alpha

.84

One-yr. N of

retest

.79
.82
.76

.70 .

.70

Items

e e o e o o e e e = s e Y G G e o e o o e e S e S S D e 8 e

Note. Alpha reliabilities for 1981 are generally bdsed on a
smaller number of schools than those in 1982, which include all

schools in the Initiative except those from St. Paul.

.We assume

retest reliabilities are sometimes higher than the alpha coeffi-
cients because psychosocial climate scales are based on school-
level item means which are themselves very reliable and items are
not str1ct1y para11e1 as assumed by classical true score theory

~35-:
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any of a list of places in the
‘school. It also asks if students -
feel safe at school,
.someone will hurt them at school or
on the way to school. It resembles
what was called "School Climate" in
the Schools Initiative Evaluation
(Grant et al., 1979). 1Its reliabil-

ity coefficient is .94.

Individualized Instruction. This .
-scale 1s an attempt to useé student
reports as evidence about the level

of individualized jnstruction char-
‘ecterizing the school as a whole.
.Individualized instruction, as usu-
ally construed, involves the devel-
opment of individual learning plans,
rewards for ‘improvement over past
levels of performance, and a pace of
instruction suited to th€ indivi=-
dual. Two aspects of this concep-
tion are incorporated in this meas-
ure--students” reports that they
have individual learning plans, and
reports that they can work at their
own speed in class. The homogeneity
epefficient is .42, '

Disrespect for Students. One
theoretical perspective (Greenberg,
1977) assumes that delinquency is in

: part a result of a special status
.. accorded youth,
" them from meanlngful adult roles and

one which isolates

subjects them to degradlng interper-
sonal exchanges to which adults
would not be subjected. " This scale
is intended to assess the degree to
whieh students feel that a school -
enviromment-as .a whole either
degrades them or treats them with
‘dignity. A low score could indicate

“that students feel ,they are treated

with dignity. Items include, "Stu-

den are treated like children A
here;' hers treat students with

respect;" and "Teachers do things to
make students feel put down." .Its
reliability coefficient ls .85.

Student-Teacher InterQCtlon.
This scale aims ‘to assess the degree
of out-of-class ‘positive social
v o D

or if they fear’

. change.

' fi:aii.j ‘ R B ..' ’

Measures

interaction with teachers, from the
students’ point of view. It is
based on the averaged responses to
two items: "I talk to some of my
teachers about things other. than
schoolwork;" and, "Teachers help me
with SChOolwork outs;Lde of c]ass
Its hOmOgenelty coefficient is .64,

Plannlng and. Action. "This scale .
is intended to assess, from the

point of view of the students, the.
degree to which schools engage in
experimenting and problem—SOIV1ng,
or the degree to which they regist
It is composed of the fol-
lowing three aggregated items: "Lt
is hard to change the way things are
‘done in this school; MThe teachers
and principal in this school make
plans ‘to solve problems ; and "This
‘school hardly ever tries anything
ﬂ&g-" It has a homogeneity coeffi-

iént of .84,

Fairnegs. Ev1dence is accumulat-

ing that the degree to which stu-
-dents perceive a school”s rules as
fair and clear, is associated with
the degree of order11ness of the
school (National Institute.of Educa-
-tion, 1978; Gottfredson & Dalger,
1979). Consequently, scales
designed to assess these constructs
were developed. - Fairness is ‘a

~ three—item aggregate—level scale

-based-on student reports that the
rules are fair, that the punishment,
for breaking rules is the same for

‘everyone, and that the principal is.

fair. It has a reliability of .76,
Claritx .Intended toO measure the

clarity of school rules from the.
point of view of the school”s stu- *
dents; this scale is composed of
questions asking whether everyone
knows what the, rules are, whether
.teachers let the students know what
is expected, whether the principal .
is firm. This four—item 'scale has a
reliability coefficient of .67,
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"Table

6

Reliabilities of School Psychbsocial Climate Scales
Based on Teacher Report and Number of Items in Each Scale

1981 1982  One-yr. N of:
Alpha . Alpha retest Items

Involvement of Parents

nd, .80 .81 .77 6
Community L
Individualized- Instructio .60 .36 -.70 4 \
_ and Grading ) N
" Resources for Instruction .86 .81 . .81 4
Integration vs. Segregation by .55 .59 .82 6
Ability or Conduct ‘ o
School Race Relations 77 T4 .53 2
Teaching Staff Commitment .82 .91- .73 2
Use of Grades as a Sanction 84 .65 .56 2
Staff Morale (vs. alienation) 90 .94 .84 11
Planning and Action .87 .89 .84 10
Student Influence .81 .85 . .83 5
Smooth Adm1n1stratlon 92 .93 +80. 12
Safety?® .94 .75 10

Not#. Number of schools ranges from 48 to 50 scbools.for,l981'and
ranges from 47 to 49 for 1982. An'outlier school wags deleted in

the 1981 analyses, and all schools
were deleted im the 1982 analysdes.
ities range from 33 to.37.schools.
ties are sometimes higher than the
psychosoc1a1 climate scales ‘are bas
which are themselves very reliable

with fewer than 10 teachers

N“s for the re-test reliabil- .

We assume retest reliabili--
alpha coefficients because .
ed on school*level itém means
and items are not strlctly

'parallel as assumed by c1ass1ca1 true score theory.

Re11ab111ty not calculated in 1981.

<« -
Two .items relating to

7classroom dlsrupt1on included in’' this scale in 1981 were deleted

-in 1982, and in results presented f

1981 scale is re-scored to correspond with the 1982 scores.

~

—~

-37-.

or -1981 in this report the

[

.
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- school has special classes for

Student Influence. It is often
assumed that student influence on .,
the way a school is run may lead to
a number of pos1t1ve outcomes, and
an increase in student partlclpatlon
in planning and decision making is
sought- by OJJDP in the Alternative
Education initiative. This six-item
scale is intended to assess low much
influence students have in their
schools. Sample items include:
"Students have little say in-how the
school is run"; "Students have
helped to make the school rules";
and "Students ar'e seldom asked to
help solve a problem the school is
having." The scale’s homggeneity
coefficient of .74. .

Grouping.
the students

This scale assesses
perceptions of group-

- of the action prO]ELtS.

ing, or segregation of students with

special characteristics within the
school. It is composed of the fol-
lowing three items:- "Students of
different races usually end up in
different classes"; and, "This
slow
learners"; and, "There are special
classes for trouble makers.'" It has

a homogenelty coefficient of only
41 .

"Climate Scales Based on Teacher

’

Reports BT

'An alternative perspective on the
climate of a school :is provided by
the reports of teachers. Accord-
ingly, 11 climate scales were con-
structed from the teacher question—
naire|, using averaged teacher.
responses about their school. Their
names and . re118b111t1es are shown in
Table 6. - e v hEN

Involvement of Parents and Commu-

nity. A goal of, the Alternative

,Educat1on Program is, to increase the

use of community and family

“resources by schools as a structural

school improvement. This scale

AN

" available in the school.

(/

‘tion.

-38-

Measures

. seeks to assess parent andbcommunity‘

involvement according to aggregate
teacher reports. It asks about
parent influence on policies or
practices, direct parent assistance,
relations between parents and teach-
ers, and community receptiveness.
The six—item scale has a homogeneity
coefficient of .81.

‘ - ¢
Individuglized Instruction and
Grading. The Alternative Education

Program seeks to create structural
changes in schools to increase indi-

vidualized .instruction, apd this
intervention is planned by several
Accord- .
ingly, this four- it 'n scale aims to
measure individue *~gtruction
by asking if indivai: wiaccd 1earning
plans are used, and if grading is
based on improvement' versus "the
curve." The scale has a homogeneity
coefficient of .36.

Resources for Instruction. "This
scale is intended to measure rela-
tive levels of resources (equipment,
materials, learning opportunities)
It con-
tains items asking about teaching
supplies, space, extra-school set-
tings used for instruction, and
timeliness of availability of
resources. - This four-item scale has
a reliability of .81.

Integration vs. Segregdtion by .
Ability or Conduct. This scale is

also included to measure an aspect

of project implementation sought. by

the Alternative Education Program:
the avoidance of tracking or isola-
The six-item scale contains
items such as: "Students ofy mixed
ab111ty work together in small

groups in my class;" "This school ..
has.special classes for slow lear-
ners;" and "In this school there are
special classes for students who
repeatedly misbehave." ,Its reli-
ability is .59, and the approprlate

"intexpretation of the scale is
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unclear. Opinions differ about the
wisdom of homogeneous vs. heteroge-.
neous grouping according to student

conduct or academic performance,

“although the current climate, and

some evidence (Slavin, 1980),
implies that heterogeneous grouping
can have some virtue.

This

School Race Relations.

brief two—~item measure asks about

from the teacher
It asks how well

race relations
point of view. .

different groups get along. Its
reliability is .74. = .-
Teaching Staff Commitment. Anec-

dotal and correlational evidence
suggests that the commitment of an
organization’s staff is related to

project. implementation (Grant et

al., 1979; Berman & McLaughlin,
1976). Accordlngly, a two-item
scale to, assess staff commitment was
included. Its religbility is .91.
Use of Grades as a Sanction.
use of.grades as-a response to mis—
conduct .18 correlated with school
disruption rates (Gottfredson & -
Daiger, 1979). On the face of it,
this also appears to be a poor prac-—
tice because it makes the grading
and sanctioning process ambiguous.

A two—item-indezauses teacher

reports to chardcterize the extent
of this practice in schools.
a reliability of .65.

Staff Morale. As with commit-

.ment., morale is sometimes suggested

as a concomitant of success -in
implémenting innovatiéns, and it is.
an important characteristic~of an
organization in its own rlght. An
1l-item scale containing items such
as, "Our problems in this school are
so big that it is unrealistic to °
expect teachers to make much of a

‘dent in them;'" and "(Is the teaching
Its religbil*

faculty) frustrated?"
1ty is .94. .

a

It hag

.

"Measures

Planning and Action. . Presumably, -
organizations engaging in aystematic
plannlng and that are open to chungc

are most 11ke1y to successfully

implement’' innovations. Based on
this assumption, we constructed a
nine-item scale to assess planning
and action. It asks, "How often do
you work on a planning committee
with other teachers?" "(Is the
principal) progressive?'" "(Is the
teaching faculty) open to change?"
Its reljability is .89.

e’ .
Student Influence. Student par-

" ticipation in school decision making

The

_disruption.

is one of the major structural ele-
ments th® Alternativé Education Pro-
gram wants to create through the
action projects. The &ssumption
apparently is that student influence
will help to create other bemeficial
structural changes, or it may,  con-
tribute to decreased alienation or
sense of powerlessness. Measures of
student influence used in previous
studies (National Institute of Edu- .
cation, 1978; Gottfredson & Daiger,
1979) assessed a limited range of
influence, and certainly do not
assess the kinds of studént influ-
ence possible. Therefore, although
based on the scale used earlier by
Gottfredson'& Daiger (1979), this
scale is expanded somewhat (to five
items). Sample questions are "I
often change my lesson plans based
on student suggestions;" and "Teach-
ers and their students work together
to make rules governing behavior in
the classroom.'": The scale has a
reliability coefficient of .85.

Smooth Administration. Our .ear-
lier research (Gottfredson & Daiger,
1979) sugge st5 that the-way a school
is run is 1mportant in understanding
its climate and in preventing school
To the best of our
knowledge, detailed studies of X

~ school administration tend to focus

on the'personal c¢haracteristics of
administrators ie.g., Miner, 1967),

.
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.

- quences -of that behavior.

‘projects are operating.

Measuresn

, . [}
or are ethnographic accounts of the
typical activities of administra-
tors. Here we wished to assess the
perceptions of administrative style
and procedures from the point of
view of the body of teachers who
experience them. Accordingly, we
constructed a 12-item scale. Typi-
cal items are: "Simple, non-time
consuming procedures exist foy the
acquisition and use of resources;"

"There is little teacher-administra—’

tion tension in this school." "(The
principal is) open." ' In a sense
this scale represents a global rat-
ing Af the positiveness with which
teachers view the schools”s adminis-
tration, although the item content
focuses :on both pr1nc1pal behavxor
and some probable practical conse-
Its reli-
ability is .93. '

, , ‘
This 10-item scale meas-
ures teachers” perceptions of the
safety of their schools.. It asks,
for .example, how safe the class—
rooms, halls} restrooms,:etc. are.
Its homogeneity coefficient is_ .94.

‘Safety.

Stab111tv of the P8vchosoc1al C11— )
mate Measures . i, \

-One~year stability coefficients
for the psychosocial climate meas-
ures derived from student reports
are presented in Table 5, and the
corresponding information for psy-
chosocial climate measures derived
from teacher reporﬁs are presented
in Table 6. With the exception of
the measure of school Race Rela-
tions, these climate measures are
fa1r1v stabl& over time.

~

Interpretlng,the School Climate
Measures

~ In August 1982 we prepared four
kinds of feedback about the schools
in which the delinquency prevention

back, based on surveys .conducted

*

C
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This feed~ .

with stpdents and teachers, took the,
following forms:

o Average characteristics of -
each school”s students. o

"0 Reports by etuden;e‘about v
each school”s psychosocial

climate.\\

o Average chaf\ﬁter1st1cs of
each school“s teacheru. .

o Reports by teachers" about
each 'school”’s psychosoc1a1
c11mate. :
\\ )
‘Formative evaluation 1nformat1on >
of this kind is most useful when the
projects have developed clear ideas" =
about what they expect to see.
Accordingly, base-line information
from surveys conducted in the Spring-
of 1981 was presented, and projects
were asked to make predictions about
the Spr1ng 1982 results based’ on .the
Fiojects” goals and obJect1ves, and
thehr knowledge of the degree of
implementation of the1r varlous
idterventions, -

Student Scales

N

Individual-level: gfudent scales
report the average item score for
all items in the scale% Scale’ '
scores are computed such that if a
person gave the keyed response to 6
items in a l12-item scale, his or her
score would equal .- 2504 As with

N A}

-5. For items with more than two

response options (e.g., :"yes," '"no")*

item responses were dichotomized.
This differs from the scor1 g method
used to report scores in our previ-
ous reports. In previous reports
all of the variability in mulit-op-
tion items was utilized by adding -

"together standard scores for items

to compose scales of equally

.
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other kindn of paychological meas-
urement, norms are useful in inter-
preting scores hecause they tell
whether a given score is high or lpw
in reference to an identifiable
population. Norms for vl.e school
compositional and psychosocial cli-
mate scales based on the sample of

.schools ‘in the Alternative Education

Program are provided in Appendix A,

for this purpose.

Profiling scores. Using these
norms a school”s climate scale
scores can be plotted on a profile
sheet for easy interpretation. In
August, 1982, such profiles were
provided for each school. The space
required to profile- each school pre-
vents- us from presenting .the infor-
mation in full in that form here,
the profile sheets shown in Appendix

"B can be used to plot any schools

profile given the norms and the
detailed school-by-school results
enumerated elsewhere in this report.

The profile sheets provide a ver-
bal interpretation of the climate
measure results for a school. This
interpretation is based on the
translation of percentile ranks into
words. The translation table N
preceding the illustrative profile /.
sheets shows how percentiles map
into verbal interpretations.

weighted items.. The modification
was introduced to enhance the inter-
pretability the scales for practi-
tioners not accustomed to use of
standard scores. An examination of
the psychometric-properties of both

“kinds of scales implies ‘that the

current procedure is almost as effi-
cient as our original scoring
method.

-4]-
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Sugpestions for .Using Climate

‘ ‘ Mcasures
Teacher Secalis = o
Teachor scales are scored by
adding together the items that com-.
A . )
pose a scole with the item responsc

“scale constructed so that -a high

number always: corresponds with the
"high" end of the scale. The abso-
lute (raw) scores on these scales
have no intrinsic meaning, as do the
student scales, and they can only be
interpreted by reference to norms.
Norms are provided in Appendix A for
this purpose. o

Profiling "scores. Teachenr cli-
mate scales can be profiled in the
game way as the student’ scales using
the illustrative profile shieets.

;o -

Reports in Project. Planning - .
t . N t
The worksheets.provided to proj-

ects to facilitate the constructive

_utilizatien of the school climate

measures are shown in Appendix C.
These worksheets are used to make
discrepancies between what implemen-
ters expect to see and what they, ‘

\

“actually observe salient. Some n
projects-found it more useful to . : )
examine this 1nformat1on in alterna-
tive formats. ,

Using Measures for Ind1v1dua1 Stu-, . A

dents 'and’ Teachers g

The confidential individual-level

measures are presedted in the form

of statistical summaries for treat-—.
ment and compar1son group youths for °
each of the de11nquency prevent1on ’
projects. Interpretat1on of these
individual-level meadures is made
within the context of <the evaluatLQ\/
design for each of the various proj- .
ects, and these results aré dis= - .
cussed in thé prOJect specific eval-
uation reports in Part II of this
report for each project that has

project components targeted at o ‘
well-defined groups and an evalua- .
. . g )
hd »

vy ]

. ) °/'
- < .
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tion design that enables an
assessment gf these project compo-
nents.

The Utility of Information for Proj-
ect Managers )

- In workshops conducted in August,
+1981, and again in August, 1982,
school ‘prbfiles were made available
to project directors. These pro-
files provided assessments of
schools useful for- diagnostic and
prescriptive purposes. The efforts
of thousands of students and teach-

_ers in completing these surveys
~would go partly to waste if this

information were not used in project
planning “And continted project u°

¢ We earnestly hoped -

that this information would be used,
and are gratified that sevéral proj-
ects have made extensive use of this
information in renewed project plan-

ning. - -

49—

Similarly, interim feedback we
have provided %o project directors
on the characteristics of their
clientele (in summary form), and
about :he effectiveness of their
interventions based on the statisti-
cal analyses of individual scales is
intended to be used in refining
interventions. No one expects to
see dramatic effects of projects in
their developmental stages, but pro-
gress in at least Bome areas is to
be expected. Projects will increase
in effectiveness largely by using
the information provided by this
interim feedback. A subsequent
chapter provides an overview of the
changes in school cliaracteristics
across years, and Part II of this
interim report describes interim
evaluation results for those por-_
tions of each project targeted at

_identifiable groups of youths.
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The Alternative Education Program: Kinds of Projects and the Youths Involved

3

The seventeen delinquency preven~- Secondary »revention. . Secondary-
tion projects that are the focus of prevention is activity directed at
the School Action Effectiveness reducng the occurrence of some neg-
Study are diverse.. Providing a » _ative outcome for persons believed
brief account of the similarities to be at especially high risk of
among them and their major differ- . exhibiting that negative outcome.
ences 1is therefore a difficult task: The administration of drugs and the
They differ in size, goals, theoret- restriction of sodium intake to man-
ical rationales, stage of develop- age blood pressure for hypertensive
ment, and in many other ways as individuals who are at high risk of
well. ' Nevertheless, it is possible " subsequent cardiovascular disease is
to characterize each project in an example of a secondary prevention
téms of some crosscutting dimen- activity in the health area. These
sions. . . interventions are intended to reduce

, ' the risk of strokes and heart
y attacks for percons with high blood
CrosScutting Dimensions , pressure. Prior research shows that
s drugs and restricted sodium intake

The first conceptudl dimension ) ‘control blood pressure, but that it
along which “any de11nquency preven- is difficult to get people to adhere
tion project may be placed is a - to the prescribed regimens. Provid-
dimension of primary prevention vs. ing young people who are performing
secondary or tertiary prevention. . poorly in school and who are in dis-

: ' N ciplinary difficulty in school with

- Primary prevention. Primary pre- academic curriculum and learning
vention is activity directed to " structures tailored to their need
- reduce the risk of delinquent behav~ and using the techniques of applied
ior in a population. Making provi- ~ . “behavior analysis to assist them in
sion for safe water supplies and canaging, their conduct is an example
enV1ronmental sanltatlon is an exam- of a secondary preventlon activity
' ple of ‘a primary- preventlon -activity - - in ‘the delirnquency- preventlon area:
in the health area: It is intended Theqe‘&ngeggéhtlons are intended to
to reduce the population”s risk of reduce the risk of future delinquent
diseases transmitted by water. The behavior for youths alveady at sub~
efficacy of this approach to health stantially elevated risk of display-
promotion is unquestionable. Making ~ img such befavior. The emphasis in -
_rules in a school or community " secondary- prévention is on reducing
.clearer and more widely undetstcod--— -~ --the—-incidence or severity of some
is an example of a primary preven-— target problem in a selected subset
‘tion activity in the délinquency ) . of the population that is conmsidered
prevention area. Such an' act1V1ty to be at nnusual risk. - .
would be intended to reduce%the risk . . :
that young people in the school”s or ‘Tertiary prevention. Tertiary
community”s pqulation will engage prevention is for the most part
in. delinquent- behavior.  In primary synonomous with the colloquial use
prevention, the emphasis is on of the term "rehabilitation." .Sur-
reducing the incidence or severity : gery to remove an inflaméd appéndix
of some target problem in" the popu- is an example, of tertiary prevention’
lation at large. in a medical- context. A rehabilita-
A —43- '
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tion program for incarcerated
offenders might be an example of a
tertiary prevention program .in the
delinquency area. Tertiary preven-
tion is usually not regarded as a
form of prevention, but rather as a

Projects

form of remediation.

Individual vs. Environment

A second conceptual dimension
along which any delinquency preven-
tion .project may be placed id a
dimension of a focus on the adapta-
tion of'the individual vs. a focus

on altering the environment.

Promoting individual adaptation
or resistance. The promotion of

individual adaptation or resistance
to negatlve sources of influence is
activity directed to "innoculate”
the individial against sources of
harm or to enhance the ability of

the person to adjust to or cope with

an environment. An example of an

intervention aimed at preventing

disease through this approach is the
innoculation of iqdividuals against
smallpox. After introducing a non-—
virulent strain of- a micro-organism,
the immune system develops defenses

- against subsequent invasion by viru-

lent strains of the same organism.
For some well undgrstood diseases

~ this_approach is of unquestionablei

utility. An example of an interven-
tion aimed at preventing delinquency
through this approach is one aimed

at strengthening a person”s attach-
ments to prosocial others so that he

_or -she develops greater stakes in

conformity. In tertiary prevention,
the empha51s is on reducing the fur-
ther inciflence or severity of a tar-
get problem in' the subset of the,
population that has already exhl-

bited the problem.

Altering the environment. Inter-
ventions adopting an approach of
alter:ng the environment aim to eli-

AT

a

~4b-

minate or attenuate sources of
influence in the environment tha
contribute to problems. _An example
of an intervention in the healt

‘area using Ehis“approach is the use

of dust extractors in grain storage
silos to reduce the risk of death
resulting from the explosion of the
silos. Such interventions have
proven to be of considerable value.
Examples of interventions adopting
an approach of altering the environ-
ment in the delinquency prevention
area include projects that widely
disperse immigrants and families
with low socioeconomic status -
throughout urban areas rather than
allowing them to concentrate in
urban slums, and interventions that
alter the reward structures of
schoolsé so that individuals experi-
encing difficulty in academic work
will not experience only failure in
school.

A Classification of Prevention Rroij- .

ects

The foregoing two dimensions can
be used to create the clasgification
of Alternative Education Preventign

_ prevention projects illustrated in_

Figure l.! Quadrant 1 (the upper
left quadrant) includes prima ry pre-
vention projects focused mai on
environmental factors that contri-
bute to delinquency. They aim to

reduce the risk of youth crime for &

tétal population. The effectiveness
of Quadrant 1 interventions should
be reflected in epidemiological
indicators of youth characteristics
and behavior. Their interventions
should be such that everyone, or
nearly everyone, in the target popu-
lation is affected by them.

1. For a related classification
with different content see Associ-
ates for fouth Development, 1980.



Figure 1

A Classification of Preventive Interventions

o«

Alter the
environment .
. | "
|
. | . .
o Target is the [~ o Target is a selected group
population. | of high risk indiv duals.
o Focus is change in | o Fecus is change in struc—
. structures, policies | tures, policies, procedures.
procedures. | ’ .
| Example: Reducing availability
Example: Changing | of school area for. gang
disciplinary pro- | . activity or conflict.
cedures. | T -
| ‘ Secondarys -
Primary | _ tertiary
prevention : prevention
o Target is the N o Target is a selected group
population.. | of high risk individuals.
o Focus is alteringd | o Focus is altering individuals”
individuals' be- | behaviors, attitudes,
haviors, attitudes, | or competencies.
) or competencies. |
e o ' _ | Example: Counseling or
Examples: Law- « | psychotherapy for high-risk
‘related education, | youths or offenders.:
“career development ] -
assistance. |
|
| .
Adapt the
Individual
\ .
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people to their environments.

Quadrant- 2 (cthe upper right
quadrant) includes secondary and
tertiary prevention and remediation
projects focused mainly on environ-
mental factors that contribute to
delinquency. They aim to reduce the
risk of youth crime for a group of
individuals who are at high risk of

"displaying delinquent behavior.

Their effectiveness should be
reflected in measures of -the per-
sonal characteristics and behavior
of youths in the selected, hlgh -risk
group who receive the direct ser-
vices or treatments of the project.
Quadrant 2 interventions should be
such that the treatments are deliv-
ered to members of the target group
with sufficient strength and integ-
rity to prevent further exposure to

. envirommental conditigns promoting

delinquent behavior, to create envi-
ronmental conditions that restrain
the individual from delinquent

" behavior, and (if a tertiary preven-

tion project) remediate existing
problems or rehabllltate an of fen-
der.

Quadrant 3 (the lower left quad-
rant) includes primary prevention
projects focused mainty on adapting
They
aim to reduce the risk of youth
crime .in a total population by
enhancing the ability of people in
an environment to adjust to or cope
with the environment. Quadrant 3

"interventions should be such that

everyone; Or nearly everyone, in the
populatlon is affected by the inter-
ventions in ways that foster adjust=
ment or adaptation. Their,effec—:
tiveness should be reflected in .
epidemiological indicators of the
attitudes, behavior, or personal
characteristics of the population.

Quadrant 4 (the lower right quad-

rant) includes projects focused .

-mainly on adapting individuals to

the situations in which they find
themselves. They aim to reduce the

03
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risk of subsequent delinquent
behavior by individuals in a target
group of high risk individuals.
Quadrant &4 interventions should be
such that the treatments are deliv-
ered to members of the qérget group
with sufficient strength and integ-

"rity to develop.personal restraints

from engaging in delinquent behav-
ior, prevent further devélopment of
personal characteristics promoting
delinquent behavior, or (if a terti-
ary prevention project) remediate
existing problems. Intervention.
effectiveness should be reflected in
measures of the personal character-=
Lstlcs and behavior of youths in the
selected, high-risk: group. who
receive the direct services or
treatments of the project.

Like any typology, the present
one is an abstraction--these are
ideal types. No project is likely
to resemble one and only one of.
these ideal types. In actuality,
most projects will have characteris-
tics in common with two or more of
these "approaches. The typology is
nevertheless useful in providing a,
general charactérization of preVenJ
tion projects.

. .
The Classification Applied to the
Alternative Education Projects

In Table 1 the foregoing classi-
fication is applied to the 17 proj-.
ects being evaluated in the School
Action Effectiveness Study. We have
considered what these prevention
projects are doing and what they aim
to accomplish, and then used our
best judgment in preparing the
table. The classification of a par-
ticular project in one category or
another does not imply that it is ‘a
pure type, or even that the classi-
fication is particularly apt.  The

primary classification means that,

in our judgment, the project most
resembles that type. -

&



- . Table 1 . . N
A Classification of the'Alternative Education Projectg

Project #primary type . SeCOﬁHa:y ty pe
éompton, CACYD . Secondary/individual Primary[Epvironmen;

: Pasadena, STATUS Primary/Inhividual : Primary/Environment
Chitago, PCb Secondary/Individual ‘PrimaryLEpyiropment
Chicago, &ETAIN Secondary/Individual | ¥
Kalamazoo, AEP »Primary/Eﬁvironment. -Secondary/Environment
South Broﬁx, PREP '~ Secondary/Environment Secondé?y/lnﬂividdal
East Harlem, AAEP Primbr&?lndivi&ual |
Puerto Rico, 0C Primary/Environment 5 'Seéondary/lﬂdividugl
-Charleston, PATﬁE : Pfimar&/Envirdﬁment Secondéry/Individuai

L , , .
Houston, GIS Secondary /Environment Secgndégyllndividual
- Virgin Isiands, AE? * Secondary/Individual Pfimar&/EnQiropment,
Heyward, LCO ‘ *» L Prim;ry/Environment
Miamé,'ACE ’. ’ Secondary/Environment Secondary/Individualﬁ
Nev'Je¥s;y, EIC-S Secondary/Environment . Primar;/ﬁnvironmenthn
N ) Plyméuth, AEP. Secondary/Individual
Milwahkge, jVS'.. | Seconéary/Individual
St. Paul, Together Priﬁary/Enviéonﬁent . Secondary/Individual
R
47— ~
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For :a fuller descriptionmbf each
project- see the detailed project
descriptions.in our first interim
report, and in the second interim
report, part II. " Those fuller
descriptions make clear that simple
classifications do not portray the
full complexity of any of these
pro;ects.

What Are The Interventlons?
The individual interventions
being implemented by the projects:

span a wide range.,of educational
approacheg.and techniques. Table 2

categorizes a majority of the inter-2

ventions being implemented by the
projects. An "X" indicates only
that we have reason to believe that
some versicn of that particular
intervention has actually occurred.

No attempt is made here to judge ‘the
fidelity, integrity, theo-

strength,
retical reasonableness, or effec-
tiveness of a particular interven-
tion within a project. Many of the
interventions are, in fact, only.
weakly implemented. - The main pur-

pose of the table is to give some
idea of the scope and diversity of
. interventions across the entire

Alternative Education Program, and
within any particular project.

Who Are the Target Populations?

- ’

The evaluation”s data base shows ., .

that a cumulative total of 6,548
youths were the targets of direct

interventions between September 1980
"and April 1982.
youths subject to indirect influence

The number of

by the projects is larger: A total
of 23,934 youths were indirect tar-
gets of interventions .of projects
with primary prevent1on components
in the scheols in which they oper-

" ate. Detailed information -on bthe

numbers of youths involved in each

project is provided in Table 3. The

first column shows. the cumulative

number of -youths rece1v1ng direct“*~‘fw-wwh1ch serve. as

A
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Projects

services as part of the Alternative

. Education Program. This number
ranges from 88 to 1,151 across the
projects. The second column shows
the number of youths receiving

! direct gervices as of April ,1982.
The third column shows the number of
students indirectly served by proj-—
ects with appreciable preventive '
intervention aspects in the 1980-81
academic year, and the fourth column
ghows the corresponding information

""“‘Px the 1981-82 academlc year. '

A more detailed descrlptlon of
the youths potentially affected by
the Alternatlve Education Program is
provided in’ Tables 4 through 6.
These tables show estimated ethnic
group and sex breakdowns. These
egcimates are made using ethnic and,
gender self-identification on the
Spring 1982 School Action Effective-
ness Study surveys. = -

The Alternative Education Program
mainly involves ethnic m1nor1t1es.
Table 4 shows the ethnic composltlon_
of public schools in which :delin-
quency prevention projects are oper-
ating.“ Table 4 shows that only
32.7% of the schools” population are
white, 36.6% are Black, 24.7% are

 Spanish-speaking or Spanish sur-—

" named, 1.5% are Native American,
1.7% are Asian—-American, and 2.7%
gave some other ethnic self-identi-

‘fication. The ethnic composition of

2. The N’s shown in the table are
not equal to thie N“s in Table 3
because of survey or item nonres-
ponse, and because the indirect ser-
vice totals of Table 3 are derived
from principal questionna'res about
school enrollment, while the samples
for Tables 4 to .6 were dravn from
actual school rosters.  The table
also shows the ethnic composition of
several non—intervention schools
"control"
the evaluatlon. :

<" »ols in
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Table 2

. v . Y S8

Characteristics and Interventions of -the
Alternative Education Projects

- Project Number
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011 12 13 14 15 16 '17

Project school characteristics

" Program operates in: / . -

' Regular_ gchool X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Alterna%éxe school X X X X X X X X
Organization of target , .

school(s): o
Elementary school . X X o X.- .
Junior/middle school X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
High school X X X X X X X X X X X X

Project interventions . .

Curriculum development | X X X X X X . X X X
Individualized instruction : S
or tutoring

>obd M

>

Teacher- del ed * X X X X X X X X X i X X X
Peer delivered _ . C X '

. Computer delivered X ’ _ X
Vocational/career education X X X X X X X X
Adaptive/affective education X X X X X X X X X X
Tedcher training/development X X X X X X X X X X X R
Individual counseling - X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

" Group/peer counseling X ‘X X X X X X X
Change classroom manage- X X X X X X X X

ment/organization .
" Increase extra-curricular X X X X X X X X X X X
activities
Change school sanction ' . y
procedures ‘ T v : v
. Discipline "X X X X . X X X X "X X
Suspensions . X' X . X . X X X X X
Increased student participa- X X X X X X X X X ., X X X X X
tion ingdecision making o _ : : _ .
Improve school climate X X X X X X X X
Involve community in school: B ' o
Channel resources into X X X . X X X X X X
school ' - o : o :
- Parental involvement ' . X X X X X X X . X X X . X
Involvement of persons D ¢ X X X X X X X
" other than parents . _ .
Improve parent-student X X X X "X "X X X
relations e ' v ' C _
Diversion from juvenile - X X X .X° X ’ X X
justice system ' '
1=Compt on-CACYD - 7=East Harlem—AAEP 13=Miami-ACE
2=Pasadena-STATUS 8=Puerto Rico-0C  14=New Jersey-EIC-S
3=Chicago-PCD . " 9=Charleston-PATHE 15=Plymouth-AEP
4=Chicago-RETAIN 10=Houston-GIS 16=Milwaukee-JVS
5=Kalamazoo-AEP 11=Virgin Islands-AEP 17=St. Paul-Together
6=South Bronx-PREP s . 12=Hayward-LCO -

T 49—
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Table 3
J Py
’ Cumulative and Current Number of
d VT Clients Receiving Services
—_——'.—___—_——-:-__—' —_-_——_-__'—_ __________________ """'-_ —————————————— ._"'_——
A - Total Receiving . Total Receiving
Direct Services Indirect Services
NE ’ e Cumulative ~ Current in : ,
Project : to Apr. “82 . April “82 1980-81 ° 1981-82
Compton ¢ ' ZL 132 ' 65 0 0
Constitutional Rights © 4214 ~ 2504 3,445 3,069
Foundation, Pasadena . '
Peer Culture Development, 946 432 - 5,531 5,712
" Chicago o ) ’ e B .
"Chicago Board of Education 205 128 0 0
Kalamazoo. 115 115 © 657 . 665
Bronx 329 150 0 .0
Jazzmobile, Harlem 78128 2518 0 - 0
Puerto Rico - 9769 4919 2,245 1,608
Charleston ) 1,151 - . 630 4,597 4,078
Houston o o9t 75 0 -0
Virgin Islands 88 53 0 1,356
Lac Courte Oreilles, Hayward 124D 1000 100 - 95
Miami 114 85 . -0 0
Plymouth-Canton : 213 : 161 0 : 0
- New Jersey °, _ 154 _ 154 0 2,812
ﬂm_Jewishmyocatioggl Services!; 329¢ 329¢ 0 0
Milwaukee T T :
St. Paul ! 351 318 3,722 4,539

‘Note. Counts are based on the number of clients who received at least
some direct orogram services, according to information provided to the -
National Evaluation Minagement Information-System. Clients not named or

identified with an ID number are not entered into the MIS. Direct ser—

vice recipients include all students enrolled in or receiving services
through a program component. Indirect or preventative Bbervices are
recorded only for projects involving a substantial school change or pri-
mary prevention component. ' o

a.. , . ' . .
Figures do not include students currently enrelled in the elementary

school program. .

bFigures do not include 1981-82 youth center clients.

éThesg figures do not include Returh Center clients and MYEC clients who
entered the prq@ram after the "evaluation phase'" which ended in January,
1982. ' '

dT’hese figuresvreflect the number served through May, 1982, because no
data were available in April. . '
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Ethnic Composit

Table 4

ion of Schools in the Alternative Education Program

Weighted

City, School, Native Asian Spanish
. and Prgject " American American American Black White Other N
Pagadena, California . .
School 70 1,66 - 6.21 19.45: 43.98 23.28 5.43 @ 876
School 82: 0.87 2.69 14.38 45.03 31.95 5.08 13717
Project subtotal 1.18 4.06 16.35 44.62 28.58 5.22 2253
Peer Culture Development, . o
Chicago ’ : .
School 1370 0.27 0.74 68.41 27.71 2.12 0.74: .1097
School 1430 0.55 6.05 61.26 ©7.86 21.31 2.97 132
School 1820 0.30 1.21 26.02 22.35 49721 " 0.91 3298
School 3200° 0.00 0.94 30.19 4.712 59.43 472 106
-8School 4720 0.67 1.33 94.00 0.67 3.33 0.00 150
School 5070 1.35 5.41 28.38 43.24 20.27 1.35 « 74 -
School 5550 3.26 7.61 56.52 5.43 25.00 2.17 92
School 6010 ; 1.08 1.08 89.17 3.25 4.33 1.08 om
Project subtotal 0.43 1.88 43.77 19.75 32.96 1.22 " 5826
Chicago Board of Education, . ’
‘Chicago . - N
School 1240 - 0.00 0.14 56.32 38.91 - 0.00 | 4.63 720
School 1340 0.00 0.59 13.40 50.81 32.99 2.21 679
School 2300 . ) 2.82 7.91 59.89 = 2.26 23.73 3.39 177
School 4440 =~ 0.00 2.86 43.81 33.33 17.14 2.86. 105
School 4550 0.87 0.00 0.87 98.26 0.00 0.00 115~
School 5090- 0.55 0.00 32.97 0.55 59.34 6.59 182
. School 5750 0.61 0.61 0.61 97.58 0.00 0.61 165
AT 104 .1 Y- W 1:2: [ 1006 . 0,24 82.77 11.25 2.08 2.61 410
School 6180 - 0.79 0.00 15.75 77.95 0.79 4:12 127
o Project subtotal 0.50 0.90 39.92 40.45 14.98 3.25 2680
"Kalamazoo, Michigan s e -
’ School 318 1.27 1.09 3.27 21.82 '69.09 3.45 550
School 327 1.69 1.06 1.91- 35.55 52.88 1.91 466
: Prqject'subtotal 1.47 1.08 2.65 28.11 63.95 2.75 _ 1016
: - continued -
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Table 4 (continued)
. Ethnic Composition of Schools in the Alternative Education Program’
: ;Spring, 1982
Row Percentage
€ity, School, ~ Native ¢ Agian Spanish Weighted
and Project American  American American Black White Other N
e ———— e e e e e —————— R e
g i *
South Bronx, New York | 3
‘School 22 . 2.27 L 0.97 46.28 44.98 2.91 2.59 309
School 55 0.00 . 1.64 22.95 - 70.49 3.28 - 1.64 61
~. " School 63, 3.68 - 0.00 ©39.71 52.94 0.74 2.94 136
School 64 3.33 0.00 69.17 . 20.00 4.17 3.33 120
Schgol 82 ) 1.23 ©0.41 45.08 50.00 2.46 0.82 244
School 117 2:713 0.28 59.77 31.25 0.39 ° 5.08 . 256
School 132 0.00 0.00 35.37 60.98 1.22 2.44 82
School 145 1.60 0.40 43.90 51.80 0.80 1.60 378
School 147 - 3.80 -0.80 © 29.50 63.60 0.80 1.50 - 200
School 148 2.71 0.68 - 26.78 66.78 1.02 2.03 295,
~ School 166 - 1.60 ~ . 0.00 .40.80 - 54.50 0.60 2.50 629
School 229 ' 2.50 0.50 21.50 - 72.50 0.00 3.00 200
~ Project subtotal » 2.20 Y 0.40 N\ 40.70 52.90 1.20 2,50 2941
East Harlem, New York ' '
Project subtotal 3.31 . 0.83 11.57 82.64 0.00 - 1.65 121
Playa de Ponce, -,
Puerto Rico ' s . : )
School 1 . : 0.83 2.22 87.50 1.39 - 7.78 0.28 360
mome—eem S choo . 2 - . 1.84 0.00 87.56 0.92\ 8.76 0.92 217
School 3 0.39 - 0.39 92.52 . 0.59 5,71 - 0.39 - 508
Project subtotal 1.00 : 0.84 89.79 1.00 675 | 0.2 1195
Charleston, ' .
South Carolina ) X .
School 242 0.40 . 0.40 0.80 41.50 54 .80 2.00 451
School 741 1.40 0.76 1.66 95.40 0.00 0.77 393,
School 742 0.64 0.51"° 1.02 96.42 0.26 1.15 392
School 743 ' . a2 ©0.00 - 0.26 97.41 0.43 0.78 382
School 751 : ,0.32 v 0.50 0.50 98.36 0.00 0.32 313
School 754 > : 0.00 -0.47 0.23 99.06 0.23 * 0.00 426
School 735 0.96 0.14 0.00 98.48 0.00, 0.42 117
School 944 . : 1.49 . 0.29 1.49 66.67 27.57 2,48 339
School 951 . : 1.02 . ~0.00 0.43 78.53 . 19.00 1.02 623
Project subtotal 0.80 0.30 0.60 85.80 #11.50 1.00 4036
st. Croix, i .
"N . Virgin Islands . .
| Project subtotal .29 0.00 - 30.99 +65.43 1.19 - 240 1041
N . - s
-------------------------------------------------------------------- z -—
N : continued
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Ethnic Composition of Schools in the Alternative Education Program
Spring, 1982

City, School,
and Project .

Native
American

Table 4

Asian

American

(continued)

Spanish
American

Plymouth, Michigan
School 31 )
School 41
"School 42 . /
School 43
Project subtotal
New Jersey
~School 1
School 2
School 3
School &
Project subtotal
St. Paul
School 210
School 230
-School 342 ‘
Schoo! 352 s
Projrct subtotal

1.68
1.68
0.00
0.00
1.44

1.6¢
1.03
4.64
1.69
1.82

1.60
1.73
2.98
6.82
2.39

1.50

1.51
0.12
3.57
2.80
1.00

1.35
1.57
0.89
0.00
1.38

30.34

3.10:;

8.21
16.01

- 9.36
~¢

/.68
3.88
0.93

5.02

2,17

24.70

-53-

66

604

861 .

112
107
1710

178
924
280
356
1738

1207
01323
478
353
3456

28378

White Other
88.89 6.41
92.05 4,59
92,86 2.68
88.79 6.54
90.78 3.22
44,94 71.87
74,84 6.08
17.14 2.86
65.17 3.65
60.50 5.25
59.09 4.37
80.58 2.16
76.09 4,33
65 .45 8.21
70.48 4.02
32.70 2.70
Y
n
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v Table 5
Ethni¢ Self-ldentilication of Students Receiving Direct Services,
Alternative Education Program, Spring 1982
Row Percentage
City, School, . Netive Asian Spanish
and Project American American American Black White Other N
Compton, California .
CACYD 3.51 5.26 8.77 77.19 1.75 3.51 Y
Pasadena, California
School 70 . 2.43 2.4) 24,31 44.98 18.55 1.29 82
School 82 0.96 5.77 11.54 -81.5%4 16.35 3.85 104
Project subtotal 1.61 4.30 17.18 54.22 17.32 -9.37 186
Peer Culture Development,
Chicago . ) .
School 1370 0.90 0.00 42.34 ~50.45 6.31 0.00 111
School 1430 3.16 1.0% 60.00 18.95 13.68 3.16 95
School 1820 0.00 0.00 12.82 3r.18 50,00 . 0.00 78
School 3200 0.00 0.00 20.83 0.00 75.00 4.17 24
\ School 4720 0.00 3.85 88.46 Q.00 7.69 0.00 26
School 5070 Y, 4.55 0.00 27,27 50.00  18.18  0.00 22
School 5550 3.33 6.67 43.33 13.33 33.33 0.00 30
School 6010 2.38 0.00 83.33 4.76 9.52 0.00 42
Project subtotal 1.64 0.9) 45.99 ~  28.04 22.66 0.93 428
Chicago Board of Education, '
Chicago !
Schonl 1240 0.00 0.60 66.67 33,33 0.00 0.00 [
Lehool 1340 . 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 . 0.00 00,00 0,00 1
School 2300 . 1.14 0.00 57.14 7.14 7 28.%7 0.00 14
School 4440 0.00 G.00 25.00 66.67 8.3} 0.00 . 12
School 5090 0.00 0.00 57.14 7.14 21.43 - 14.29 14
School 5750 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 11
Schoul 5880 0.00 6.30 93.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 16
School 6180 7.69 0.00 23.08 69.23 0.00 0.00 13
Project subtotal 2.30 1.15 47.05 35.84 10.36 2.30 87
Kalamazoo, Michigan o .
. School 318 1.03 1.03 2.06 28.87 63.92 3.09 97
’ i A\
continyed
’ i
\
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Tatbte 9 (contipned)

Fihnie Selt-Tdentitacation of Students Recerving Direct Seivices,
Alternative Eduration Program, Spriny 1982

e e e s ot . e R e e e e tm e A SRS S T [ i E A It Sl e

hl KRow lercentage

-

City, School, Native Anion Spanish .

and Project American American American Black White Other N .

________________ .“_-._-4...._.,-,.......,-4‘......_..‘,...---..........., ..,......,.-.._v-_n.;.v.-,--.‘.v,.-.,.-‘.._-_-.___..«,.._,.,.-—_...u-_».._.

South Bronx, New York
Schaol 93 6.45 0.00 25,81 61.29 0.00 6,45 3l
school 9% N . 0.00 0.00 27.27 72.13 0.00 0.00" 1
School 63 0.00 0.00 31,3 66.67 0.00 0.00 15
School b4 0.00 0.00 90.0 10.00 0.00 . 0,00 10
School H2 0.00 0.00 33,13 66.67 0.00 ,(go 15
School 117 0.00" 0.00 40.00 ©60.00 0.00 0.00 10

’ School 132 0.00 0.00 21,43 71.43 0.00 7.14 14
School 147 . 0.00. 0.00 14,29 85,71 0.00 Q.00 7
School 148 5.56 0.00 5.56 88.89 0.00 0.00- I8

! Project subtotal 2.29 0.00 29.717 - 65,65 0.00 2:29 131

East Harlem, New York . \
School 88 . 4.88 1.22 12.20 - 79.27 0.00 2.44 82

Playa de Ponce, . < ' :

Puerto Rico . - i
School 1 0.56 3.39 84,75 2.82 7.91 0.56 177
School 2 ’ 2.22 0.00 88.15 1.48 6.67 1.48 135
School 3 0.70 . 0.35 92,31 1.05 5.59 . 0.00 286

Project subtotal 1.00 1.17 89.15 1.67 6.51 0.50 599

Charleston, South . '

Carolina (PATHE) s
School 741 3.03 1.52 7.58 87.88 0.00 0.00 66 -
School 742 2.13 2,13 0.00 95.74 0.00 0.00 47
School 743 1.67 0.00 1.67 95.00 0.00 1.67 60
School 754 0.00 1.72 0.00 96.55 1.72 0.00 ' 58,
School 755 0.00 1.59 0.00 98.41 0.00 0.00 -63
School 944 0.00 .0.00 0.00 66.00 32.00 2.00 50
School 951 0.00 . 0.00 \ 0.00 87.04 12,96 0.00 . = - 54

Project subtotal 1.01 1.01 1.51 89.95 6.03 0.50 . 398

Houston, Texas' § : * ) . C

Project pu?_to;.l 0.00 0.00 94 .64 0.00 - 1.79 , 2.57 : 56
st. Croix, Che [ J
Virgin Islands’ . . - . ) . .
Project; subtotal 3.70 ,0.00 40,74 48,15 1.01 - .00 \_\ 7
. . B R
O SO S S N
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Table 5 (continued)

Ethnic Self-Identification of Students Receiving Direct Services,
Alternative Education Program, Spring 1982

City, School, Native Asian Spanish °
and Project American American American Black White Other H

Heyward (LCO)

Project subtotal 96.63 0.00, 0.00G 0.00. 1.37 0.00 73
Miami . ,
Project subtotal 0.00 0.00 16.18 51.47 32.3% 0.00 68
Plymes: b, Michigan
Gro-ath WorRs ! "0.00 0.00 3.20 0.00 93,50 3.20 31
Scheol 31 0.00 .00 , 0.00 0.00 92,90 ©7.10 14
School 4l 5.60 0.00 5.60 0.00 88.90 0.00 18
sehool 42 3.40 1.70 0.00 *0.00 87.90 6.90 58
toe © School 43 2.30 0.00 0.00 2.30 88.40 7.00 43
Project subtotal . 2.40 0.60 1.20 0.60 89.60 5.50 - 164
New Jersey : .
/ Schaol 1 . ' 0.00 6.00 63.64 i3.64  22.73 0.00 22
School 2 ’ 0.00 6.00 0.00 5.26 84.21 10.53 19
" Scheol 3 4.17 0.00 8.33 75.00 §.32 L7 74
School 4g 0.00 0,00 4.95 13.64 54.55 27.27 22
Project subtotal 1.15 0.00 19.5%4 28.74 40.23 10.34 87
St. Paffl '
Schpol 210 0.00 0.73 4.06 31.94 61.08 2.18 275
= School 230° 0.00 0.00 0.00 ° .00 100.00 0.00 2
‘ School 342 0.86 0.00 .83 18.70 .. 74.88 1.72 11¢
School 352 0.09 19.0¢4 i.82 8.11 62.91 8.11 5
‘Project subtotal  ° 0.2 2.78 V.78 25.44 65.06 2.78 448
-
e~ B
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Table 6

[

\
y

. i
Gender Self-Identification of Students in Participating Schools
and of Students Receiving Direct Services, Spring 1982

1

Directly Served

A 7% Weighted % A

City and School Female Male N. Female Male N
e o e o A o e A e e e e - = —— = A~ o e o ———— _, _______________________
Compton

CACYD - - -- 38 62 60
Pasadena, California |

School 70 48 152 985 48 52 96

School 82° 46 54 1431 55 45 108

Project subtotal 47 53 2416 51 49 205

Peer Culture Development;,

Chicago ’ . d
School 1370 Lb 56, 1120 ~57 43 - 113
School 1430 55 45 742 49 51 © 95
School 1820 50 50 3308 63 37 78
School 3200 ' 53 47 110 52 48 25
School 4720 51 l49 149 50 50 26
School 5070 53 47 77 64 36 22
School 5550 46 ) 54 94 53 47 30
School 6010 " 53 D47 287 49 51 43

Project subtotal 50 50 5887 55 45 432
Chicago Board of Education, :

Chicago K
School 1240 : 48 - | 52 756 43 57 7.
Schoel 1340 <52 ] 48 720 100 -0 1
School 2300 47 53 177 29 71 14
School 4440 48 / 52 110 31 69 13
School 4550 (control) s2/ . 48 . 124 - - --
School 5090 51 49 192. 38 62 16
School 5750 56 VA 169 55 45 11
School 5880 53 47 427 47 53 18
School 6180 /70 40 138 67 33 15 ¢

Project subtotal 51 49 2813 45 55 95
Kalamazoo, Michigan !
School 318 Y 48 G 45 55 100
School 327 46 54 TR -— - -
Project subtotal 49 51 [ +5 5 100

: A dash signifies not applicable.

continued
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Table 6 (continued)

Gender Self-Identification of Students in Qaqticipatiné Schools ”
and of Students Receiving Direct Services, Spring 1982

. Total School Directly Served R
% % Weighted % 7.
City.and School Female Male Iy Female Male N

South Bronx, New York .
School 22 51 - 49 333 —_— _— -

School 53 (mini unit) - -- - 32 68 34
School 55 56 44 66 . 38 62 13
School 63 . 48 52 143 43 57 14
" School 64 - 52 48 131 15 85 13
" School 82 ' . 48 52 . 260 33 67 : 15.
School 117 52 48 S291 18 82 : 11
.School 132 ' 55 45 87 47 539 17
School 145 56 . 44 413 -- - -
. School 147 - . : 52 48 233 50 50 8
> _ ‘School 148 ) 54 46 326 - 22 78 18
_ Sc¢hool 166 .50 50 667" —= - -
School 229 ‘ "53 47 ' 212 - - -
Project subtotal 52 48 3196 33 67 143
East Harlem, New York . '
Pro¥&ct subtotal . 53 47. 137 59 41 92
Puerto Rico ' ‘ )
School I’ . 51 49 384 59 41 189
School 2 , 46 54 237 56 .- 44 152
- .School 3 517 © 43 526 57 43 293

_ Project subtotal - 52 48 1269 57. 43 635
Charleston, South ’ , . e
Carolina (PATHE) :

School 242 (control) 47 53 . 468 — - -— @
School 741 " 54 46 423 47 53 . - 15
School 742 53 47 . 427 31. - 69 52
School 743 44 56 402 48 52 66
School 751 (control) .65 35 323 - - : —
School 754 50 50 - . b4y 52+ " 48 60

"~ School 755 53 47 134 47.. 53 64
School 944 49 . 51 + 363 38 .62 53
School 951 47 53 650 38 62 55

'~ Project subtotal 51 49 - 4235 44 56 425

8 eemm e e e o o i e e e
Note: A dash signifies not applicable. . . coptinued
— 58—
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— Table 6 (continued)
Gender Self-Identification of Students in Partiéiﬁating‘Schools
and of Students R®celving Direct Services, Spring 1982
Total School C Directly Served
% % Weighted % % '
City and School ’ Female Male N Female Male N
_Houston (GIS) ‘ )
. Project sdbtotal -= -- -- 52 48 61
Virgin Islands : ] .
Project subtotal © 51 .49 1266 28 72 29 .
Heyward (LCO)
Project subtotal -- -- : -- 46 Vv 54 78
Miami o ‘
Project subtotal -= - C—- 46 54 69
Plymouth, Michigan , :
Growth Works’ » - s : - : 23 77 31
School 31 , » 59 .41 _ 669 .18 82 17
School 41 , 48 52 919, 56 44 18
School 42 - 53 47 - 115 48- 52 . 64
School 43 ‘ 49 51 110 - 38 62 47
‘Project subtotal r52 48 1837 39.- 61 177
New Jersey o ! . :
- *School 1 . | 44 56 - 192 25 75 24
©° “School 2~ -~ 52° . - .48 1001 30 - 70 23
School 3 © 50 - 50 - 316 47 -+ 53 - .34
School & . 55 45 . 379 30 70 23
Project subtotal 51 49 1888 35 65 " 104
St. Paul , . - :
School 210 . - 46 54 1209 48 52 - 277
School 230 ot N 53 1311 0o - 100 . 2
School 342 ' 46 54 - ~ 488 - 58 42 117
School 352 48 52 357 56 44 55
Project subtotal 47 53 "3463. 51 49 451
. Total .50 - 50 29851

Note: A dash signifies not applicable.

-

~5G-




- behavior

location of those services.

‘receiving direct services

[}

Projects

the schools involved differs
markedly by city and sometimes
within city.

The ethnic bieakdown of persons
receiving direct services through

the Alternative Education Program is

presented in Table 5. This table
includes all projects providing
direct services, regardleso of the
(The
project operating in Compton, for
example, is included in Table 5 -but
not Table 4 because it primarily
devotes its efforts to a group of
high risk youths directly served by
its alternative school.) For the
most part the ethnicity of youths
who receive direct services resem—
bles the ethnic composition of the

" schools served by the proujects.

of the
groups

are
described in Table 6. As expected,
about half of the school populations
are male and half female. There are
sometyimes slightly more males than
females among direct service reci-
pients. Males are, of course, more
likely to have disciplinary diffi-
culties in school and to engage in
delinquent behavior than are

The gender composition
school populations and of

"females, so this slight predominance

of males is to be expected.

.

. o ’ \
How Much Delinquent Behavior. Occurs?

To provide some perspective on
the youth population involved in the
A’ternatlvn Education Initiative, it
is useful to characterize it *in
terms of the amount of delinquent
these youths engage in.
no foolproof way to esti-
mate the amount .of delinquent behav-
ior any. group . engages in (see Chap-
ter 3), but one mcéthod jé to use
information derived-from voluntary
self-report. Accordingly, Table 7
shows the proportion of youths

Thore 1is

-60-

.in the past year.

_drugs are more nearly equal.

admitting to have committed each of
several kinds of delinquent behavior
These tabula-
tions, which have been statistically

“adjusted to reflect the populations,

of the schools involved, imply that
these youths (espec1ally thre males)
have committed a large number of
crimes. Note that the table shows.
only the percentage who admit to .
each crime at least once. Undoubt-
edly the total number of crimes com-
mitted is much larger. '

According to Table 7, the popula-
tions of the public and alternative
schools involved in the Alternative
Education Program engage in a sub-
si:antial amount of delinquent behav-
ior. Of the males, 137 damaged or
destroyed: school property at least
once, 17% damaged or destroyed other
property, 19% carried a concealed
weapon, 13% were involved in gang’
fights, and 10% hit or threatened to
hit a teacher. ‘The ‘absolute numbers
of males in these schools who
engaged in these behaviors are:

, 2210 vandalized school property,

2852 vandalized other property, 3291
carried a concea}gd weapon, 3134
stole or tried to”steal something

worth more than $50, 1035 used

_strong—arm methods to rob someone.

Females engage in each of the fore-
going behaviors. much less often than
males——half as often or less.
>

The percentages of males and
females smoking, drinking and using
Forty-
six percent of the males and 44% of
the females report drinking, 23% of
males and 20% of females report
using marlJuana.

Only 24% of the males and 36% of
the females report engaging in none
of the behaviors listed. A rela-
tively small percentage ‘of youths
report engaglng in a great variety
of delinquent ‘behavior: 7% of the
males and 2% of the females—reported



Table 7

-

Percentages™ o ales and Females Reporting {They Committed

Each of a Variety of Delinquent Behaviors in Past Year *

. and Estimated Number of Youths Committ‘ng, 1982
________________________-__J___________m______,__j ___________________
Males ; X Females
Behavior % N \“,' % \r}
- Damaged or destroyed school 12.9 2210 ‘ 6.2 1132
property .
Damaged or destroyed other 16.7 2852 6.1 1112
property v
Stolen or tried to steal 7.7 - 1317 1.8 . 322
something worth less than $50
. Carried a concealed weapon - 19.3 3291~ 5.8 1050
.Been involved in gang fight 13.0 2205 5.2 936
Sold marijuana or other drugs 7.9 1336 4.0 714
Hit or threatened to hit.a 10.5 1785 4.7 851
teacher .
Hit or threatened to hit a : 50.4 . 8511 . .31.5  .5618
student '

Taken 'a car without owner”s . = 8.4 1429 - 3.1 - 553
permiésion ' - : .
Used force or strong arm methods 6.1 1035 1.9 338

to rob :
Stolen or tried to steal - ¢ 18.6 3134 . 7 10.4 1858
something worth more than $50- : :
‘Stolen or tried to steal some- 13.0 2189 5.0 895
thing from locker or '
elsewhere at -school . )
Broken or tried to break into a . 7.5 1253 1.7 309
building or car '
Smoked cigarettes 24.3 4062 33.1 5884
Consumed alcohol 45.7 7566 43.6 7634
Smoked marijuana 23 .4 3898 20.2 3586
Taken other drugs _ - 1.7 1285 ° 7.5 1323
~ Gone to school drunk or high 12.0 2006 8.7 1540
Used inhalants 6.1 1015 5.3 .. 935
None of the above - 24.0 3957 35.8 6316
One of the above or . 39.9 . 6593 54.2 9571
fewer o _ :
Two of the above or , 43.2 . 7128 56.8 10037
fewer ) _ >
Half or more of the above 6.8 ° 1123 2.2 - 389

Note. Based on weighted tabulations from the Spring, 1982, School
Action Effectiveness Study survey. The total weighted N is 19167
males and 19274 females. Percentages excliude rion-respondents. N's
shown in the table are the estimated number; of persons performing

each type of behavior in past year but do not include survey or item '
non-respondents. '

-61-
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engaging in half or more of the
behaviors listed in the past year.

. Some Consequences of Victimization

Aach1evement in this area through the

.victim,

Most work on crime neglects the
victim, focusing exclusive attention
on the of fender. Yet it is the vic-
tim of crime who most directly.
experiences the impact of the
of fense, and the recent report of
the President’s Task Force on Vic-
tims of Crime (1982) begins the task
of focusing greater attention on the
victim.

Reducing victimization is an
important goal of the Alternative
Educition Program, and results pre-
sented in Chapter 5 discuss the

Program”s second yeariy Data col—
lectec as part of the evaluation
illustrate how crime may affect the
victim. Students who report more
extensive victimization in surveys
conducted-as part of the School
Action Effectiveness Study are sig-
nificantly more alienated (feel they
are less connected to the social
order), like schooljsignificantly
less, and have significantly lower
self-esteem. When the pS)Ch010g1Cal
health of students is studied over °
time we find evidence of negative
effects of victimization on aliena-
tion and the amount of effort
expended at school work for female
students. (A technical account of
our pre11m1nary correlational

research in this area may be found

in Gottfredson (1983a).

Much remains to -be done in the
area of dacumenting and measuring
the effects of victimization on the
We interpret these prelimi-
nary results as suggesting negative
effects that interfere with the aca-.
demic work of the victim as well as.

‘having serious direct harmful psy-

chological effects, especially for
female students. : .

— Projects
' In short, delinquent behavior and
victimization are without question
serious problems in the public and
alternative schools involved in the

Alterhative Education Program.

_ Who Engages in Delinquent Behavior?

Naturally, not, all youths engage
in.delinquent behavior to the same
degree. Table 8 shows correlations
between the number of different
kinds of .delinquent behavior admit-
ted and various personal character-
istics. The results shown ifi Table"
8 generally accord with the results
of previous research, and imply that =~
the youths who engage in more delin-
quent behavior are characterized by:

o Weak attachment to parents.
o Associaticn with delinquent peers.

o Al ienation, or a feeling of not
being connected to the social
order.

o Weak attachment or dislike for
«m .gchool. '

o Lack of belief in the validity of
rules. . )

o Low self-esteem or a delinquent
self-concept.

o Premature and rebellious expres-
sions of autonomy.

o Little ef fort expended at school~
work.

o Truancy. §
Youths engaging in much delinquent

. behavior are not much different in
terms of parental education (a meas-
ure of socioeconomic.status) than
those engaging in little delinquent
behavior. The more delinquent
youths are punished more in school -

nd also are victimized somewhat

" more than other s,udents in school..

-62- -
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Table 8

_ Correlations between Selected Personal Characteristics
“ and Variety of Delinquent Behavior Reported

Males Females
Characteristic ; ————— ;—— ; ————— ;“_
Parental Education ' .06 328 12% 448
Attachment to Parents . : -.26% 398 ~.34% 4550
Negative Peer Influence 52% 446 | 42 614
Alienation o '.19* 399 .25 564
- Attachment to Séhool -.36% 427 -.43% 600
Belief in ‘Rules @ ._ —.35*‘386.\ —:26* 549
Pésitive Self-Concept - -.22% 361 ~.28% 520 .
Rebellious Autonomy ‘_ .22% 307 .32% 460
Schqol Effort .. ' -.31% 387 ~.32*% 529
School Nonattendance ' 30% 459 .27 618
School Punishments - . .23% 437 '.33*'695
Victimization - .16 432 .23% 605

Note. These correlations are calculated using a random!
‘half of the students who completed SAES surveys in the
Spring of 1981 that included the :-self-report delin-
quency meacure. Correlations are computed on this sub-
sample to save the cost of processing a much larger -
file; the pattern of results would be substantially the
same were calc@lation performed on the entire sample.

¢

*2 < -.Ol-t .
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.

. The foregoing results are not new
to researchers in the delinquency
area. They once again suggest the
appropriateness of testing interven-
tions to- prevent delinquency using
alternative education approaches.
Interventions in school to alter
structural relations in the environ-
ment or to enhance the ability of
youths to adapt to schooling are
suggested by these data. Activities
by educators tc decrease’ the nega-
tive influence of delinquent peers,
to create greater feelings of con-
nectedness to the social order of
the school, to increase, attachment

&

2’

Y,

Projects

to or liking for school, to foster
belief in the validity of rules, and
to develop (or at least not ravage)
the students” self concepts may very
well reduce youth crime,

In the next chapter we begin to
address two questions: 'Are the
projects participating in the Alter-
native Education Program providing
evidence that they are preventing

delinquency?" And, "Are these proj.

ects providing evidence that they
are influencing the known concomi-
tants of (and presumed risk factors
for) delinquent behavior?"

r
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The Environmental Effect of the Alternative Education Program

x

The Program Announcement for the
Program in Delinquency Prevention
through Alternative Educatinn
(0JJDP, 1980) makes clear tuat the
Office aimed to demonstrate delin-
quency prevention programs that
created structural changes in the
organization of schooling to bring
about changes in the behavior and
psychosocial development of students
and teachers in those schools. In
other words, 'the Program aims at
delinquency prevention through
changes in school climate and
changes in the attitudes and behav-
iors_of students and teachers in the
schools. These outcomes involve 'the
entire populations of the schools
involved. Outcome measures are epi-
demiological indices of behavior and
perscnal characteristics for schools
and measures of schogl environments.
The present chapter teports on pro-
ién these areas.

Overyigy of the Results Sought by
_. the Program

The results”sought by the 0JJDP
are recounted in Chapter 1.
3 describes in detail some of the

measures we have developed to meas-

ure these desired outcopks. The

‘fol'lowing paragraphs collate meas-

ures with results sought.

.

Measures .of Program Goals

Reduce delinquent behavior in and

Chapter'

arourd schools.: This goal is of
central importance and is measured
in several ways. (a) A Self-Re-
ported Delinquent Behavior scale and
two scales composed of subsets of
items from this scale: Self-Re-
ported Drug Involvement and Self-Re-
ported Scrious Del inquent, Behavior.
The first of these subscales con-

- | L

057 8

and Population Result’s for Delinquent Behavior ~~

tains only items related to
substance use and the second is res-
tricted to the illegal behaviors of
greatest seriousness (excluding
drug-related items). (b) A Student
Victimization scale. "(c¢) Student
reports of Gangs in School.

(d) Student reports of Safety:

(e) Student reports of Community
Crime. (f) Teacher reports of *
Safety. (g) Teacher reports of Vie-,
timization. *(h)-Teacher reports of
Classroom Disruption. Additional
measures of delinquent behavior were
collected from official records for
a number of projects, but they were
not:.collected in parallel ways from
project to project,, and no results
based on of ficial'records are.’
reported in this chapter. Some
results based on official records
are included in Part II'of this
report..

Decrease suspension. This goal
is measured in a parallel way for

~all projects through students”’
“reports of suspen51on from school.

The definition of suspen51on dif-

fers greatly from project to project
(and school system to school sys-
em). School systems' of ten “adopt

. definitional changes to alter the

appearance of high suspension, rates.
Kccordingly, although informé%%gn
was collected from school reco®ds on
suspension, that information may not
be regarded as parallel across proj-
ects, Those non-uniform data will
be used elsewhere, but are not
reported here.

Increaée’attend;nce. - This goal
is measured in a parallel way for
all projects through students’
reports of School Nonattendance.
The definition of "attendance" and

the methods used to maintain these
&
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data differ greatly from school
system to school system. Accord-
ingly, information cotlected from
school records is put to use clsc-
where in examining projuct compo-
nents within school *ysLoms but it
is not reported herc. .

_blncreaoo acacemic_success. This
godl is measured an a parallel wiry
for 'all projects through students”
reports of their school grades.
School systems differ in their grad-
ing practices and reporting formats,
and they differ in the standardized
achievement tests administered and
their test administration practices.
Accordingly analyses of individual
project grade and yggst score infor-
mation derived from school records
are presented elsewhere. '

Improve transition to work and

post—-secondary education. Our uni-
form measure of this goal is stu-
dents” educational expectations.
Extensive research shows this to be
a useful predictor of subsequent
career and educational attainment.
Fducational expectations are there-
fore an excellent proxy for actual
follow-ups of career and educational
behavior. Those data, which would
be costly to collect and which would’
requxrz walts of several years are
not available now.

Measures of Program Objectives

consistent school disci-
scales measure this

(a) Rule Clarity, and

of Rules. o

Fair and
pline. Two
objective:'
(b) Fairness

Youth, parent and community par-
ticipation in school decision making

and reduced student alienation.
This objective is multi-faceted,
1s measured by the following:
(a) student reports of Student
Influenc®, (b) teacher reports of

-

and

7y

‘

)~

_(teachers).

/ ' o

Parent and Community Influence,

(¢) teacher reports of Student
Influence, (d) a student Alienation
Scale.

‘Precludé_labeling effects.
Labeling theory hypothesizes that
when people are treated as delin-
quent, stupid, or bad that they come
to see themsclves as delinquent,
stupid or bad. That is they develop
negative self-concepts which contri-
bute to future delinquent, stupid,
or bad behavior (called "secondary
deviance"). Consequently this |
objective is measured by the Posi-
tive Self-Concept Scale (students)
and the Low Expectations Scale

/

-.-l'\

Provide o learning structure real-
istically tailored to promote_educa-
tional and social development. This
multi-faceted objective includes
objectives related to psychosocial
development, educational develop-
ment, and educational structural
arrangements. Educational develop-
ment is redundant with one of the
Program’s goals. The following list
are the measures of the psychosocxal
and structural objectives:

(a) student Rebellious Autonomy,

(b) student Practical Knowledge,

(c) student Interpersonal Compe-
tency, (d) Parental Emphasis on Edu-
cation, (e) student reports of

School Punishment, ﬂf) student
reports of School Rewards, .

(g) teacher reportg -of Individual-
ized Instruction, (h) teacher

reports of the Use of Grades as a s
Sanction, (i) student reports of
Individualized Instrugtxon,

(j) teacher reports of the use of
Type A Sanctions, (k) teacher
reports of the,use of Type B Sanc-
tions, (1) teacher Non-Authoritarian
Attitudes, and (m) teacher reports
of Int(ractlon with Students. 3

ot

~
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Theoretically Important Outcomes

In addition to the objectives
explicitly mentioned in the OJJDP
Program Announcement, theory and
rescarch in delinquency prevention
and organizational change and the
theories of action underlying one or
wmore of the 17 prevention projects
suggest several other importaut out-
comes.: It is importantythat an
c%ﬁ]p@tion of a dulinquuncytprvven-
tion program attend to these impor-
tont intermediary outcomes because
they should help 'explain the ‘success-
or failure of a project. These
additional outcdomes fall into two
groups: outcomes*related to organi-
zational health that may be related
to the ability of the organization
to implement strong intervehtions,
and outcomes known or believed to be - ¢
important risk factors for delin-
quent behavior. ‘

" Orgamizational health. We report
on the following five measures of
organizational health: (a) Student
reports of school Planning and
Action, (b) teacher reports, of
schooi.Planning and *Action,

(c) teacher reports of &mooth School
Administration, (d)- Teaching Staff
Commitment, (e) Teaching Staff -
Morale, .(f) teacher Job Satisfac-
tion, and (g) teacher Professional
Development. :

Delinquency risk#ffactors. The
following five additional measures
of risk factors for delinquent °
behavior are important:-

(a) Attachment to Parents,

(b) Attachment to Sc¢hool, (c) Belief
in Rules, (d) Negative Peer Influ-
ence, (g) Disrespect for Students.

. - Methods

Results presented in this chapter
are based on surveys ¢f students and
teachers conducted in the Spring of
We requested all
participating schools to survey al4l

-

N h ’ -67-

Foviroments and belinquency
full-time teachers who teach at
teast one student 1o prades six
through twelve 1u both years, and we
request ed all participating schools.
to cooperate with the assessment of
a probability sample of students
selected to make possible estimatos
for the school”s population of
schools.  This request was met in

‘most anCS.l

In assessing changes in measures
of Program goals, objectives, and
wdditional outcomes over time, threc
different methods werc used. These
methods are described in the follow-
ing paragraphs.

P

Simple Box Scores

Firét, simple "box scores" are
used to obtain an overall picture of .
the patteru of progress towards .
goals and objectives for the Program
as a whole. In tallying these
scores, we compared-the,school- com~
positional and psychosocial climate

I'. The New 'ersey and Jazzmobile
projects did not survey teachers in
1981 and there were irregularities
in the administration of the student
surveys in those projects. The
Miami project was not yet running’
its alternative schoot in 198l. The
Milwaukee project was not operating
in schools at the time of either
survey. The Plymouth project did
not use a probability student sam-
pling procedure in 1982, Short
forms of the student questionnaire
were made available to. the Compton
and Virgin Islands projects in 198l
where difficulties with reading lev-
012 were anticipated. Items were-
cefisored from the 1981 questionnaire
by the St. Paul, Plymouth, Chicago
Board of Education (and therefore
PCD), Pasadena, Harlem, New Jersey,
and Charleston projects (listed in
decreasing order of aumber of items
censored). Items were censored from

50 - . -
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'
meastres tor vach achool uu(uldlny
to ansessments wade o the Spr iy ot
FORTD and apain o the Spring of
1oB2.  Any piven xchoolfcould
IMProve on d4 medstre, 1eprens or gt
worse on the measure, ot stay the
sames  Fnomaking these talhies we
exe luded zchools which did not
administer the relevant portions of
the School Actiron It fectivenens Sur
vey tor either year, schools tor
which the sampling styatepy changed
in major ways tfrom one year to the
next, and schools in which the sur-
vey response rates for the two years
diftered by more than 295%. Séveral
school systans or project difectors
censored items from the suryey in
1981, and two projects cenpored
items from the survey in }982.  For
a variety of reasons, wvjhcrv unable
Lo l” event the unnu)lln;'/qtrultvyy
trom differing in some -schools in
New 3dersey, the Brnnx,‘PJymouth, and
PCD fram one vear to the next (see *
footnote 1). Finally, poor survey
administration in one or another
vear made weasures non-comparable
for the two years in some schools in
CBE and the Bronx, as well as in the
[.LCO and Houston projects.
/e .

The sign test (Siegel, 1956) was
used to estimate the probability
that the number of positive or nega-
tive changes observed would arise by
chance were there no true q%ffercnco

2from year to year.

v

School-bw—-School Examin&tion

The detailed results of the cli-
mate assessments for each school
involved in the Program were also
cxamined. ¢ &

tht 1982 questionnaire by the Miami
and St. Paul projects. No items are
being censored from the 1983 ques-
tionnaire!

81.

VSpccificnlly, the

School componttion.s  For meanusen
ot nchool compobitional ol imate
baned oy ntudent reports, tutalin-
tict. for the ditfervuce between 1941
and 1982 meann on measures ol ntu-
dent characteristics were cumputvd
based on the obsorved means and

tandard deviations tor each school
for each year, For
yomposition weasupes, differences
may be regarded as dependable 1t the
t-statintiv exceeds 196, o

these nchool

School psychosocial climate. For
comparisons of 1981 and 1982 psycho-
social climfte measures, a different
kind of "t-statistic" was computed.
This statistic uses information
about the psychometric properties of
the measurcs to compare cach difter-

ence in scorcs to an index of the . .

margin of error for that difference.
"t-statistic"
reported is the ratio of the differ-
ence between 1982 and 1981 scores to
the standard error of measurement of
the 1982 scores. {(In calculating

t he standard error of measurement,
the St. Paul schools’ data were not
inclulled, because these data became
available much later than all the
rest of the data.) As a rule of
thumb, differences that exceed twice
the standard error of measurement
may be regarded as dependable. That
is, differences for which the™_
"t-statistic shown in the tables .is
equal to or greater than 2.0 may be
regarded as dependable.

Results

A
grog;am Box "Scores

Ggall. An overview of the number

of schools that improveg or

regressed on each Program goal is
provided by Table 1. The first
colunn in the table shows the number
of schools that improved on each
measure, the second column shows the
number of schools that regressed

(got worse), and the third column
: -

-



Table |
N Number ot Alternative Education Program Schools
that lmproved and Regressed from 1981 to 1982 on
Results Sought: Goals

[y

. Number of Alternative
Education Sites

Measure Improved Regressed No Data

T o v g ——_— T m- a— e e S - ———— %= o - ———— — = = = — o= = - -

Decrease Delinquent Behavior
In and Around School

“tudents” Total Delinquency 11. 8 19
students” Drug Use - 11 8.1 19
Students” Serious Delinquency - 11 5t 22
Students” Victimization ' < 17 16 5.
Students” Gangs in School 14 10 14
Students” Safety 16* 4 16
Students” Reports of Community Crime 10 15 13
, Teachers” Safety T 21% 4 13
 Teachers” Victimiration 22% 5 11
Classroom Disrupticnd : 14 13 10 s
" Decrease Suspensions ‘ ;
. L ! .
Students” Suspensions FS 16 7
Increase Attendance , ' ; . .
Students” School Attendance - _ 20, w13 5 ‘ ’
Increase Academic Success -
Students” Grades ) 14 19 ' 5 o
Improve Transition to Work and oo
Post-secondary Education . ) ) ,
Students” Educational Expectations 21 iz - 5

e e —————— ————————— ——_—— —— o~ " —— e " ——— " —— — —— — ¢ ——

Note. Twenty-seven Alternative Education program schgols are excluded
from this table because of significant differences in the-sampling

from 198] to 1982, e ; o
. /“ L ,
* p<.01 . o ) . v . P
40ne school had ‘no change. R . - ‘ “

.

\
. -
. e

v
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Table 2 ‘ ' _ -
/// . I‘ . ‘
Numbér of Alternative Fducation Program Schools .
tHat lmproved and Regressed from 1981 te 1982 on .
. - Results Sought: Objectives '

e —r oam o+ e et et e e e = o o o e o A Ama e e =y b e S A e e i At S Nl e v S e o e W ame e e = P g e e e

N ; \\\\'NUmber of Alternatrive
’ : ~. Ecucation Sites

Making School Discipline Fair and Consistent
While Providing for Due Process ‘ , _ ‘ o
Students” Reports of Clarity-of -Rules 16 17 5
Students” Reports of Fairness of Rules © 12 21 5
Increasing Youth, Parent and Community Agency
‘Participation in School Decision Making to S
Reduce Student Alienation

Students” Reports of Student Iufluence , 9 © 18 1t
Teachers” Reports of Parent and Community/

. -Influence : ' ST ! 1
Teachers” Reports of Student Influence 15 13 e
‘Students” Aliznation o 23% 10 5

Preclude Labeling Effects N
Students” Positive Self-CoWCept & | 2 %% 5 Y
Teachers” Low Expectatidns 17 11 - 16

Provide a ‘Learning Structure Tailored to
Realistic Levels to'Promote Educational
and Social Development

Students” Rebellious Autcnomy 2yE % 4 11
Students” Practical Knowledge 11 22 5
Students” Interpersonal Competency ‘ 14 11 1°
Students” Reports of Parental Emphasis
oti Education ' Y 2 1 2% % 24
Students” Self-reported School Punishments 17 Tl 5
Students” Self-reported School Rewards 19 14 5
’ Teachers” Reports of Individuaiized ,
Instruction . 10 18 10
Teachers” Reported Use of Grades o
as Sanction? . _ 12 15 190
Students” Reports of Individualized ' ' )
Iustruction Lo . 10 - 23% s

Note. Twenty-seven Alternative Education program schools are excluded from
this table because of significant differences in the sampling from 1381 to
1082,

20ne school. had no changé. * p<.05 - FE p<. 01

. 29 ~70-
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L

shows the number 0ls excluded
from the taily d ¢ anavall-
ablity of inform r one year

or the other. Th ~le/shows that
for nine of the ten measures of
delinquency in and around .echools
the measures show less delinguency
in 1982 than in 198l. The differ-
ences for measures of school Safety
and Teacher Victimization reach sta-
significance.. The number
of schools increasing in safety is
statistically signifjcant according
to both the student and teacher
Measures .

Evidence 1in Table 1 about the
other goals sought is not clearcut,
although the number of schools with
higher Attendance and students with
high Educational.Expectations is
monsignificantly greater than the
number of /schools which declined on
these measures. )

OblYectives. Box scores for Pro-
gram objectives that parallel the
results for goals are shown ir Table
2. The evidence from this table
suggests that the objective of
increased fairness and consistency
of the school rules is not generaily
being met. Although not signifi-
cant, the pattern of results 1s that
more schools decreased on Falrness
of Rules than increased. The number
of schools that increased on the two
measures of Student Influence and
the measure of Community Influence
is not significantly different from
the number that regressed.  Student
Alienation, however, decreased in
significantly more scheols than 1t

nvreased,

Nearly si1x times schocls
mmproved as regressed on the measure
of stadents” Positive Self-Concept.
This pattern 1s signifi ant. Teach-
ers’ expectations for students
Increagsed in wnore schools than it
decroased, but this pattern is not
statistically significant.

‘ )

as many

Enviromeents and Delinquency

Changes in student psychosocial
development as measured by Rebelli-
ous Autonomy and Interpersonal Com-
petency. are favorable: ‘Higher for
Interpresonal Competency and lower
for Rebellious Autonomy in wore
schools in 1982 than in 1981. The
number of improved schools is signi-
ficant for Rebellious Autonomy. By
and large, the schools in the Pro-
gram regressed on measures of the
prescence of learning structures pre-—
sumed to promote social development.
In particular, students” reports of
Individualized Inétruction was lower
in more schools in 1982 than it was
in 1981 for more schools than would
be expected by chance. ,

Additional outcomes. Teacher
Commitment and Morale increased in
more schools than it decreased, as
shown in Table 3. For Morale this
pattern is significant. No distinct
pattern of change was observed fof
any other measure of organizational

- health.

’

Table 3 also shows that more
schools improved than regressed on
cach of the five theoretical risk
factors for delinquent behavior,
although\gone of the.patterns
observed {oX these changes were sta-
tistically significant.

School*by—achobl Summary

The foregoing overall tallies
ignore changes from one year to the
next for specific projects and
schools. In the paragraphs that
feliow, a detailed summary of these
v. to-year changes is provided.
lu this section, only changes that

L,

are necoanally statistically dignifi~.

cant described. A complete
accountis of every school’s results
for all measures is provided in
Appendix D.. In preparing the tables
presented in this section, a great -
many significance tests were per=
formed.  When many such tests are



Table- 3

Number of Alternative Education Program Schools
that Improved and Regressed from 1981 to 1982 on
Results Sought: Learning Structures and Additional Outcomes -

‘ : Number -f Alternative
Education Sites

1981 tu 1982 Change on Measures of
Learning Structuves 5
Teachers” use »f Type A(Sanctions : 16 13 9

Teachers wuse of Type B Sanctions ’ 13 15 10
Teachers” Non~Authoritarian Attitudes 16 12 10

TeAchers” Interaction with Students 13 16 9

‘QB‘ to 1982 Change on Measures of , S
‘Organizational Health : )

Students” Rgports of Planning and Action 12 15 11
Teachers” Reports of Planning and Action 13 15 10
Teachers” Reports of Smooth Sclool : i
Administration “ 15 13 10
Teachers” Commitment 17 1 10
Teachers”™ Morale S 22* : 6 10
Teachers”™ Job Satisfaction 16 13 B
Teachers” Professional Tevelopment 12 17 ' 9
- 1981 to 1982 School Changes on Additional
Theoretical Predictors of Delinquency -
Students” Attachment to Parents : 14 13 11
Students” Attachment to School 17 16 5
Students” Belief in Rules - 21 i2 5
Students” Negative Peer Influecnce 16 13 9
Students” Reports of Disrespect for - 16 ve ' 10
Students s g "
- " Note- rdentv seven Alternatlve Educatlon program schools are excluded from
) this able bGCdbSG ‘of significant differences in the sampling fron/ﬂ°81 to
1982
¥ <01

8o

o
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performed, some of them are almost

surely "stgnificant” by chance
alone. For this reasen, signifi-

cance tests should be regarded as
nominal, and interpreted with cau-

. " N : )
tion.~ : ®

[n summarizing the sghool-by-
school will nit
the reader with a lige-by-line
caccount of the tables. The moti-’
‘vated reader can sift through the .
details without our guidance.-
Instead, we shall.highlight selected

“results that appear to us to suggest
meaningful patterns.

results, we belabor

Delinquent behavior. At least
ane school in Charleston, Virgin
Tslands, and Compton projects showed
a significant decrease on one or
more measures of self-reported
deliequency. These results are pre-
sented in Table 4. Specifically, -

« 5t. Johns High School in Charleston
and Elena Christian Junior High ;
School in .the Virgin Isliands *had o
significantly lower mean scores on,
the Self-Reported Delinquency Scale
(and on the Drug Involvement sub-
scale) in 1982 than in 1981, Brdwn
High School in Charfeston and the
Alternative School jin Compton had
significantly lowotr scores on. the
Serious 'Delinquent Behavior sub-—

: Plymouth Central Middle

Scheol “and the centrol school for

the Kalamazoo project (South Junior

scale.

2. Ia all, 1,377 tests were per-—
formed. 1f each of these tests were
independent, 69 "significant" dif-
i at the .05 level would be
expected by chaance alene, and 14
would: be expected by chance alone at
the .01 tevel. Differences attribu-
table to chance should be rouphly
ecqgually «divided between positive and
negative outcomes. We observed 179
differences that reached "signifi-
cance' at the .05 tevel, 102 posi-
tive and 77 negative.

terences

High School?) both increased signili-
cantly in Self-Reported Delinquency
(and the Drug Invelvement sub-
scale). Finally, one of the Bronx
Elementary Schoels (No. 63)
dncreased significantly in -Self-Re-
ported Drug Involvement. '

Other measures of ‘delinquencv 1in
and arcund schowls.  On other meas-
uvres of delinguency in and around
schopls, Charleston, Puerto-Rico,
Pasadena, and ?lymouth stand out as
projects with most- significant
changes from 1981 to 1982 with some
Charlestun, Pasadena, ard Puerto
Rico schools showing decreases in

“the other measnres of Jelinquent
behavicr in and around s hcols, or
increases in schornl Saf:ty, and a
Plymouth school, showing the opposite
pattern (see Table 4). Table &4 also
shows that of the schools showing
significant changes in the various

"measures of celirquency, there were

k)
mere thap lwice ©s wany instances of
-significant izprovement as declire
(27 instances of improvement, and (2
of decline).

Suspensions. Results for suspen-—
sions are shown in Table 5. The
table shows that in seven schonls
“the number of suspensions reportied
by students decrcased significantly
and in two schocls the number of
suspensivis increased significantiy.
Suspensions decreased in at least
one school in the Charleston, Puerto
Rico, Chicago Board of Education,
and Plymouth projects; suspensions
increased significantly in one Cdmp-
ton and St. Paul school. vd -

Academic and career outcomes.
Table b shows significant decreases
in self-reported grades in seven
schools. Table 7 shows that only
two schools changed significantly in
the- level of educational expecta-
tions-~both increased.




Table &

1981 to 1982 Schoo! Change on Alternative Education Goal:
Decrease Delinquent iehavior In and Around School

Project and Scale Score t - Degrees of
School » 1381 1982 statistic freedom

Yalamazoo i :
South JHS (327)(control) 14 .20 - 3.11 - 423
Charleston ' ' :
St. John”s HS (951) .12 .10 - =2.05 549 -
Vlrgln Islands )
Elesa Christian JHS. .09 .06 . -2.92 . 440
' /
Ylymouth . : ‘ .
Centrat MS (4l) . A4 .22 ' 2,66 212
N "7 Measure: § nts” self-reported Drug Use
_____________________ A sttt
Kalamazoo ‘ ‘ : _ . !
South JHS (327)(c0nt*01) 170,27 3.9% ! 428
Bronx . . o 6 o
63 , , .05 .16 3 .iﬁ 193
(harICQton &t
St. John’s HS (951) 24 .19 -2.27 557
Virgin Iqlands -
“Elena Christian JHS : A1 .07 -2.81 445
Plysiouth ‘ ‘ :
- Cantral MS (&41) 70 .32 3.48 216
Measure: Students” Self-reported Scxlous Delinquency
e e = B e e
Compton Action Center -
CACYD ' .26 -.15 ~2.72 78
e % '
e Charleston v . C
Brown HS (75A) ’ .10 .07 . -2.01 o 573
e e e e o e e ———————— e ———— .—-_/-—-—
O . —714- o ¢ :




Table 4 (continued)

Project und Scale Score Tt Degrees of

Schoo . 1981 1982 statistic freedom

Mezsure: Students” Self -reported Victimization

Constitutionas! Rights -

Foundation ‘

Flliot .JHS(70) .20 .10 -1.99 573
Kalamazoo .

South JHS (327)(control) L130-.21 , 3.79 420
Chicago Board of Education "

Bowen HS (1240) .09 .05 -2.68 284

LeMoyne E1 (4440) .28 .17 -3.65 o185

Bontemps E1 (5750) B SRS B -2.27 | 307.
Puerto Rico ) ; |

Santiago Gonzales (1) Jd4 07 -5.31 745
Charleston

Burke BEs (759) A5 .09 -4.01 066
Plymouth ‘ : " ‘

Central MS (41) Jd2 0 .19 2.22 217
.St. Paul :

Johnson(230) \ , .04 .07 - 2.32 418

Washington(352) 100 .15 - 2.80 311

e me e e e e e e s ot e S vy e A e e A o A o A e e S Bt e A e e e e e e e - o T S s e T e O e

Measure: Students” Self-reported Gangs in School

Charleston - . _
Brown HS (754) - A TR 2.07 --
Measure:  Students” Self-reported Community Crime
Virgiu Islands -
Elena Christian JHS 400 22 -2.06 . -

o : -7




Table & (continued)

e ot s = ) e o e o s o o A e ot " ot = A T — 2 T e S - S T B et B A T e P B T e e e s e e e

Project and . Scale Score - . t Degreés of
School . 1981 1982 statistic freedom = -
Measure: Teachers” Victimization .

e e e e e o e e o A P o e e e
Puerto™Rico d

Santiago Gonzales JHS A6 .08 ~1.97 34

Constitutional Rights Fndn. : '

Muir HE 782) ' 160 .10 -2.23 153
Chicago board of Education . ) :

Bowen HS (1240) 23 .16 -1.96 84

Measure: Classroom Disruption

Constitvtional Rights Fndn.

Elliot JHS (70) ' 2.66 2.38 -2.14 79
Peer Culture Development

lL.ake View HS (1430) 2.10 1.82 -2.26 65
‘Puerto Rico , ) R

Dr. Aguayo. HS 2.31 1.65 -3.25 57

-7




Table 4 (continued) ‘
Project and . _Scale Scc Score t o ﬁegrees of
School ) » 1981 1982 , statistic freedom

Bronx :
53 . .5] .12 5.65 --

Jazzmobile ) .
88 .73 .79 2.45 : --

Charleston
Burke HS (7 5) fo .82 2.21 -

—— e e e e e - v o T T e e o A 1 o A B = A o . P e % A s Ay e e M e e et Ay o A M e e e e T S g A P e e S e e S e 5 S

Constitutional Rights
Foundation
Elliot JHS (70) 3.19 3.60 - 2.77 -

Kalamazoo -
Milwood JHS (318) 3.46 3.75 2.01 -

Puerto Rico

Santiago Gonzales JHS (1) 3.52 5.17 -2.35 -~ )
Dr. Aguayo HS (3) 2.81 3.92 7.81°° --
Charleston . .
Courtenay MS (741) _ 3.90 4.24 2.28 -
A.B. Rhett MS (742) - 3.35 3.67 2.17 : --
IlyWOx h ) ,
,Cent: /1 MS (41\ , 3.78 3.38 -2.72 L
Note. Ont; the.. schools where the change from 1981 to 1982 is regdxdeﬂ as depen-
dable are included on this takie. Reports of change on teacher survey mcasures

are excludet {row this table wien the numb%r of. tegcher surveys on which the 1982
rmean is based, 1s fewer thaw 1. LﬁstatistiCS'fojycompositional measures are :
based on the means and staudard deviations for each school. For puychosocial cli-
mate measdares, the "t- qt;;xstxc ' is. the ratio of the difference between 1982 an
1981 ‘scor :s to the standard error of measurement of the 1982 scores. As a rule of
thunb, psychosocial climate measure differences that are twice the standard error
of weasuremcnt may be rrgerQd as dependatle. - Dashes in the column for degrees of
freedom indicate that the measure is a psychoaocxal climate measure. :



Table 5

1981 to 1982 School Change own, Alternative ELducation Goal:
Decrease Suspensions

Project and’ =~ - Scale Score t Degrees of
" School ' o 1981 1982 statistic freedom
Measuroe: Studqnts' Solf reported Suspensions

Compton Action Center

© CACYD | | S50 .3 2.02 92
Chicago Board of Education .
LeMoyne E1 (4440) - 7 ; .32 .18 ‘ -2.,27 185
Puerto Rico .
Santiago ®onzales JHS (l‘ .22 013 -3.23 743
ﬂCharlestdnil -
A.B. Rhett MS (742) .21 .13 ~2.02 S41
Brown HS (754) 49 .28, ~-5.46 - 575 <
Burke HS (755) 260 .17 -3.08 655
Plymouth ’ .
Growth Works (1) ot 4 .20 -4 45 50 .
Bast MS (31) . ' 220 .11 --2.12 ) 231 '
St. Paul . - . )
Washington MS £352) A3 .22 ‘ 2.08 301

s
W

Note. - Only those schools where the change from 1981 to 1982 is regarded as depen-§

dable are included on this table. Reports of change on teachev survey ricasures
are excluded from this table when the number of teacher surveys on which the 1982
mean is based, is fewer than 1l1. t-statistics for compositional measures are
based on the means»and standard deviations for each schodl. For. psychosocial cli-
mate measures, the "t-statistic' is the ratip "of the difference between 1982 and
1981 s'cores to the standard error of measurement of the 1982 scores. As a rule of
thumb, psychococ1al climate measure differences-that gqre twice'the‘standard error
* of measurement may be" regarded as dependable. Dashes 1h the column for degrres of
fleedom 1nd1cate that the measure is a psychosocxal climate measare.

) .



[
Table O

.

Padl o 198Z Sohool “hJHﬂL on Alternative Education Goal:
A Inorcase Academice Success -
Project and “vcale Score t Degregs of '
Schouol 1981 1982 statistic freedom .
Meawnr oo Student Swlf~rvporlvd Grades
VOO
Cov:t utional Rights, ’ i
Four“dation !
Muir (82) ' AT -2.89 529
Puerto Rieo ' o . ’ o
Ruis Belvis K1 (2) 2.40 2,18 -2.31 38
Charleston ) ‘ - 7 ,
Rivers MS (743) . 2.89 2.65 52§GI 583
Brown HS §7547 2,45 2.32 -2,76 - 619
Virgin Isl.ads ’ . o . - N
Elena Christian JHS 2.36 2.16, -2.52 7 - 496
St., Paul ’
Johnson HS (230) 2,83 2,67 ~2.02 422
Washiugton MS (352) 2,68 2,46 .=2.,02 322
Note, Only”lhnso schocls where the change from 1981 te 1982 is regarded as depenm-
dable are included on this fable. ‘uports of chagg{ on tcacher survey meastires

E\.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

are cx:luded from this table when tue nugber of teacher surveys on which the 1982

’

mean is bascd, 1s fewer than 1. g—st¢tiat1¢f for compositional measures are
based on the means and staudard .ceviations for each school. For psychosocial cli-
mate measures, the "{-statistic'’ is the ratio of .the difference between 1982 and
1981 scores to the standard error of measurcment of the 1982 scores, As a rule of

that are twice the standard error.
Dashes- in the column for

climate peasure.

thumb, pS}C}ObOClﬂl climate measurc differences
of measurcaent may beregarded as dOp(ﬂddblP
freedom iadicate that the pav<hnqoc133
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\ Cp 4
\ Fable 7
4
1981 to 1982 50hool Change on Alternative Education Goal:
Improve Transition to Work and Post-scecondary Fdud%tion
Froject and Seite Score t Deprecs of
School : lTusE 198 stutist'ic irovdom
Measure:  Students” Fducatiopal Expettationg
- N - . . ! L4
Chicage Board of BEducation
Bentemps BT (5750) LA A 06 3. ' il
1y Ny . .
Iy gux . ' ‘ 3
63 3.00 31.53 2.01 220 B
\x\ 2 . ' Fl ’
,Note. only thosc wehools where the change frem 1981 to 1982 is regarded as depen-
dable are included on this tahle. Reports of change on teacher survey measures
are excluded from this table when the number of teacher surveys on which the 1982
mean is based, is tew t than 11, t-statistics for composiuiondl weasures are '
based on thegmeans and standard deviations for cach school. For psychosocial Tli-
mate measures, the "t-statistic” s the retid of the difference between 1982 and - -
1981 scores to the standard srrroc of measurement of the 1982 scores. As a rule of
thumb, psychosocial  mate measure differences that are twice the standard error
of measurement may b regarded as dependable.  Dasheg in the column for « ~vees of
frecdon indicate rtiat the meassur. is a pavehosocial climate measure.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" Parent~Comtfunity Involvememt,

’5(1\001~

Environments aml Dol inguencoy

Tabtle B
Lht owe

shows that

had Hpuae
. i

sreportoed behool

Truaaey.

oot in

;-x'(.']m'l "
s¢

one

freantly
Nonattendance;

dess

control school

had signaficantly more School Nonat
tendance.
‘. N ’:Q . - .
School discapline. Results for

neasures of the fairness and clarity
rules are
Taole Y. The results 1o
wirror the results shown earlier for
the Prdyram boR score on these meas-—
As many schools significantly
inereased in the Clarity of Rules as
decredsed (two each), and the only

two schools that changed signiti-

cantly on the measure of Fairness of

of  schoo] preseunted in

this table

Hres.,

* Rules, dogreased.
g "

Parent, communify, and studént
participation. - Table 10 shows th:ft
Plymouth Central Middle School sig
nificantly declined on both measures
of Student 1nfluence, while one /
school each in Charleston and PCD
showed significant increases in-,
ands
Puerto rigd showed an lncgease in
Student Influerice according to
teach%§ reports.: 3 '

»

éilgthigg. Table 10 a}so/oﬁows

that 10 schools significantly
changed in the measurc -of student
Alienation (down in five and up iu.
five). 1In the five schicols with

1eni€icant
two are control schools. Rrojett
schools in Plymouth. (2)iand SLf*.nd
(1) also showed significant
increases in AllCﬂdLlOﬂ Two )
in Charle iton and one schaol
cach in Pasadens, PCD, and Harlém3

A,
hiad lower Alienation scores in 1982
than in 1981
x !

NN

3.% Although the Hdrlem ‘schoal”
1<%ponso rate “in 1982 was w1th1ﬂ 25¢
i’ dts ‘Q81’responwo rate,
very low both yclurs.

1t wa's

.

increasds in Alienation,
N [

£

.control

WeTe 200G

T B PR Creatilacant
Juereases toer o bive achools o the’
measure of Positive Self-Concept are
shown 1o eble V1o These taive
included two project and one control

Junypon

the
footnote

school 1n-Charteston, Milwood
Hipgh School 1n
Harlem project

1.

Kalanseoo, cod
school Coen

Teacher expectations.  tnly one
changed signifircantly on the
measure of teacher expectations.

9 x[n‘(t.ltxcnln of students were
posktive in a middle school in
mouth in 1982 than they were in
1981. » (Thi+ outcome is counter {o”

most results this school.)

school

nore

Ely-"

for
Other measurds
lopment .
ignificantly on

of_psychosocal
Six schools changed
medsurés of rebel-
lious autonomy. Table 12.shows that
of these six, five program schools
had lower scores in 1982 and one
school had higher Scores in
1981. The table shows that
only- two progium *scheols showed
increases on the measure of stu-
wemts” Practical Knowledge (one cach
in Hatdem and Pl)mouth) Five pro-
grawm schaols and’ gnc control school
Lad significantly lower sceres on
this measurc. ?1nse five include

sume

one control school i1n Kalam<.no, an
elementary school in CBE, and three
program~schuols in St. Paul.  Two

program schools ipeveased in Inker-
persoval, Compet. iy w5, one 'in

CBE and one in .o Consid-
cring these previosociat Jdevelopment
Jhaiet everai iy pere thun (wacCe as

Lol

mary program - hoaT oodmp wved as,
dcc]hﬁ@. N

: - ‘ :

e “hugaCLondl stxualuxu‘. “There

27 significant dllfCl(ﬂ('h on
weasires of educational structures
ip Table 1247200 theee 27,.9
favcwnﬂiiq direatich, and
thi direction dppesity
that soupht. Né clear or systdmnﬁi@
cattern acrose: bmnls‘or prejects

aroe
hrwn

were 1n



Table Y

1981 tos 1982 School Change on Alternative Fducatiton Goal:
lncrease Attendance

Project and ﬁnngAoygggm t Degrees of
.School 1981 1982 statistic freedom
R .._.__._!,.,.-- e e agam e e o e e e o h h e e e o o e o et o o e o 8 o e ot e o s o e W o e T s e g e i =
Measur o Students ™ Self-reported School Non-attendance g
, . X <,
Veer Culture Developwment - T
Harrison HS (1370) .62 .53 -2.02 628

Kalamazoo
Seuth JHS (327)(control) .19 .28 2.04 450

Jazzmobile

88, ) .31 .18 -2.73 . 381
Plymuuth ' - ) - ) '
Growth Works (l) .89 .65 =212 " 57

Note. Only those schools where the change from 1981 to 1982 is regarded as depen-.
" dable are ,included on this table. Reports of thange on teacher survey measures
~are excluded from this table when the number of teacher surveys on whlch the 1982
mean ic based, 1s fewer than 11, t-stctistics for compositional measures -are
based og the means and standard dev1atlons to1 each school. For psychosocial cli-
mate measurcs, the '"t-statistic" 1s -the rat.c of the difference between 1982 and
198} scores- to the standacrd error of measu cment of the 1982 scores. As a rule of
'thumb psychospcial climate measure differences that are twice the standard error
of measurement may be regarded as dependable. Dashes in the column for degrees of
freedom indicate that the maasurq {s a’ psy. ho iocial Lllnate measure.
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ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~excluded from this table when the number of teacher surveys on which

Tably 9

Fant to 1982 Scehool Change

Makiuy Discipline Fair and
Consistent While Providing for Do Process

hool

e A% e e e et e e n ) A e mm e fes e e o e S P o B s e o

Procvect and Scale Score » ot Degrees of

hool 1981 1982 statistic freedom
Measere:  Students” Ruports of Clarity of Rules

Shicage Board of Education - .

Bontemps E) (5750) g7 .67 -2.12 ) -
"o tulture Development _ . l

Harrison HS (1370) A i 62 .73 2.24 -

= : ¢

Plymouth ) - _ - : . . X

Grewth Works (l) .62 .73 2.20 . - ‘

Central MS (41) .72 .60 -2.51 e Pue

) Measurc: Students’ Reports. of Fairness of Rules :

e e e et e iee e

Kalamazoo ‘ "

Sonth JHS (577)(gontrcl) .67 .54 -2.35 --
Plymouth ; S , : e

Central MS (41) ' .56 .39 -3.34 -

Note.
ble are included on this table. measures are

the 1982 mean
are based on-

climate mea-

Reports of change on ‘teacher survey

ts based, is fewer than 1l. t-statistics for compositional measures
the means and standdard deviations for each school. .For psychosociaf
"t-statistic"

SUT € is the ratio of the difference between 1982

to the standard error of measurement of the 1982 scores. As a rule'of thumb, psy-
chasocial Ixmate measure différences that are twice the standard error of measure-
meént may e wegarded as dependable Dashes in the column for degrées of freedom

indicate that tl. measure is a psychosocial climate measure.
N
7

>

T
'
°
i

-

on Alternative Fducation Objective:

and 1981 scores’

Only those schools where the. -change- from 1981 to 1982 is regarded as dependa— :
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T4ple. 10 . - -

1981 to 1982 School Change on Alternatlve'Echatlon ObJectlve:
Increas1ng Ybuth, Parent, and Community Agency-:
Participation in Sc¢hool Decision Maklng to -
_ Reduce Student Alienation _ :
) . _Q ’ , . ('\ N \ . . . . N PARR]
Project and . i Scale Score - t ~ Degrees of '
School - . S .. 1981.1982 statlstlc freedom
= Measure: Students 'Reported Student: In?luence ‘ T
LS e VI -
Plymouth
Cengtel MS -(41) 46, .35 N -2,17 -
Meaeure' Teachers 'Repg/xg of Parenf and Communlty Involvement
T——-if------“——--—--f --------------- I \':ﬁj -------- ——m—mm s
Peer Culture Development . . PO )
Harrison HS (1370) . 1,09 1.30 2.95\ -
. , . . ¥
‘Charleston T > A -" ’
Courtenay MS (741) °1.31 1, 45 - 216 0 --
_________________________________________ Fc---;-_---L—;_________ —————
. . Measure Teachers Reports of ‘Student. Influence in School P
Puerto Rico - ~ : P " : . ' :
Dr. Aguayo HS (3) . 1.52°1.71 2.17. - "
. . ' o " : ) oo ! =
Plymouth ‘ / . o .\\/~ _ \J
Central MS (41) 1.54 1.35 ~2:44 - 1¥
) (cont.) -
. &
bl - I’. - b v
. _ (:L, ]
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\ .
‘ Table 10 (continued) -
‘Project and . . : Scale Score t * Degrees bf
Sthool o . 1981 1982 statistic freedom ’
" Measure Students A11enatLon .
e S e
_ - ‘ , A
Constitutional Righgs
Foundation . : . —
Elliot-JHS (70) - 42 .35 -2.99 522
Peer Culture Development - ' -
Harrison HS (1370) .39 .32 -3.04 ‘ 542 7
_ Kalama%oo _ T . !
South JHS (327)(&ontrel) .37 .43 . 2.25 384 .
- Jazgmobile ‘ : b
A28 L 31 .20 -2.04 135 - ‘ ‘
Charleston . _ .
-Laing MS (242)(control) .38 .44 2.98 = v 573
A.B. Rhett MS-(742) 33 .25 -2.97 511
Burke HS (755) .21 .22 —2.51 608
o . - \‘ ' {‘:’ ‘:
Plymouth . i . \ ) )
East MS (31) 33 42 - 2.04 224 ‘
Central MS (41) © .35 44 T2.03 220
. ' B * ' ' E e
St. Paul. . K Yoo
‘Murray MS (342) .27 .36 3.04 383. .

————————————————————-———————————————‘-.—————_—————_s—————————————————_———

Note. -Only those schools where the change from 1981 to 1982 is regarded as depen-
dable are. included on this table. Reports of change on teacher survey measures
are excluded from this table when the number of teacher surveys on which the 1982
mean is based, is fewer than 11. ¢t-statistics for compositional measures are

based on the means and “‘standard dev1at10ns for each school.

fnate measures, thHe "t-statistic" is the ratio of the difference between 1982 and
1981 scores to the standérd-error of measurement of the 1982 scores.
r thumb, psychosbcial climate measure diff@rences that are twice the standard error

of measurement may be regarded as dependable. -

freedom indicate that the megsure is a psychosoc1al climate measure.”

As a.rule of

Dashes in the column for degrees of

-

For psychosoc1a1 cli-



o o i\\ ' Table 11
‘ 1981 to 1982 School Change on Alternative Educatlon Objective:
Preclude Labellng Effects

————————————————————————————— T v o o e e e e ——— -

Project. and o : Scale Score ot ’ Degree§;3;,h
School = R 1981 1982 statistig freedo

________________________________ e e
Kdlamazoo B , ) _ .
MllWOOd Jias (318)° S, .69 .74 . 2.69 . 576
o Jazzmﬁbile .. _ | : :
/ 88 : ‘ .71 .80 3.17 ' 133
’ : . hl - . : : .
Charleston ' ‘ ‘ ,
Charleston HS (751)(control) .77 .80 2.08 421
Burke HS (755) C .19 .82 2.97 © 550
Haut Gap MS (944) .73 .77 ~ 2.18 . 444 T

Measure: Teachers Low Expectatlons

e i A . ; . - 4
' * Plymouth _ *° - L4 ' ) - , S -~
Central MS (41) o 35 36 23. 29 -2.10 51
. ..' h Note. Only those schools where the change from 1981 to 1982 is regaxded as

dependabfe are included on this table. Reports of chiange on teacher survey

' . measures are excluded from this. table when the number of teacher surveys on
which the 1982 mean is based, is fewer than 11. t-statistics for composi-
tional measures are based on the means and standard deviations for each.
school. For psychosocial climate measures, the "t-statistic" is the ratio of .
the difference between 1982 and 1981 scores to the standard error of measure-—.

. ment of the 1982 scores. As a rule of thumb, psychosocial(climate measure ‘
differences that are tw1ce the standard error of measurement may be regarded
as dependable. Dashes' in the column for degrees of freedom 1nd1cate that the -
measure 1s a psychosocial climate measure. X ‘

M e




N . Table12 . e

1981 to {;82 School Change on Alternatlvé Educatlonfgbjectlve
Promote Educational .and Social Development

by Providing Approprlate Learning Structures , '
o L____;______i_______;__;f ________ ,*l;_____;______;__,____;__;______;__;'
o ~ Project and, - L Scale Score 3 t - Degrees of
-~ .. " School . . ) 1981 1982 .  statistic . freedom
b ¢ Measure: Students” Rebellious Autonomy
_________ e e ————————————— e ————— e ——— =
Chléago Boafgiof Education ' ERRE : :
s Bowen HS™ (1240) - .62 < .53 . -1.98 . 264
T, Luella El (4550)(60ntr01) .55 .68 « . 2.09 144
4 : % ’ ’
Kalamazoo T - ' . .
Milwood JHS (318) © . . .73 .63 = -3.l4 , 493}
Jazzmobile : -7 S S : v
t 88 , ".74 .56 ~-2.78 - 116
- Puerto Rico. ! K
Santiago Gonzales JHS\(I) 47 .39 . -3.13 688
Plymouth . _ T
East Ms (31) . .79 .69 -2.28 215
‘ Measure: Students’ gractlcal Knowiedge
- - ——— . ——— —— s " s o o o e A ——————————— - - ———— o o . = o
B . . \ - :
. Chicago Board of Education . e T e "
Blaine E1 (2300) . . 1.37.1.26 . <2.00 315
Kalamazoo ' C T L s . . .-
South JHS (327)(contr01) +1.39 1.25 © _ - z£2.92 T375
Jazzmobile L "':-' . R ) !
88 - . .97 1.35 . 4.33.° 126
s 7 \ . > . . . “~
Plymouth o 367 i t « .
©+ .Central MS (41) < Vo 2.10 ° 221 -
5 ) . .Stl Paul . > ) -
' ' Certral HS (210) . .+ 1,57 1.36 -4.03 258
- Murray MS.(342) L 1.40 1,15 -4 82 366
: Washington MS (352) ., 1.19 1‘03 ~ -2.58 . 261 q
————————————————————————— h—:—————————-————h————————————————————————7——:‘
" A
(‘) bl

-87- 10() o -

A

[ '



e o Table 12 (continued) - R e
. S S 2 e
Project and, ¢ -, Scale Score ot Degrees of o
School = &, ©0 7 T1981™%982 ~ statistic | freedom
'\ * . —————— ”_____'—__—— ________ _:'____—'F‘—_z“—-—_-___--'—_'-'--_-_—'—’__l-' ------ —'—
’ * s Measune Students Iuterpersonal Competency -
& Bt
Chicago Board.of Education ™= - T U ‘. : s
Bontémps ?1'$5759)' . .80'5.86”5 2.50 217
Charleston . o | S . T
%A.B. Rhett MS (742) .. - .75, .80 2,68 503 .
——.———————————-———-—--_————'——-.'——_——__—-.'_____.__-___' _____________ ,‘___._; ______ ,
Measure Students Reported Parental Emphasis on Educatlo?
- * , N :’ * , é"‘ « - -y
Peer Culture Development ' . C e ! '
Lake View HS (1430) =2,25. : . 480
Chicago Board of Educatlon ' T
LeMoyne El C4440)" ¢ 2003 188
* Kalamazoo | : ' ‘e . ‘ ' .
Rilwood JHS: (318) . .68 .62 - -2.56 - 623
South Jus (327)(contrp1) .68 .61  -2.45 425 "
- // . . - . : e
Bronx ) ' IR
\ cr 22 - .66 .56 =3747 416 ,
- »63. ’ . B} .75 . .61 -3:57 . - 169 - .
Puerto R1co v ; o - , ‘ . o
, Ruis Belvis El (2) 71 .64 . =2.35 - 336
/.~ Dr. Aguayo HS (3) ' .63 .58 -2.18 805 -
Measure: Students” Reports of School Punlshments
Bronx ‘. : B B
22 . S A .27 .21 -2.30 437
63 L. : . W31 22 ' =2.66 » .- 187
Charleston : _ ) : , .
v - Laing MS (242)(control) _ e .22 . 2.45 613
. ’Brown HS (754) . .24 .19 © =2.40 _ 580 .
Plymouth : ’ o ) '
Central MS (41) : 16,277 . 2.b9 221
e .

rs -



i e
- _Tablé-12 (continued) = "' _ .
. Projecf and o ';_ : Séale' Score L. Degrees of
School ’ o i 1981 1982 _ statlst1c~ freedom
e : :ﬂ Measure., Student‘ Self reported School Rewards
- ) h)
Chicago Board of Education ‘ . v : S
,A_~~f"Biéine,E1’(2300) ‘ : .23, .33 3.03 - ' 319
. -." ' : P T : : N : . ‘\
Bronx L . : ‘ . PO
22 j .33 .24 -3.16 438
v 463 o .52 .32 -3.91 - “ ;o187
* Puerto Rico s, " ce
_ - Santiago Gonzales JHs (1) - .43 .28 -6.52 - .. 742
‘ : Ruls Belvis El (2) —.47 .35 -3.55 . . 336 -
Virgin Islgnds-‘ " N : . - S _
Elena Christian”JHS - - - .28 .33 . 2.00 . - 473
Plymouth ; I : t , . }_.-
Central MS (41) : .26 .16 -2.68 222 °
St. Paul | £ R
» . . Murray Ms (342) .29 - .19 . =3.32 T 402
B Washlngton MS (352) B 15 .22 - 2.37 o 309 -
‘Measure: Teachers Reports of Ind1v1dual1zed Instruct1on
\ A \

"
) CharlesLon

Charleston HS~é751)(control) 1.82 1.09 _ -2.08 _ -
Bronx : : ) .
63 1.94 1.18 ~2.80 —
g e o o o
. .
, ;
L.

-89- 10;; .
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. . : - . able 12 (¥6ntinued) : : T
—______—__:____;_ ________________ ’:/ _____ e —— - ‘_ —__-_;———__'_—;—___—_—-‘-—_—.—
R PI'OJeC-t and _‘ - 1 ' 3 Sca}e’Score St o Degrees of . ' Tt
School . LS 1981 1982 -~ statistic ; freedom T
e ———— — e e e e e e e ———— - _..g.,.a.___v__—'.,_.. ________
P . * Measure: Teacheree UEe of Type B oanctmpns ' d s
e et et B S
Charléston - s, 0T : > .J‘i . ' .
Charleston HS (751)(control) 2.47 1,98 . —2.37, - 21, A
a W mm———mm——————— PR h__-.____a_—_..!’.n.._...__ \ -— D - .
'_Measure: Teatchers' Non—Authorltarlan Attitudes '
. '————.——.-*————————-;"——————-"‘——— -t A 3 g e i ——— =TT
: & R ’ RPN . & S
- -.V1rg1n Islands .‘”ﬂn? T e Sl B
’ Elena Christian JblS (0) : 2.31 2.61 . : 112329 118 e
. _____._______._________________,. __________ _:____-_ ______ ) mm e e

. Note. On]v those schools where the change from\l98L/to 1982 is regarded as
'dependable a;e included on this table. - Reports ‘of ,change on teacher survey
. measures ' are excluded from this table when the number of teachér surveys on-
A whlch the 1982 mean ig nased is fewer than 11. t-statistics, .for composi-
tiona’ measuyres are based. on the means and scandard deviations for each
school.. For psychosoc1al climate méasures, the "t—statlstic is the ratio
of the ditference ‘between 1982 and 1981 scores to " the standard error of
measurement of the 1982 scores. ,As:a rule of- thuib, psychosocial climate'
measure differences:that are tw1ce the standard error of measurement may
be regarded as dependablg. Dashes 1n~the column for deg&ees of- [freedom:
1nd1cate that . the measure is a psychosocial climate measufe.
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appears in the results, although it
is, striking that_'no school increased

_on Parental, Emphasls on Educatlon_pr
. Individualized Lnstructlon, and
-elghtadecreased on Parental Emphasis

1y

two decreased in the measure.of
In 1v1duallzed Inxtructlon.,

_ Organlzatlonal health Outhmes\
for the measures -presumed to be
related to prospects for organiza-

" tiomhl- development ¢ shown in .
" Tablex13.. In all,; 25" significant

of whieh 17 are in
“.the pos1t1ve d1rect10n. Of the
e1ght negatlve changes, three were

" for*control schoolss The measures
showing most positive changes were
Teacher Commitment :and Teache{ .

- Morale.: Three Charleston schools,’
hlgh school in Puerto Rico, and East
-Middle School “in Plymputh signifi-

k4
v

-

: cantly 1mproved on Commitment. or

Moralex Two schools in Puexto Rico, ¢
one,in'CharIeston, and the program
school in Kalémazoo showed signjfi-
“cant increases 1n teachers reports -
or Smooth Adm1n1strat10n. '

y e

.

Other delinqgencv risk'factors.
A’ summary of significant differences
between 1981 and 1982 for other the-

.
-
°

R

" oretical risk factors for delinguet

. Negatlve Peeq,Ipfluence decreased

behav1or is presented in’ Table 14.
Four program schools showed »
decreases in ‘Attachment to Parents,
and a control school showed' an
increa Attachment to School )
1ncrea€§d in two program schools and *
one coptrol school and decreased in
four program .schools and.two control
schools. , Four schools increased in
student Belief in Rules and one L
school decfeased (all are program
schools) ‘The program schools show-
ing 1§>renses‘weré}1n<8t. Paul,

Charleston, Harlem (see footnote 3),
.and CBE,

...

el

in" fourbprogram schools in Charles-
.ton (2), Harlem, and Pasadena; and
it 1ncrensed in Qne program and one.
control-. school in Charleston.

'

-

-

men
- h-llp

»

. *Plymout

Yl-

Discussion

LiMitations
. .

‘ Co-dccurring events. The major
limitatiomr of the results presented
here'1s that they all describe’
‘changes in the population leVels of
dellmguent/behav1or, other, behav1or,&
other péychoqocial characteristics,
and-'sthool environment between 1981
and 1982 without reference\tojthe
__source of the change. -Any 'ma&jor .\
event that occunxed in the env1ron—“

structure stafflng, leader—

y +OT flnancﬁal resources ava11a—'
:ble to a school--or even econdmic.
cond1tlons and fchool system poll-
.cies-—are potential explanatlons of

*such changes from year' to year. ' The
Alternatlve Educ?tlon projécts oper—-
ating im these schools are generally

vone. such maqor occurrance.

. '«
\

a
.

) . ) _ o
Bsometimes it‘is‘difficult to have

- much copf iderice in an interpretatﬂon
" that a project opexating in a schoel

. caused tlife changes observed. For |
-example,«a -junior high school ‘in
showﬁd signififant
1ncreases';n elinquent Behavior,
sthdent Alienation, School Punish- |
ents student Victimizatian; it ,'J
showed significant .decreases in _
teacher Safety, Fairness of Rules,
-Clarity of Rules, Student Influence
as reported by teachegg§ and'stu-
dents, School- Rewards, Attschment to
Parents, and studgnt reports of
school Planning and Action. But
these outcbmes are .hard to 1nterpret
as effects of the alternative educa+
tion project opcrating in the
school. The progict pr1mar11y pro-
vides direct servites to -a selected
group of studentsg had no major
project component directed at ‘school
oxganizational change, ard therefore
is not a plausible explanation of
this substantlal deterioration in
.school “climate. A more plausible
explanation'of the results is the
change in grade-level ‘organization

104
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L T Table 13 o

.

1981 to 1982 School Change o:\Measures of Orginizational” Health

% . * Project and ._ ~ _Scale ‘Score <t . Degrees of .
S " School” ‘ . ~. 1981 1982 gtalisPic freedom
e e e o e e o e s e e e T o e ;.,'____._______.._______"'-______‘_ ___________________ - —————
Measure Students Reports of School Plannlng and Action
- - . ‘ ‘ . » . .
.Peer Culture Development . : S oore
°* Harrison HS-(1370) 46 56 .2.05 -
. . .. _Chicago Board of Educatjion , . L o .
' LeMoyne. E1 (4440) . 39 .49 2.08 --
O . A ‘Charleston LT - . ’ - . .\.j : .
. ' 'Burke HS (755) ) .66 .55, -2.19 o -
Plymouth ) " v o
Central MS (41)- - 4T .37, © ~2.04 -
) " Measure: Teachers Reports of Plannlng and Actlon
Puerto R1c6 .ot - - . ‘
Dr. Aguayo HS (3) ''-~1.68 1.83 2,26 ' ==
—_—U—_________—L_ ___________ ‘._.___.._____-__‘_____J.___;_______.; _______ Y T,
Measute: Teachers” Reports of Smooth Adm9n1strat1onl
. ———‘— ———————————— e e s o o o i 4t e s S = 0t e e S B S Bt S i B e e S s 68 S S e T 0 S
. Peer Cultufe Development ' ‘ B
! Cur1e HS (1870) ‘ 1.63 1.50 -2.17 . N
Kalamazoo - ' - ' o
Mlbwood JHS (318) + 1.58 1.80 3.60° -
' - : . § \
Puerto R1co J o . o h
“* + Séntiago Gonzales JHS (1) 1.63 1.75 . . 2,09 7 -- o
* "Dr. Aguayo HS (3) 1.69 1.83 2.41 : -
. Charleston ) o , 4.
. Charleston HS ' ) ' .
~ (751)(control) . 1.70 1.53 -2.88 Lo
Haut Gap MS (944) 1. 66 1 80 2.46 . --
_________________________________________________________________ flvg UG SR
- - /4 * -
! ' & Y \/ w .
i’ I/‘ ’
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. ‘ . Table 13 (continued) l \ .
o N ’ ‘.
Project and ° Scale Score e T Degrees of" i _
School , - . 198h 1982 statistic i freedom SRR Vo
Measure: Teachers ngmltment. T . a .;t' v
. S I, N S
. . L Pt ’ \ N
Constitdtional Rights . .
Foundation . a . '
“Muir HS (82) 1.68 1.50 -2.12 ) - . ‘
: ‘ 4 )
Puerto Rico A \ . . '
Dr. Aguayo HS (3) . 1.63'1.87, 2.85 -— °
Charleston o, B b \
_A.B. Rhett Ms (742) - l.41 1,62 - 7 2.49 -- -
"Haut Gap MS' (944) 1.66 1.91 2.91 -- \
'St. John’s HS (951‘1* '1.49 1.67 . 2.18 -, ~
. . \ . \
Plymouth_' \ ot ' ér
Eagt™ MS (3L). S 1.40 1.70 3.54 - .
Measure Teacher Morale
I T Tt T ’
Kalamazoo ‘ ‘ ! L ! -
South JHS (327)(contr01) 1.62 1.49  » " -2.40 bem
° .
Puertp Rico ' ' "
Dr. Aguayq HS (3) 1.57 1.76 3.60 —=
ne ‘ : -
Charleston : N i b
Haut Gap MS (944) ' 1.61 1.76 2.78 -- g
St. John”s HS (951) 1.50 1:62 2.12 , ~-
v ‘ ’
L - 3
A » )
. ’
; 1
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. Table 13 (continued) - )
- ._--_‘-—__--".-‘5-.--. ______ P - __-—_—_-"___.-';"; _______ f—_--._—__"_-f: _________
- Projectand S Scgle Score .- . t Degrees of .
School - A1 ‘1981 1982  statistic freedom
_gf_rr_________;; ____________ ‘______ _; ______ ﬁ __________________ ————

N '+ Measure: feéchegs Job Sabnsfactlon ﬂf K

e e e e e e o e e e e S Sy
- . ~ w » ~
. . N T . - 3 - - N / 4
" Puerto Rico e o - o
- * otio cammo\ a0 3302096 o213, -, - 18
' ‘ Y. T '\ ,' \\} . ' o $ n3 ’
Virgin Islands Sv . o ' -0 .
o Eleha Chr15t1an JHS L. 2.%2 2.72 },97 N 128 . .
e - . : ' SRR . T
| S \ .
_"-;--_—_-_'-T ____________________________________ | Yy r—- ———————————
T ‘ Meapure:, ~‘Echers Profe881ondl Development ~
. ——————————— ~j—————f——*—ﬁ ——————— hjrr———f ————— *—1:* ——————————————————————
3 | o o
Chicago Boara of Educat;on fl L : v
Bowen HS (1240) . V. 1.33 L4k 7 2.01- . = 88
. Kalamazoo ! Lt ‘ T T .
‘. South .-JHS (327)(conrr01) “1.54 1.36 =245 30
. . ! <3‘l . \ . D : . . . |

‘ Note. Only thgse schools where the change from' 1981 to 1982 is regarded’ as .depen-
I dable are included on tﬂis table, Reports of change on‘teacher survey measures
‘T, are wxcluded frém!thls table when, the. ntmber of .teacher surveys on which the 1982
mean 15 based, . xs fewer than 11., t-statistics for com?osltlonal measurés are
sbased on, the means and standard dev1afionq for each school. ' For psychosoc1al cli-
.mate measures, the "t statlstlé is the.ratlo of the difference between 1982 and
, .1981 scores .to the standard’ error, of measurement of the 1982 scores. As a rule of
thumb, psychosoc1a1 climate measure dxfferences tHat are twice the standard error
; of'measuremenb may be meg‘rded as dependable. ' Dashes 'in the column for degrees of
u»~y¢wfreedom 1ndlcége that the measure is a psychosoc1a1 cllmate measure.
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. ) i ] ' - - . . . H e
O T S PP SN S
Tﬂble 14 ' ' . . o . "' Ces ..,:
/ : - g IR TR A
. ( . ) v . .o BN . R , . LN
1981 to 1982 ‘School Change on . v - v
! Add1t10na1 Theoret1ca1 Predlcrnrs of Dellnquency e ‘ ¥k Lo e
t |;/ . N N .,. ‘ <
_"""'____"_-___—"___—'__mf—-’_——f——r_'-_"'.'-_-:"_—-_"""_\'-_""_"'T-—'_- _______ . . . + .
Project and. . . ._Scale Score | + t  ° Degrees of . ‘g)“‘f'
School . . ' J981 1982 . . statistic -  freedom. o
———————————————————— ~ - e it L Oa
Measure: Students” Attachment 'to Parents . = & ' - . o Lyt
P o o o e e o e e e e B S B . e . (o O e b ot et o e o . Mt : "‘. v
. B . /. ‘ . ' o L ‘ . ,‘_!
Constitutional Rights - Lo DT R
Foundation .. . . Lo . : ST~ P

Elliot JHS (70)% - TN . .64 ,.58 ¢ -2.39 601 v

Muir HS (82) - . .63...56 * . -2.66_ .- 508 ' .-

g . o Com e T, L

Chicago Board of Education ‘ L. - ‘ BV AR

’ * Luella E1 (4550)(contrql) 57 ' .65 -, 2.11° ) I A ' e
‘ . 3 > - . ) - : = . * -t

‘Bronx ) E : e
\63 ' .71 .62 v =248 0 L 2dl o e
~ . : - A . T 1 Y

Plymouth ; : : ”  v ;' . T o TN
' Central' Ms (41) - .72 256 A =404 7. 225 _;l‘_ ‘

____________________________________________ _J_._.......————.———-.-.-—..-——L——_———
& Measure: Students tttechment to School . e ,g ’ 3 .
e e e T e e e b S ey T C
E AN
Peer Culture ﬁevelopment- , o o . ‘v Coe ﬂ
Harrison HS (1370) ' L7175 2.01 -'590° B N
: o ¢ . & f
: , , . . o . _ . |
Chicago Board of Education ki . - - A v

Luella E1 (4550)(control) .57 .65 2,13 . e L
Bontemps El (5750) CW717 .64 . -2.78 308 v ‘

: D . . . ' ' L N

Kmlamazoo o ; R s h.;lﬁﬂ
South JHS (327)(control) . .65'\.57 --3.08 oo 418y i
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R Table 14 (continued) . Y
- 3 'Prdjebt and . . _Scale Score —~t .ﬁegreég of

“ » School - . . ' 1981 1982 statlstlc . freedom.

Tb Measure: Students” Attachment to School (contlnué&Q . /
Y . S . PP S S
Jazzmobile : B ) # . ' v

-~ 88 ' . ..68 .78 2.78 £~ 183
. tu - \& . N
Charleston S ' o X
Laing MS (242),(??n;ro1) 69 .63 22.65 ' 611
oo . ' - - ' ‘ T s
ST 7Y $t. Paul o ., | L
© -+ Murray MS'(342)‘ _ L7159 . -4.09 | 402
Measure Students” Bellef in Valldlty of Rules
e TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT - c—."""""_:—f ________________________________ s
Chlcago Board of Educatlon : )
Bowen HS-(1240) . . " AL LTT ~ 216 , 270
Bontemps El (575Q) e 66 .60 -2.17 282
» . ? o, B :
Jazzmobile ..~ , | | ’
‘88 ; - - .62 .73 3.01
( . Charleston ~ : ' ¢ '
T ,Haut Gap MS (944)- .64 _ .69 2.32
o St. Paul o ) . R
t * Central HS (210) .67 .74 -2.33 . - 257 ’
PR e e e e T e ST T T e T T /" -——--—-—"——""—-\—"-1
. : A
/.:,'-N"-/-' >
. (/J ; . ’
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?‘T*\\ Table 14 (continued)
N N . 44 _
_..____.__..___________7____.__..___.__..__________________'________-; _______ J_
Broject: apd . . Scale Score t Degrees of\
School _ L . 1981 1982 statistic freedom

. Meegure: Students” Reports of Negatlve'Peer Influence

Constitutional Rights

*  Foundation : . ‘ : ' . /
Muir HS (82)' : .19 .15 '-2.,26 - T 499/ 1
Jazzmobi1e> ‘ ’ - T ™ .
88/;/< . .21 .16 -2.13 312
Y éfleston : | . B | : ' - ’ s | ///-

: A.B. RhettvMs (742) W17 4 -2.34 585 o
Rivers MS (743) ' .18 .22 o231 o 535 '
Charleston HS :(751)(control) .13 .16 2.08 : © 489 - h
Burke H%,(755) . .22 .18 -2.95 ‘ 699

____________________ e e
. Measure: Disrespect for Students
K
Kalamazoo . . _ L . ) .
South JHS (327)(control) ‘ .91 1.08 2.20 . - L e

e e o e e e e e i . e e e e e e e S e e e e it bt

Note.’ Only ‘those schools where the change from 1981 to 1982 is regarded as dependa-"
ble are included on this table. Reports of chapge on teacher survey measures are
excluded from this table when the number of teacher surveys on which the 1982 mean
is based, is fewer then 11. t- statlstlcs for comp081t10na1 measures are based on” '
the means and standa%d dev1at10ns for each school. For psychosocial climate mea-—
sures, the "t-statistic" is.the ratio of the' dgﬁference between 1982 and 1981 scores.
to the standard erf%iWOf measurement of the 1982 scores, As a rule of thumb, /psy- .°
chosocial climate measure: dlfferences that are twice the standard error of measure-
ment may be regarded as dependable. Dashes in the column for degrees of freedom
‘indicate that the measure is ‘a psychosocial c11mate measure.
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Environments and Delinquency

that occurred in the Plymouth
schools during the 1981-82 school
year. Both middle schools were con-
verted to ‘junior high schools, thus
returning more troubplesome 9th grade
students to. the school rather than
moying them onto the high school

cappus;

_A similar grade reorganization
occurred in the Puerto Rico schools.
Structural changes in the Puerto
Rico schools between 1981 and 1982
invélved decreases in the school
_population and a move from split to
single sessions. Results for both
the Plymouth and Puerto Rico proj-
ects should be regarded as tricky to
interpret.

A similarly difficult to under-.
stand set of results occured for a
PCD high school where School Nonat-
" tendance, Alienation, and student
. reports of school Planning and

Action decreased, 81gn1f1cant1y and
"where Clarity. of Rules, Parent and
. Community Involvement, Attachment to

School increased significantly.

This project operated a closely

similar intervention in two other

high schools in the same city, and
the results do not resemble. the
highly positive change in school
climate registered for the school
just described. In this case it is
possible thst the PCD project con-
tributed to the positive changes,

but. neither the eXperimental compar-

ison of the project’s intervention
within this school (St. John, 1983)
nor convergent evidence from other
schools supports this interpreta-
tion. Other co-occurring events are
explanations that rival the inter-
-pretation that this fe11c1tous out-
come was due to the project’s inter-
vention.

A third example involves results
for the LCO reservation school for
which results were not tabled in the
this chapter (they are shown in

-

«y

v

‘great pains to avoid,

Appendix D) because the
student-survey response rate dif-
fered markedly for the 1981 and 1982
administrations. Political changes
ongthe reservation that resulted in
the firing of a lar proportion of
the teachers in theazchobl are pro-
bably major contributors to the’ '
drastic negative changes reflected
in the teacher survey results.. In
this school, teachers reported sig-

‘nificantly lower Safety, less Stu-:
-dent Influence,

less Parent and Com-
munity Involvement, and very much
lower Morale in the second year.
This outcome lends support to the
validity of the teacher-survey meas-

.ares, but it would be absurd to

attribute the result:

tion of a relatively~
(Cook, 1983b).

-“the opeéra="

_/</>’

Regders can gain,greatei insight
into the nature, amplitude, and

. direction of other influences on

each project by consulting the first
and second interim evaluatign
reports spec1f1c to each.

Changes in samgling The results

. summarized in this chapter exclude\
n

results where we knew of changes 1
the ways students were sampled. I
These changes, which we have taken.
nevertheless
occurred on occasion. -‘For example,
the results ‘do not include reports
for the Plymouth high schools where
we were unable to obtain a suitable
random sample of the studentry in

1981, and where English classes were )

sampled in 1982 as an expedient
approach to the asseSSment of school

climate.

Despite our-efforts to exclude
obv1pusly less meaningful compari—
sons, there may remain some compari-
sons where the quality of ‘survey
adninistration differed to a prob- .
lematic degree for the two years.
For example, one school in.St. Paul
administered surveys to 56% of the

8- 111

ow-key project

//



»samhle in 1981;

the report of survey. .

administration for, this school indi-

cated that surveys had been adminis-
tered to 78% of the sample in 1982.
Many of the St. Paul surveys were
sent to us with the_identification
‘niumbers removed, however, and the
number of booklets identifiable as
being .from thlS school resulted in
dn effectrﬁe response rate of 59%.
Neither the  effective 1982 response
rate (59%) nor .the reported response
rate (78%) were sufficiently differ-
ent from the 1981 response rate
(56%) to warrant excluding the3 '
1

school by the eriterion we use
Tables 4 through 14 show sever
puzzling significantly negative'
changes between 1981 to 1982 for
this schor’ The hypothesis -that
sample dii. - :nces explain the
results is at least as plausible as
the hypothesis that Project Together
brought about negative changes in
the school. There is no way of
knowing how much the group for whom
questionnaires were available in
1981 resemble the group for whom
questionnaires were available in
1982, or how much either group
really represents the school s stu-—
dentry.

Bl
t

An example where the response

s

rate decreased from 1981 to 1982 may -

illustrate the obverse of the prob-
lem just described.- One Pasadena .
ﬂschool surveyed 79% of the sample. of

students in 1981 but only 63% of the.

sample the following year. This

school”s results\show lower Student

Victimization, Classroom Disruption,
and student Alienation. Response
rate differences are explanatlons of
.these results that -are at least as
plausible'as the interpretation that
Project STATUS induced these
changes.

~ These response rate problems do
not, of course, affect the interpre-

&

,to shiﬁts in the gen

Eny ironments “ahd Delinquency
tation of results for schools with
high response rates for both years.
Response rates for the 1981 survey
are presented*by Gottfredson, 1982,

“and a detailed listing of 1982

response rates 1is presented in
Appendix E. -

Chance. 'Some nominally signifi-
cant results may be attributable to
chance.> See the method section for

a description of thilhissue.
. : R

cientists refer
al culture
Cur-

Secular trends.

over time as secular trends.

rently’, there appears to be a
decreaslng interest among educators.
in individualized instruction. This

. secular trend appears to be a plau-

sible interpretation of the statis-
tically 81gn1f1cant tendency toward
decline in individualized education
for schools studied here. The puzz-
ling tendency for school averages on
.Parental Emphasls on Education may

also reflect a secular change due to ;

the recession or other unknewn
1nfluences, especially because so
few-of the’ preventlon projects -+
systematlcally ‘engaged 1n'act1v1t1es
likely to 1nfluence this outcome. -
,Chagggs do not reflect absolute
levels.
are for changes-in the level of the,
variables examinedwrather than the 1
levels of the school characteristics
or student dutcomes themselves. A
school that is already extremely
high in Attachment to School, for
example, may remain high from year
to year; but show no change in this

measurd Perhaps no improvement Hs
neededJ Readers interested in this
issue ghould consult the normativ \

information provided in an appendlx,
and. spe the second interim report:
for the Charleston project (Gott—
fredson, l983)‘ﬁhere this-issue ils
examined systematically. i

The results reported here f_

L
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" There is & tendency for measures of

Env1ronme?ts and De) inquency |
' ~ “"
Some InteqPretations

Despite the foregoing worries,
the results . presented in this chap-
ter are based on reasonably sound
data-$hd, represent an unusually tho-

"roughgoing scrutiny of the changes

over time in the school climates,
and in the behavior, and psychoso-

' cial status of the student popula-
tions involved in the Program.
_information presented here is lim-
‘ited to population outcomes.
' spectives on the effects of project
‘components targeted at defined sub-

The

Per-

populations are provided in the
individual interim evaluations of
each of the prevention projects. A’
subsequent chapter provides a terse
summary of highlights from those

~ individual, interim evaluations.

The most .important observations
appear to be the following:

1. Schools involved in the Pro-
gram are safer in 1982 than they -
were in 1981. Both teachers and
students report more safety in the
second year of the Program than they
did in the first, and the improve-

" ment is statistically significant,

2. Teachers in Program schools
were v1ct1mlzed less in- the second

‘year of the Program ‘than they were
in the first, and the improvement is .

statistically’ slgnlflcant. Teacher
Victimization was down in 22 Program
schools, and was’ nons1gn1f1cant1y
higher .in only 5 Program schools.

delinquency Ih and around schools to
reflect less de11nquency in’program
schools in’ 198frthan tn -198l. -For

‘nine of ten measures of " dellnquency,'

the measures show less delinquency

"in 1982 than in 1981, al though only

the difference for the Safety ‘and
Teacher Victimization measu
statistieal significance. /A .
school-by~school analysis of changes
show that when all measures of
delinquency are taken together, more

&

_ twice ag many program schools
'1mproved as showed a decline. -
pattern .of results suggests that

" modest positivé results were \

es reach

-

than twice as many schoonls showed
evidence of s1gn1f1cnat1y less
delinquency in 1982 than showed evi-
dence of s1gn1f1cant1y more delin-
quency.

3. The number of schools with
improved attendance€ is greater than
the number with worse attendanc :
but this difference is mot stat1st1—'
cally significant. ' Schools in three
projects had -significantly4better
attendance in 1982 .than in 1981; no
program school had s1gn1f}cant1y
wors%?attendance in the second year.

4. Student Alienation decreased
in significantly more schools than
it increased. Schoodg in four of

‘the delinquency prevention projects

significantly improved on the meas-
ure of student Aliehation.

5. Nearly six times as many:”
schools improved as regressed in
measures of student Self-Concept,

‘and this patterd is statistically

significant.. Schools in four of the
delinquency prevention projects sig—

~nificantly improved on the measure :

of student Self-Concept. &y

6. Students in ‘significantly q%
more . schools reported less Rebelli--
ous Autonomy in 1982 than in 198l.
Five program schools decreased sig-—
nificantly on the measure of Rebel-

- lious Autonomy, and ne program,

school increased- 81gn1f1cant1y on
th1s measure.

7.. On the various measures of
psychosocial development, more than

The

achieved in desired areas, but this\\
pattern does not, provide much sup-
port for a conclusion that these
results were brought about through
the specific structutal alternatives
sought in the OJJDP Program design.

v
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For example, the Program Announce-
"providing 1earning
struccures tailored to reallstzp

‘levels to promote educatlonal and
. social development."

] For the pro-
gram overall, measures oé individu-
alized instruction went Bignifi-

cantly down between 1981 and 1982,

and most of the other measures of
alternative educational structures
showed a tendency ‘to decline, bit
most measures of social'development
went up. As a second example, the
Brogram Announcement called for
"increasing. youth, parent and commu-
nity agency participation in school
decision making to reduce student
alienation." Although alienation
was reduced, students report (non-
significantly) less influence in
more schdols than they report more,
and there is only slight suggestion
of 'increases in parent or community
influernce. Furthermore, an examina-
tion of the school-by-s¢hool results
does not reveal many instances of
co—occurance of desired changes in
the measures‘of educational struc-
tures- and the measures of alienation
or psychosocial development.

8. Teacher bommitment and
teachér Morale, intreased in more
schools than it decreased, and for
Morale this pattern is statistically
significant. This appears to be an
important outcome because of

.

4. We explored this issue further
by examining the school-level corre-
lations between measures of the edu-
cational structures and student psy-
chosocéial developmqpt.‘ In general,
these correlations provide little
support for an interpretation that
individualized instruction is
related in the way anticipated with
favorable psychosocial outcomes. In
contrast, the correlations do sup-
port an interpfetation that studént:
influence s negat1ve1y related to

‘allenatlon.

Environments and Delinquency

evidence .from other research that
teacher morale and staff ‘ommitment
are important correlates of program
development. ..

9. More schools improveﬁ than
regressed on each of f1ve theoreti- .
cal risk factors for de11nquent
behavior, although none of the pat-

" terns were statlstlcally 91gn1f1—

a

/

!

cant. o

10. Positive changes do not
occur with equal frequency across
-all prevention projects., The most

.consistent evidence of positive

changes in school-level outcomes
occurs for the Charleston, Puerto
Rico, and Kalamazoo pro;ects. All

three of these prOJects are primary

prevention projects that focus on

“ changes «in the env1ronment,.that is

they are Quadrant 1 projects in
termms of the cla;51f1cat10n pre-

- sented in Chapter 4. "They would
therefore be expected to have, larger
effects on school climates than - »
‘would’ pLOJects focused primarily on.
a subgroup of the population. In°
our Judgment, the Lharleston project
is untertak1ng thorough efforis to
systematically implement well-de-
fined. interventions aimed at alter—
ing the broad school environment,
and the Kalapazoo project is also
clearly focused on broad-ranging
school climate improvement. The

‘grade structures of the schools in

which the Puerto Rico project oper-
ates were changed between 1981 and
y982 This reorganization resulted
in the elimination of split sessions.

~and a.decrease in ‘school popula-"

-101--

tions. These structural changes,
are the most plausible explanation

.for the significant positive find-

ings  for ‘the Puerto Rico schopls.
The school that experienced the most

'improvement is, the school that con--

verted from a 9-12 to a 10-12 ‘grade. -
structure. Also, most of the signi-
ficant improvements are on teacher
measures. The focus of the project
is on students, not teachers. :

Tluléigv,‘.




~ Environments and Del inquency - . ¢

Creating changec in the climate mental change approach. Plans to “
of schools of sufficient magnitude continue to develop, evaluate, dis-
to have substantial effects on the . " gemirate information about, and

+ incidence of delinquent behavior is replicate those projects, should be
bound to be difficult. -We interpret 'made _
the evidence presented in this chap- ’ ' oo
ter as implying that postive changes Epidemiological Indicators vs. ’
in school climates, including Between Group Differences '
+ " changes for known risk faators for -
délinquent behavior and known corre- - All of the results presented in
lates of program development, have th1s chapter are for school popula-
occurred, Significant increases in ‘tions. Some projects have no sub-
schPol'safgty are already.apparent. stantial interventions intended to
Provided that the -implementation of ’ influence the enviroament of the
preventlon projects continues to : school as'a whole. Specifically,
improve over time, these encouraglng : some of the projects direct their
results suggest that future results activities to preventive or remedial
may be more impressive. ' "' interventions with selected groups
‘ ' of studemts. For such projects,

11. - The overall results mask, effects afe most likely to be evi~ -
impressive instances of progress " dent. in comp arlaons of youths who
within some projects.. The evidence - . receive direct services,with control
reported in this chapter, taken “groups. This chapter does not bear
together with evidence presented in " directly on the efflcacy of inter-—

» more detail elsewhere {Cook, 1983a; Ventions targeted at selected groups
"D. Gottfredson, 1983) strongly’ sug- " of students. Evaluations' of such
gests the interpretation that the interventions are discussed. in. .
Charieston and Kalamazoo projects ‘ detail in the reports of the evalua- =
are;/developing as promising delin- - tions of thase individual projects.
quency prevention interventions that nghllghts from those 1nter1m evalu-
take a primary prevention, an1ron— ations are descrlbed 1n Chapter 6.
1
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The Effects of ingefyehtions Targeted at Identifiable

Groups.of Youths:

v .

All of the'delinquevcy prevention
progects in the Alternative Educa-
tion Program had at least oae ‘proj-
ect component directed a%- an' identi-
fiable target group of - individuals..
These interventions were diverse.
Some were directed st a nighly
selected grotp of high risk indivi-
duals, some were directed at youths-
more representative cf zhe general
population. Some involved altering
the’environment ‘to which the target
group was exposed others involved
ef forts to enhance -the. coping skills
~ or ability of the individuals to

-adapt to the environment.

_ We took great paifhs to work with
preventlon project implementers to
develop evaluatjon degigns that
would énable us to gage the efficacy
of the interventions targeted at
identifiablé groups. Our aim was to

create circumstances that would make

possible confident cénglusions about
the effects of specified interven-
‘tions, while bearing in mind that in
‘the preliminary stages of a proj-.
ect’s development r1gor0us ‘out come
evaluatlon may be an egreg1ous exer-
cise. Put. another way, there must’
exist a reasonably well developed

- and Spec1f1ab1e interveniion to '
evaluate.: Furthermore, implementing
careful experimental evaluations of
field trials is a very difficult |,
undertaking. Some of the diffichl-
ties encountered in ‘convincing proj-
egt implementers of the nmportance
of bearing the burden of r1gorous
outcome evaluation are described,in
.our first interim report (thtfred—
sQ 1982c, Chap. 3)

.
. t

It is evident: that% good mahx. of

the interventions being implemented.
in- the Alternative Education Program
“remain. in incompletely developed

Al .

Some Hignlights

form. We perceive steady‘progress

.in many projects iff refining the1r

programs over time as they gain
experience "benefit from evaluative
'1nformat10n ,and from technical
assistance, 'and put rudimentary
ideas to test. It is also evident
that a good many of the attempts to

implement interventions in this Pro-

gram have been thwarted by exigen-—
cies beybnd the control of. the
1mp1ementers or not foreseen by any-
one.  In other cases, the prOJect
implementers do mot appear 'to aim
systematically ‘to devélop specific:
1nt€rvent1ons but rather to take

.advantage of opportunities that

exist in the project”s environment
‘to achieve the .adoption of any inno-
vation that appears to hold promise
for moving the school in a desired
direction. And in some cases,. the
resources-—time, talent, money,

technologies~-required to implemefit

what was intended are not avallable
in a progect. . :
- . Y .
In short, the prevention projects
are not’ only variable in terms of

the _ocus of the interventions tar—-

geted at identifiable groups, but:
they are also variable in terms of
the integrity and developmental
stage of those interventions, and in

temms of how stable or well defined '

the interventions are.

Commentators (Farrar & House,

1983) on the evaluation of Push/Ex~,

cell, Jesse Jackson’s highly pub-
licized effort to inspire youths to
stay in school and perform well .

‘here, have made an 1nterest1ng sug-

estion. Push/Excell may have been
a movement ‘rather than.a program.
Accord1ng to Farrar and House, the
“movement’ aspect of Push/Excell .was '
gxpregsed by a compelling message:

Ps
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f’of 10 guiding principles,

. evaluation would likel

Targeted Interventions

"That- hard work, self- discipline,
delayed gratification, ‘and persis-
tence were qualities that youth .
needed in order to succeed" (p. 7).
The movement had a catalyst--Jessie
Jackson. The program aspect of
~Push/Excell was expressed in a set
in some
suggestions for implementing. the
program, and a skeleton staff that
provided some (but probably not
enough) assistance to the implement-
ing sites. An implication we draw"
from this commentary on Push/Excell
and its evaluation is that program
evaluations may be best suited to
the evaluation of programs, and not
all activities' are really programs.’

. None of the Alternative Education
Program”s projects,are movements,
but some of them do 'not resemble
programs very much, and they are

dif ficult to evaluate. as programs.
Such projects squirm like reluctant
cats when attempts are made to cram
them into a box. We have judged'it
futile to attempt to encase certain
aspects of some projects——the ef fort

miss the

“is beyond our resource;:.and.the @

p01nt.'

[}
'

t e

Evaluation Designs . K

For all the foregoing reasons the
evaluation designs for the compo-~
nents of the 17 prevention prOJects
defer. We' had expected that the
evaluation de31gns 1mp1emented in
the second year of the Alternatlve
Educatign Prpgram would be:much
stronger than they were in the £st
year. They are much stronger. The.
‘timing was better, experience hadr
been gained in the first year,” and
everyone’ had a better. 1dea‘of what

. was required : 4

& ¢
The de51gns as 1mp1emented are

“briefly described in Table 1.. True

experiments involving the random
assignment of youths to treatment

N

.

'—104.-“11,7_ T )

and control groups are gemnerally to
be preferred. Seven of these pre-~

vention projects implemented random-

ization for at least one of théir
interventions. ~ When randomization
¥s impossible or not feasible, the
use of a comparison group created in
some other way-is necessary. The
more "equivalent' this ‘comparison
group the better: That is, when a
comparison is markedly different |
from the group receiving treatment,
a host of potential explanations fo
differences observed in outcome’
measures are possible. The availa~
bility of pre-intervention informa-
tion is often useful either to .
assist in ruling out a hypothesis :
that outcomes observed are due to
pre-—existing differences between the

gtreatment and comparisori groups, Or
*to increase the efficiency (statis-
tical power) of an evaluation’
design. Finally, sound and compre-
hensive outcome measures are,
required to assess the effects of
any intervention.

Taking all of theee considera—
tions together, the projects that
werq most amen:ble to the interim
outcome evaluation of their targeted
1nterventions)}n the second year of-
the Program were those in Compton,
Chicago (PCR), Charleston, and Mil-
waukee. Each of these projects
involved the random assignment of
youths from a pool of eligibles for
their major interventions targeted.
at 1dent1f1ab1e ,groups; each was

able to develop comprehensive out=.
—<Gine measures.

The projects located-
in Pasadena, Kalamazdo, Puerto Rico,
theé Virgin Islands, Miami, and Ply=
mouth either rmplemented reasonably
strong qua81—exper1ments for their

major interventions, or’ implemented
true experiments for some project

components. The highlights pre-

" sented below.describe some of the

results for these projects which
were most “amenable - to 1nter1h ‘
_ assessment of effects. \

LS
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R Evaluation Designs for Project Components Targeted
at Identified Groups

"""""""""""""""""""""""" T coattelargun . bretrestment Oucome
A Project _ random . "equivalent" nonequivalent . mcasures ~  measures
................. e e ool
.Compton, CACYD ‘ yes ' f NA " ONA ye.s '- yes
' Pasadena, STATUS no yes } - yes . fmrtial. ’ yas
Chic_a%o, PCD ‘ " yes ' NA g NA no ‘ -;e:’ ,
\ Chicago, CBE tpartial . no ' no R yes . . partial
_Kalamazoo, AEP ‘ " yes® ' ;o . . ye; . ha n;' , T yes
. Bron;(, PREP yes " NA . o ’ NA paré y 1 i partial
Harlem, AAEP no . mo yes ° no . partial
- Puerto Rico,l oc no no ” yest y ’ yes i yes
Charleston, PATHE yes NA NA | yes B _' yes .
Houstovn, S1s no , no ,,tyes "{'n; Yome, T
’ Virgin Islands, AEP no . i . no ) ° R yes ‘ yes : yes -,
Hayw-ard, LCO no ‘- no ‘ ‘_'qes partial partial
’ Miami, ACE . 'no yes T NA R o oyes yes
Ply;nouth. AEi’ N yesb . no- - yés ®yes ) y'ea .
New Jersey, EI(; . n.o " no . ):es . partial’ partial
“a B A
Milwaukee, MYEC - “yes T NA ° : NA - yes . . yes
st. Paul _ . no no - yes ‘ no ™ _,' ' yes '+ .

)

—_——— - T ——— -
t

. . . k .
3Students who participated «in tHe student council were randomly assigned to participate
within homerooms. The design for other project components is a non-equivalent control group

tdesign. .l - : o

b

«

No control group was. available for the Learning Options (Growthworks) to:npbnenﬁ. The
design*for the middle school treatments was a non-equivalent control g;oup}delign.

- /

i
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Pasadena

Highlights

In the following abatracta we
summarize ‘some ‘of the major results

.0f the interim assessments of the

effects of project components tar- -
geted at specified groups. This

“account is not comprehensive, and

readers are encouraged to consult
the more extensive accounts pre-
sented in Part II of this report.

Compton

" The Compton Actlon Alternative

‘School (formerly the Compton Action
‘'Center for Youth Development, CACYD)

has evolved over the course éf its
first two years in ways that appear

"to have strengthened it as a'delin-

quency prevention project. Interim
results based on student self-report.
suggest that the prOJect has been
remarkably effective in alterlng'a
number of student charagteristics
that de11nquency prevenﬂlon theory.
implies must be altered to prevent
de11nquent behavior, and student
self-reports of delinquent behavior
are 81gn1f1cant1y -lower than the
self-reports of “a control group.
The self-report data must be inter=
preted with caution, however,
because of some- evidence of differ-
ential validity for treatment ‘and
control group members.. Problems
with the retrieval of some archival

.

"data on official delinquency and
other outcomes limit the assessment

reported here.. New data have very
recently become available-to

i strengthen the analyses performed to
-date, - .and ' the results’currently
" available should be regarded as ten=

tative.

°

PrOJect STATUS (Student Tralnlng

; Alternatlves Through Urban’ Strate-

gies) involves 5 interventions:  (a)
the Options classj (b) the Youth ° »
Committee and Leadership Tra1n1ng

" Class, (c) project.training; (d)

%
.

Targeted Interventions

'Y

parent_involvement, and (c) the

Action/Advisory Committee, are -
designed to provide students with..a-
meaningful educational program. The,
evaluation désigns for the Options
class and a Youth Committee in one’
of the two schodls involved in this

‘project were strong enough to merit

description of the interim results
here. Results show Eliot”s Optlonn
class’ to significantly decrease 7y
e";
Alienation, increase students’ W
self-ratings of reading ability,
decrease withdrawals from school,
increase Interpersonal Competency,
and increase student reports of the
Fairness and Clarity of school
rules. It appears to. have the unan—,
ticipated consequence of increasing ‘
absenteelsm for partlclpanta in ‘the
class. No statlstlcal ev1dence of
effectiveness was found for Muir” 8
Options class nor for the Youth Com-

mlttees. Numerous problems in

1mp1ement1ng the program may par-
tially account ‘for the null results.

1

PCD

Peer Culture Development (PCD),
operating in the.Chicago Public
Schools, runs a peer counseling

cintervention as regularly meeting .

classes. The interim evaluation
results suggest that the project has
pgoduced positive - effects on belief
in conventional rules, delinquent
behavior, and school graﬂes for some
subgroups. At the same time, no’
dependable evidence was adduced that
other important project objectives
were achieved, and the effects
obgserved are not obsérved consis—
tently in each semester. ‘and across
the several categories of youths
involved. Because some interim

. results suggest that the interven-
tion can be strengthened, the -proj-

ect has actively engaged in clarify-
ing -its umplementatlon standards and

~ developing procedures for monltorlng
‘these standards. The PCD project.
'illustrates a serious approach to

project development over time.

119 - .
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Kalamazoo
" The Milwood Alternative Project
is primarily a school improvement
prOJect opernt1ng in M11wood Junior
High Schodl in Kalamazoo, Hichlgan.
‘Accordingly the results described in
Chnpter 5 for 'the\ school-wide out-
comes‘are most relevant to the eval-
uation of this project. *The project
did; however, have several compo-
nents targeted at subgroups of the
school “s population. These include
an attendance monitoring. procedure,
a Skills Lab class for low-achieving
students, a school-within-a-school
for eighth grade students (the Mil-
wood Alternative Program), a student
council, and a project advisory.

One of these components,.the student
council, was amenable to outcome
evaluation %hrough the fortujtous
use of a lottery in homerooms to
assign students.to part1c1pate.
Results suggest that involvement in
the student council may have
increased Negative Peer Influence,
lowered Self-Concept, lowered
Attachment to Parents, reduced stu-
dents” perceptions of Parental
Emphasis on Education, and lowered
educational expectations. A number
of alternative hypotheses to explain
these results also exist.

A second component, attendance
monitoring, resulted in, a signifi-
cant reduction in the proportion of
students who could be considered

"chronic non—attenders‘ when com— -
pared to a similar group of students
in the Kalamazoo comparlson school. ~

/
/

- Puerto Rico - : /”'
The Puerto Rico project, run by a
community organization, functions as
an extension of the school day.
‘Project staf f work cooperatively
“with school administrators and
faculty to assess student academic
needs and gchedule project activi-
ties. .The project includes an aca-
‘demic component and activities aimed

'

Targeted Interventions
at student secial development and
community participation. The evalu-
ation uses a non-cquivalent control
group design with good pre-interven-
tion data available for use as sta-
t19t1ca1 controls. Interim evalua=-

_onn results suggest that the

. project has modest positive effects

-

on school grades, students’ educa-
tional expectations, standardized
achievement teat scores, studénts”
Involvement in extracurricular
activities, and Student Influence.
Some negative results are suggeative
of negative outcomes for students
referred to the project for academic
difficulties, but these results may
most plausibly be regarded as due to
weaknesses in the evaluation design-
for this particular project compo-
nent.

Char leston

-

Project PATHE operates in seven

" Charleston County Public Schools.

It aims to_alter broad aspects of
school climate and to assist in the
adaptation of a group of approxi-
mately 100 high risk youths in each
school. Implementation data show
substantial vardability in the
strength of implementation of the
direct service components across the
seven schools. Schools that were
implementing the school-level inter-
ventions in strongest form tended to
be weake? 'in implementing the inter-
ventions targeted at high risk
youths. The evaluation involves a
large \sample true experiment.

Interilp results suggest that the
PATHE program increased academic
performance for targeted individuals
at both the-middle and high .school
levels, and increased schocl atten-—
dance, promoted attachment to school
and enhanced self-concepts for tar-
geted middle school students. In

-one or more of the middle schools

" significant positive effects were

also found for the following out-
comes: serious delinquency, rebel-

o | . - -107-
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lious autonomy, individual student
perceptions of the fairness and
clarity of the school rules, school
punishments, and employment. That
is, treatment group students
reported less serious delinquent
behavior and rebelliods autonomy
control group students,
the rules to be fairer and
clearer, received less punishment,
and were employed more often. In
one of the middle schools treatment
students scored significantly lower
on the measure of Practical Know-

reported

"ledge than did control group stu-

dents, .and in a high school several
negative ef fects were observed for
the target group students: ﬁchool
Attachment, educational expecta~
tions, and ¢employment were lower for
treatment than for control group
students.

Viﬁgin vglands

The Virgin Islands Alternative
Educat.on Project is seeking to
implemert two interventions dissemi-
nated by the National Diffusion Net-
work (NDN)--Focus and PATL. Interim
evaluation results suggest that
Focus is being implemented largely
as intended, but ‘with some modifica-
tions to the Focus model. PATL was
not implemented as intended: in the
second year of project operat1on.
DeSplte some weaknesses in the eval-

"‘wation design and measures, results

suggest that the modified -Focus

‘intervention resulted in students

recelving higher grades than they
otherwise may_ have received.. No
other consequences of the Focus
intervention were detected by the
evaluation. Program development is.
continuing, as are efforts to
strengthen the evaluatlon.

~108- e

Migmi

The Academy for Community Educa-
¥ion is a small alternative school
that uses a token economy system,
academic education, professional/vo-
cational curriculum, and other
interventions in providing services
to youths at high risk of delinquent
behavior drawn from the Dade County
(MiamiY} Public Schools. The limited
data currently available suggest
that participation in the Academy
results in significantly less absen-
teeism, fewer suspensions, less tar-
diness to school, and more academic
credit earned than participation in
the public schools. Academy parti-
cipants, however, withdrew from
school involuntarily more of ten than
gimilar students remaining in the
public schools.
tant limitations of the data, these

interim results are encouraging.
¥

/s

Plymouth

The Plymouth Alternative Educa-
tion Project operated Student Ser-—
vice Centers, Student Activities
Centers, and an out-of-school Learn-
ing Options program primarily for
two high schools and two middle
schools. These interventions pro-
vide educational services, counsel-’
ing, and recreation for students
with disciplinary and attendance
difficulties in this predominantly
working and middle~class white com-
munity. Interim evaluation results
raise some questions about the Stu-
dent Service Center implementation,
and suggest that some unexpected
negative effects of this counsellng
intervention may be occurring. Spe-
c;flcaIIP treatment students as
compared to controls reported Tess

" Interpersonal Competency, lower

Self-esteem, more Rebellious Auto-—.
nomy, less Involvement in conver-
tional activities, lower Attachmen;
*to School, .and less Parental Emphn‘
sis on Educat1on~

Despite some .impor-,

S
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Interim evaluation results imply

that the high school Student Activi-

ties Center is being implemeirfted
with care, and has some promising
positive effects on participants.
Specifically, the SAC ‘Btudents
scored significantly higher than
their controls on tests of writing
skills and Practical Knowledge, and
report. higher school gradgs and less
alienation. )

The Learning Options program did
not participate in an outcome e¢valu-
ation.

Milwaukee
N

The Jewish Vocational Services
Alternative Educationm Project devel-
oped and implemented three interven-
tions. The Milwaukee Youth Employ-
ment Center (MYEC) counseled dropout
yiuth and attempted to place them in
employment. The Return Center,
operated in cooperation with the
Milwaukee Public schools, assessed
and referred to alternative educa-
tional programming youth who were
contemplating dropping out, or who
had already dropped out and wished
to re—enroll in formal education.
The Job Score class was a regular
high school course developed by MYEC
staff to teach employment skills to
youth at' risk for' dropout.

)

An experimental evaluation of the
MYEC program indicates that it was
not successful in increasing the
employment opportunities of its
clients. .No evidence exists that
the Psychological Health, Interper-
sonal Competency, or Rebellious
Autonomy of the youths- involved were
affected by. the program. Subsidiary
analyses suggest that in general,
clients did not receive many ser-
vices, although the extent to which
clients participated in the remedial
education provided through the proj-
ect was associated\with positive
outcomes. Evaluations of two.proj-

-109~
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ect components-~the Return Center
and Job Score classes--were not com-
pleted due to the early termination
of the project.

A_Summary

The foregoing list of highlights
may be difficult for the rcader to
integrate. Accordingly, in Tables 2
and 3 we summarize these highlights
in tabular form to provide a sort of
"box score'" for the program as a
whole. This summary, for ‘nterven-
tions targeted .at specified  oups
of individuals, parallels t = sum-—

maries provided in Chapter (Tables
1 through 3) of overall r ts for
interventions aimed at en opu-

lations.

These tables summarize the evi-
dence about the effects of targeted .
interventions on the characteristics
of individuals--their psychosocial .
characteristics and their .behavior.
Only the goals and objectives men-
tioned in the OJJDP program
announcement and selected delin-
quency risk.factors are included in
this tally. Other project-specific
goals and objectives are spmetimes
omitted. In a few cases, however,
where a specific hypothesis that
individuals targeted by the project
would have different perceptions of -
their environments, some of the
environmental objectives have been
addressed by measurement of the per-
ceptions of treatment and comparison
groups individual perceptions; some
of these .comparisons are included in
these tables.

. A box score for the Alternative
Education Program’s goals is pre-
sented in Table 2._ The preponder-
ance of the significant effects of
these targeted interventiions 1is
positive. Of 23 significant differ-
ences, 20 were in the positive
direction. Two of ‘the three nega--
tive. outcomes were for subcomponents
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a0 _Table 2

-

Number of Alternative ‘Education Program Projeéts Show1ng

- Exper1mental or Quasi-Experimental Ev1dence of Effects of |
Interventlons Targeted at Specified Grdups: Program Goals
Number of Alternatlve
. Edication Sites.
Measure . . - Positive Negative

e e e e e e e e e Y R o = T o L L L S S = o e o S Sl S e S S S e S e S A5 e

Decrease Delinquent Behavior
. In and Around School

.Serious Delinquency 3 0
‘ Drug Involvement ‘ 1 -0 .
.Decrease Suspensions . prd 2 Q

., Increase Attendance - 3 .0

a

Increase Academic Success

rzgrades - v 6 , 0
. Standardlzed test scores -2 0
Improve Transition to Work and . '

Pcst-secondary Education o -

#sEducational Expectations 1 2

Working for' pay oo 1 1

.. Having a job . -1 0

. _é__._.—_\___l’____..'_.__'._ . =

Note. Only the ten projects having sufficiently rigorous outcome

. evaluatlons of targeted interventions to warrant interpretation
are included in this table. Measures or goals come primarily
from the School Action Effectiveness Surveys, but are also taken
fyom offiéia} school or police records when available.

.
. ) ' - \
' ¢
,' ,‘\ * ,
' - -110- 5
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Table lf . ‘

4

"Number of Alternative Education Prbgr;m Projects Showing
Experimental or Quasi-Experimental Evidence of Effects of "'
Interventions Targeted at Specified Groups: Program Objectives

g
Making® School Discipline Fair -and Consistent
"While Providing for Due Process '
Students” Reports.of Clarity of Rules
. 'Students” Reports of Fairness of Rules

NN
o O

Increasing‘Youth, Parent and Community Agency
Participatibg in School Decision Making to L '
Reduce Student Alienation ' =
Students” Reports of Student Influence

Alienation . : 2 . 1

[
(=

»

. Preclude Labpeling Effects _
3 Positive Self-Concept - 1 : 2

Provide & Learning Structure Tailored to _ - -
Realistic Levels to Promote Educational ’
and Social Development
Rebellious Autonomy
- Practical Knowledge -
Interpersonal Competency
‘Parental Emphasis on Education
School Punishments ) M
School: Rewards

N OFNDN

A

Addit’onal delinquency risk ' .
risk factors e
Attachment to Parents 1 1
Attachment to School ‘ ; : 2 1
Belief in Rules = - ) 2¢ 0
Negative Peer Influence ' 0 A |

——— o ———— — —— —————— - ————————_— - ———— ——— —— —— — = — —— S o o S — " - S ——

Note. Only the ten projects having sufficiently rigorous outcome
evaluations to warrant interpretation are included in this table.
Measures of objectives ar'e-taken from the School Action Effectivey .
ness Surveys. ' )

Q ’ | | ‘ , | _ ‘_111‘_ 124 x
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of projects with largely positive
effects. Because so many statisti-
cal tests were performed, some of
these nominally significant differ-
ences could occur by chance, but by
chance half would be expected to be
positive and half negative. That:
result was not observed:

A box score for significant dif-

ferences for measures of Alternmative
. Education Program objectives for the

targeted interventions is prov1ded
in Table 3. Of 34 significant dif-
ferences, 21 are positive and 13 are
negative. Once again, 5 of the 13

" negative effects are for subcompo-

nents of projects with largely posi-
tive findings. Of.the negative

findings, six are for a single 'proj-
ect, reflecting what appears to be

an unexpected negative influemnce of
a counseling intervention run by
that project (Cook, .1983).

-2 Progress .

x e:f’

The results presented here and in

the previous chapter imply that pro—

gress ‘has been made not only in
implementing ' the interventions con-
ducted by the projects in the "Alter-,
native Education Program, but also

‘in’ implementing the evaluation of

those projects. The experimental
and qua81—exper1menta1 evaluatlon of

‘a

i

K

‘these'prBEECts\tg\date provide evi-

dence that we interpret.as suppor-—
tive of this general approach-to
reducing youth crime. These are
interim results for projects that
continue to develop, however. Most
of these projects are being imple-
mented in improved. form in the third
year, and evaluation designs and °
data collection arrangements are
improved. As these projects
develop, use information about their
effects and about the strength and:
integrity of their interventions,
benefit from technical assistance;
and gain in experience and expertise
they may .be expected to produceé
stronger and more consistent

,effects.” . .

The evaluation has turned a
greater portion of its effort to
documenting the implementation of
interventions and to working with
projectf to clarify the standards
for the implementation of their
projectd.. This effort, too, may’

_contrlbute not only to stronger

interventions-for some prOJects in
the third year, but alsotto the
efforts of others who follow these -
projects in ef forts to implement
effective delinquency prevention
programs- by -usipg the program models
Being developed.

-
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Some Ciosing

Observations

Some observations on the Alterna-
tive Education Program at the end of
two years of operation are apt. In

“this final brief chapter we of fer

some of our less technical observa-
tions on thé operation of the Pro-
and some observations on the
implications of what . we have learned

‘so far for the rutére of delinquency

preventiorf. A shor*age of time, and
the pressure to get 50 with the task

~of continuing the evaluation in' the
‘third year limit our ability to

carefully document and justify the
opinions expressed here. .Inktead,
we assert our opinions #nd will
leave to a later date. a fuller expo-
sition of these opinions and specu-
the reasons we’
believe as we do.

Schooling;and.Delinqyeney

. .The Alternative Education Pro-
gram”s inception was based on a
background of research and careful
thought about the cduses of youth
crime. The background paper that

.spelled out the rationale_forran
‘Alternative Education Program!’

(0JJDP, 1980) was a careful doquent
that built a good case for educa-
tional, and school structural,
approaches to reducing the risk of
youth\cr1me. A President”s,Task
Force’ (President”s Comm1831on on Law
Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, 1967) had pointed to causes
of delinquency in the organization,
of schooling in America. -A National
Academy of Sciences panel (Martin,
Sechrest, & Redner, 1981) called for
research and development of school-
based interventions.for both primary
prevention and remediation at about
the time the Program was initiated.
We have elaborated elsewhere a
strong case for interventions in

4

—113—-'

v

.

. interverftions in schoo

[
.

schools to prevent delinquency
(Gottfredson & Daiger, 1979; Gott- .
fredson, 1981; Gottfredson, 1983b).
The evidence of the’ present evalua-
tion prov1des no reason to quest1on
the scientific, theoret1cal, and
practical premises upon Wthh the
Alternative Education Program was .
based. To the contrary, patterns we
see in the data provide every reason -

‘to'try harder'tp 1mglemept and eval-
-uate preventive interventions based

on this approach. Once  again, for
example, we find the same school-re~
lated risk factors assoc1ated with
delinquent behaviqr (sel Chapter 4).
Mdre_impressive,~fhe evaluation has
produced experimental evidence that
is can alter
some of these risk factors and even
evidence suggesting that delinquent -

‘- behavior has been red?ced.

N !
o i

¢ j Developing Effective Programs -

I
‘ o

The most pressing /problem in the
delinquency prevention field is' the
problem of developiﬁé sound, theory-
based interventions that can be
implemented in strong enough form
" that they will make [a substantial
contribution to'the[reduction'of
delinquent behavior The develop-:
ment and implementaflon of strong
programs is not a need of alterna-
tive educational aﬂproaches to
delinquency- prevenxlon alone.
development and careful implementa-

. . S i -
tion is required in every approachd///_

Such

to Helinquency prevention. It is
required in the entire criminal an
_juvenile. justice area. Programs to
rehabilitate of fenders have bee /-
alleged not to worrk (Martinsony
1974). But the dctual ev14gnde sug-
gests that few rehabilitative ..
efforts of sufficient strength and
integrity have been implemented and
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carefully evaluated, that the task .
of creating such interventions will
be difficult, and that we should try
harder (Sechrest, White, & Brown,
1979). The development, implementa-—
tion, and evaluation of such more
effective programs will require the
attention of talented people in a
concerted -ef fort over a period of
years. A more careful, long-term,
technologically and sclentlflcally
based programmatic effort.must be
‘made to realize the-potential to

reduce youth crime that there is now

every scientific reason to believe
exists. A two- or three—year pro-
gram with limited scientific and

technical assistance is not enough

time to demonstrate :hat this poten—'

tial can be.realized.

Sound Implementation

<

‘Throughout our earlier report,
and in the present one, we have
emphasized the importance of
strength and fidelity in the imple-

mentation of prevention projects.
Indeed, we attempted to structure

- the evaluation 1n‘ways that would

foster the development of strong

interventions with high probablllty‘

of 1mp1ementat10n. We are gratlfled
by what we ‘perceive to be great
strides in strengthening the inter-
ventions implemented by many of
these projects. 1In our judgment,

however, every one of ‘these projects

can improve greatly in the strength
and care of implementation of its. .
interventions. ~This is not a con-
demnatipn, far from it, for we note
with favor the progress that has
been made. : . w

The point is that a number of
available technologies that appear
to fit with the goals, objectives,,
and rationales behind these projects
are used far, far less than they

could be. Classroom reward struc-

" tures that have been experlmentally

demonstrated to alter known delin-
quency risk factors (attachment to

.

114~

" form.

school, performance in.school) are
being used in only one project, and
there not 'in thorough or strong
Home-based reinforcers are
not being ‘systematically applied,
despite their demonstrated efficacy
in altering another delinquency risk
factor (disciplinary’difficulties in.
school). Technologles that involve
behavioral contractlng and the care-
ful consequatlon of behavior are

) underutlllzed in all but perhaps one

of these prOJects. .

One reason, no doubt, that some
of the existing technology goes
underutilized are difficfilties in
creating productive organizational
change that will lead to their-adop-
tion. Another reason, nmo doubt, is
that insufficient attention has yet
been directed to ensuring that these
technologies are available to proj-
ect implementers and that they -have
the skills to implement them. A
third reason, probably, is that we _
have not taken seriously enough as a
nation the development of a cadre of
profe551onals expert in the applica-
‘tion of such téchnologles, and that
a human resources development effort
will be required to implement educa-
tional and delinquency prevention
projects in strong form. And a
fourth reason, we are certain, is
that the jolting way in which pro-
‘grams are begun and ended, to be
started and stopped again at some
later timey in some other place,
with some other personnel is not
conducive to the development of
strong programs. ' '

We must pursue our -goals syste-

‘matically if we are to achieve them.

Evaluation and #ixpertise

We will make more progress
towards the development of- sound
dellnquency prevention programs when
everyone involved adopts an exper1—
mentlng approach to the enterprise.

5
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may not help as well as expected;

For too many years, and there is -
only the slightest sign that 'this
attltude is erodlng, an attitude o
"anything goes" has pervaded the
administration of most programs ' in
-the crime prevention area. Propo-
nents of correctional reform, of
school reform, of reform in the
juvenile and criminal justice system
more broadly, have always felt free

“to condemn the existing system and

of fer their alternatives. Seldom,
indeed, do proponents of reform fre=

-sume that their reforms may also

introduce uhdesirable effects not
anticipated in advance, that -their

‘reforms may founder on.unforeseen

obstacles, that they will one day be
the target of future reformers who
will condemn them.

- Virtually every innovation in the
criminal and juvenile justice sys-
tem, and in the educational system,
should be approached as an. experi-
ment. The reason, simply put, is'
that the innovations may. not help,
or °
may cause harm.

We have encountered resistance to
evaluation of interventions in one %
form or another from many sources in-
the conduct of our work.' A project
implementer may be sure his or her
intervention works and eschew the
burdensome act1v1t} of studylng the
‘intervention”s effects. .A project
director may wish to avoid rocklng
the boat in his or her system and
avoid steps to make available tle .
necessary information or arrange-

" ments to make for a maximally useful

evaluation. A project officer may
see a need ‘to rapidly meet service-
quotas and create an environment not
conducive to an orderly evaluatlop.
The pages torn from the calendar
each day create a pressure to getion

" with the work now, rather than to -

¢
'

plan and systematically carry out
the most careful possible 1mp1emen—
tatlon and research.

c A5

Preventing Delinquency
. - \
‘We interpret some of the evidence
and experiente generated by this ’
evaluation as implying a need for -
greater expertise and for a tho-

" rough-going experimental approach tb

delinquency prevention.® We are e
disheartened when we see a project .

.rapidly staffed with workers not

fully qualified by experience or
training to ‘implement their parts. of

a project.- We waste precious time

and resources when we must wrangle
with recalcitrant .implementers over =
whether or not a prOJect component,
should be evaluated.

The need for expertise and an
experimenting approach to the devel-
opment of delinquency prevention
projects is obvious, and should be
insisted upon. For example, the

‘negative or null results for some OF’/

the counseling interventions
included in the Alternative Educa-
tion Program strongly imply that .no
such program should be undertaken
without the firm guarantee in '
advance that the intervention will
be undertaken as an experiment and
with hlghly quallfled staff.

a

ﬂl_eWork_M

We have only begun to explore the
wealth of information about the
effectiveness of the Alternative
Education Program and its component
projects. Nested withjn each of
these' projects lie unmined treasures

.of informatiqn- about the ‘relative

efficacy of each of the interven-
tions 1mp1emented ‘In the third
year of the Program prOJects are-
implementing interventions of
greater strength than those of the
second year, -and the arrangements: to
evaluate themfare sounder. We w111
continue our efforts to unearth .

these treasures as the evaluation

continues. This report is an
interim evaluation. More powerful "

“and more thoroughgoing analyses

remain to be performed; there 'is-
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“much more to learn about this
Program. The final chapter will be

.o o ¢

ERIC | -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"
.

written.oply after much remalnlng
work is completed.



Written'ﬁpoddcts Resulting from the Evaluation

»
’ .

Here we provide a partlal listing of written products produced in the
course of ‘this evaluation.! the most important previous written product is our
first interim report (G. D. Gottfredson (ed.), The School Action Effectiveness
. Study: First Interim Report. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University, CS0S,
1982). - That report contained an overview of the Alternative Education Pro-
‘gram, the Schdéol.Action Effectiveness Study, and a descrlptlon of each of the
17 prOJects in the Prbgram. .

o
e

, .

-

The f0110w1ng table contains a partlal listing of other written products
produced during the course-of the evaluation.

o
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‘{* . . Tablel 3 ‘

L .
Selectgﬁ Writtep Products Resulting from the.Evaluation (/*

Compton : S Report on-‘attendance and February, 1982
' behavior outcomes for
Fall Semesters, 1981 . ;

. . _ ’ _School climate asse‘g— August, 1982
o ment ’ ‘

N 8

Constitutional Rilghts Report on Fall 198l pre- October, 1981 .
Foundation ' test survey

School climate assess— | August, 1982 .
. o : "~ - ment ' '
, i SR
Report on achieveasent, . October, 1982
behavior, and attendance e
- outcom@s for 1981-82 el
school year :

[y

. : Report on bre-treatmené - March, 1983

. o data for 1982-83 experi- _ ' _

mental groups : ' -,

Peer Culture Developmeht" _Repért’on types of stu- May, 1982 a .
- ’ . ‘dents in peer groups ' :

PCD effectiveness ass= ‘' May, 1982
: essment, for Fall Semes-
“ ' . o ter, }981 ’
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T ¢ ‘ Table 1 (continued)
—————————————————————————— r-——-——~————-—--\-TF'-'r—b-—'——-———-—-——--——-———————-———--—--— .
4 . - Do
Project , Topic or Title . Date
o .8
.Peet Culture Development School climate ag ses 8- August, 1982
(cont.) o 31 \ mért : A
wamﬂ Presentatlon ‘on PCQ{ March, 1983
T effectiveness at recepr t : _ ,
0 I, . tion for CBE administra- “

tors, Chlcago Juvenlle
judges, and school prin-

\ cipals

. Peer Culture Development: May, 1983
o Second/Interim-Report

/ ' S ;
,

Kalamazoo . ' t School cl'imate assess-— August, 1982
o T ment . - o
. (
- g
- ‘ Repért on ' ime expendi- Degember, 1982°
’ ture of project manager ",
‘Bronx . Réport on Parent Questl- February, 1982
' onnaire results
N .
. ;o . '!"‘ .
) 'Report on, behavior and " February, 1982
R " attendance outcomes for ° “
' Fall Semester, 198l
.’ ' g ' . .8 ‘ '
¢ .  Report on Fall 1981 pre-  February, 1982 '
test survey
r ' ’ School climate assess- . August, 1982
B . men t
Puerto Rico -.‘ ~ School climate assess— August, 1982
S ment o
_ Presentationwﬁn Otro November, 1982
: ‘ ' , .. Camino implementation : ‘

. and effectiveness pre-
sented to Puerto Rico
Department of Education
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Table 1 (continued)
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A4

Report on behavior out-
comes for first quarter,
1982-83 school year

133

_120_

Projec% . Topic or Title , Date
T —————— r—'———'——————'——-——————-—————-——'———' ————————————— e ot e i e e e e e e e
.l , .

Charleston Report on reliability of June, 1981
CTBS subscales
Reports on attendance, March, 1982
achievement and behavior May, 1982
outcomes for Fall Semes- -
ter, 1981

7/

Report on intensity of March, 1982 .
PATHE interventions May, 1982

. Bar charts showing October, 1982
school level change and )
target—-control student
comparisons for all
goals and objectives ’
Report on results of “Auvgust, 1982
Parent Questionnaire

b 4 School climate assess- Auéust, 1982
- ment '
9 .

-

December, 1982

- —————————— - e o o S S e S S
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Table 1 (continued)

Project , Topic or Title Date
Houston School climate assess- August, 1982
ment
;
The George I. Sanchez March, 11983

Alternative Education

Project: Second Interim

Report (Unpublisﬁgg

manuscript. San Raphael:

Social Action Research

Center) e

Lac Courte Oreilles . Report on effect of March, 1982
: PLATO on psycho-social

attitudes from Fall 1981

survey and data

1

B : Schbél climate assess- August, 1982
ment

Miami School climate assess- August, 1982
ment
Report on achievement, February, 1983

attendance, and behavior
outcomes for Fall Semes-
ter, 1982

Academy for Community March, 1983
Education:_Second "

Inteérim Report (Unpub-

lished manuscript. San

Raphael: Social Action
.Research Center)
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Table- 1 (continued)
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Topic or Title o)
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| : ')
Report on attendance,
achievement and behavior

outcomes for Fall Semes-
ter, 1981

Ilymouth

School climate assess-—
ment

Report on utility for
diagnosis of student
Behavioral Evaluation

Scales . .

¢ ) s

: . : '
Presentation of cffec-
tiveness of program to
superintendents and
principals of South Jer-
sey Schools ;

New Jersey ' .

Report qm attendance,
achievement, and behav-
ior outcomes for Fall
Semester, 198l

School climate assess-—
r o ment '
~

School climate assess=—
ment

St. Paul

Project Togéther:_ Sec-
ond Interim Report

ki - (Unpublished manuscript.
.\ San Raphael: Social

~ Action Research Center)

£

Report on effectiveness
of Job Score Class

Milwaukee N

.
e e . - Ry . W e R M B at et v e e e B S W e B e S G 9v o
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. S
January, 1982 /f?:
S
RS
‘August, 1982
April, 1982
?
¢
October,-1982
May, 1982 -
August, 1982
-
‘Fall, 1982
March, 1983
s Y &
‘ -
June, 1982
__________________________ oy
» Y. .*
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Table 1 (continued) ) |

Alternative Education Standards for program 1983
Initiative devlopment evaluation
v plans (Urpublished manu-

script. Baltimore: Cen-
ter for Social Organiza-
tion of Schools)

The School Action Effec- 1982
tiveness Study: Over-
view (Paper presented at
the annual meeting of
the American Educational
- Research Association,
) New York)

The School Action Effec- 1982
tiveness Study: Prelim-
. inary Results (Paper
presented at the annual
meeting of the American
Educational Research
‘Association, New York)

%

The School Action Effec- 1982
tivenese Study: Devel- ,
oping and evaluating . .
» "prevention efforts. '
e e e e (Bapex__ppesented-.at__the., e e e P
’ Coe annual meeting of the o
<« ' . American Society of Cri-.
Lo v ) . minology, Toronto)

The School Action Effec- < 1982
tiveness Study: First ‘
. Interim Report (Report
‘ No. 325). Baltimore: | .
o Centexr for Social Organ- . o
. P - ization of Schools. ‘ -

e
-~
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Administrative
removal

Adoption
E

" Alternative
< education

Analysis of
variance

Behavioral
contracting

L\

Comparison group

/
Control group

-

Control theory"

Core data

Critical benchmark

|

Delindueﬁt

O . /

. through randomlzatlon (see randomlzatlon)

Glossary

' Glossary

Removal from school for a period of one or more
days as a result of an administrative decision, without
being dropped from the school rolls. In most cases this .

.1s equlvalent to the colloquial use of -the word' suspen— s
sion.

The acceptance and use of a developed program, interven-

itlon, or set of. 1ntervent10ns.
L

Educational practices, forms, or structures that
differ from traditional practices, forms or structures.

A statistical technique used in the analysis of
experimental data. It“s application in quasi- or non-ex-—-

perimental data is often misleading.

A form of intervention 1nv01v1ng an agreement

among parties about the aim of the intervention and the

consequences of achieving or not achlevlng.the aim.

A group. of individuals, schools, etc., with which a group
receiving some intervention are compared to help learn
about the effects of the intervention. Equivalent compar-
ison groups (i.e., groups where no pre-existing ‘differ-
ences are present) are preferred to comparison groups known
to be non-equivalent, and equivalence.is best achieved

-

A group of individuals, schools, etc., with which a treat-
ment group is compared, and which is known to be equiva-

“lent. Control groups should be cr'eated through randomiza-

tion when p0831b1e.

A theory of delinﬁuency that assumes people will engage in
unsocialized behavior unless restrained. It specifies
some ways to restrain youths from delinquent behavior.

Information about the results sought 'as outlined in. the
Alterna'tive Education Program Announcement /and the inter—
ventions specified in the program announceément.

. . . ;
A key decision, agreement, action, or arrangement .neces-—
sary. to move forward,with a strategy or plan. .If a bench-
mark is not met, progress in executing the strategy is
blocked. When a benchmark is met, the forcefield changes.
A benchmark statement tells what" change in the forcefield
must occur by when.

»

Includes some behavipr
— - 143
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Glossary

behavior

Design decision

Deterrence theory

~Differential

association

Dif fusion

Dissemination

Evaluation

’

v

Experiment

Goal(s)

Forcefield

.

Mo

(such as alcohol consumption) that is not illegal-for‘
adults. ' '

The ch01ce of interventions that occurs at or near the end
of the initial planning phase of project development.
Design decisions should be reconsidered periodically using
information about the decision”s outcomes.

A theory that assumes crime can be reduced by the threat
of pun1shment.M

A theory of delinquency that assumes people engag
in delinquent behavior because they learn definit?shs
favorable to law violation from those with whom they asso—
ciate. ' ‘ ' ' '

@

The spread of knowledge or information.

A set of activities consciously designed to encourage the
utilization of knowledge or technlques in the development

‘or redesign of programs.’

Act1v1ty to determine what happened why, and with what
effect. Evaluation determines whether project activities
produced any outcomes of importance; whether unintended: as
well as intended outcomes were produced. Evaluation sub-
sumes both formative and summatlve evaluation.

An experiment is activity undertaken deliberately to exa-
mine the consequences of the ‘activity. The term experi-
ment is often used to refer to true experiments, involving
randomlzatlon (see randOmlzatlon, true experlment)

What an organization is trying to achieve. A goal gener-

. ally the obverse of a problem; it specifies. how the goal

(or the level of the prohlem) may be measured. Goals are

not broad or general aims. Such broad or general a1ms may

be called missions.

The social-psychological field that immediately surrounds
a decision or action. It includes the forces'that compel
or restrain agalnst alternative actions as they are per-

ceived by an individual or corporate actor. Organlzatlons

are held in place (do not change) because forces are in

_equilibrium. To create change, ,the balance of perceived
or actual forces must| be: changed. . e

’

e
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Glossary

Formative Activity undertaken during the course of a project
evaluation to foster project development by determining what is being
v : ' . implemented, by whom, with what effect, and’ how effectlve—
ness may be enhanced

Implementation The execution of an intervention. Interventions vary in
the extent to whlch they are implemented as anticipated or
planned. - .

Implementation A blueprint for the implementation or replication

manual. v _ of an intervention or set of interventions (i.e., program

model). Such a manual includes a statement of (a) what,
the intervention'is intended to achieve, (b) .the theory
underlying the intervention, (c) the resources required
for 1m—T“mentat10n (d) the training and personnel

. required, (e) detailed specification of the intervention,
(f) implementation standards, (g) all forms and record
keeping procedures required to opnrate and evaluate the

R intervention.
Implementation . A clear statement of indicators of faithful implementa-
standards- ' tion (fidelity and completeness) of an intervention. Spe-

-cifications or blueprints for an intervention define the
yimplementation standards for the'intervention.

Incapacitation A theory that assumes crime can be reduced by locking: up
. ' people who' have engaged: 1n dellnquent behav1or.

Institutional= Instltutlonallzatlon‘occurs when an .

ization activity becomes routinized and part of the status quo in

an'organization. When an activity is institutionalized}
more effort is requlred to.terminate it or substantially
modify it than is requlred to continue it. )

Intervention ~Activity undertaken to achieve an obJectlve. Intervention
is often synonymous with .the word "treatment.”

Involuntary - Removal from the school rolls - -
withgraﬁél as a result of an administrative decision. In most’cases
“. " this is equivalent to the colloquial use of the word
o expulsion.
. \\ ‘o . . . . ot . ,
Labelling theory:- A theory of 'delinquency that assumes that treating an
. individual as «though he or she were a delinquent results
in the development of a delinquent self-concept and subse—
quent delinquent’ behav1or./
. : s
+ '~ Management’ A tool used in formative and summative evaluation

_information to provide information about plans, ‘strategies, o
system resources, obstacles, adoption, 1mp1ementat10n and oug-
' comes. _ _
A ' ‘i - ' / .
s 1}4{5 v ' - /
e . : : - . -133- ) .
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Glossary

Management plan i

»

Mean

-

Needs assessment

o ‘
Post-randomization

check

h
1

Objectiﬁe(s)

Obstacle(s) .

Organizational
diagnosis

!

Powerful 7

. evaluation

—~

Activity to

of the match between goals and activities.

\ . . f, . .
A 'plan for implementing an intervention or set of 1inter-
ventions. A management plan is composed of strategies for
adoption of innovations (see strategy) and of standards
for the implementation (see implementation standards).

An arithmetic average.

Activity

tended to specify or clarify goals or'objec-
tives. ' :

termine whether, randomization achieved

the equivalency of a treatment and, control group bi'com—
paring characte istics of the ‘two.groups that existed
prior to the initiation-of the interventionm, or which the
intervention could not plausibly influence.

'An outcome that a project’s theory of action implies must

occur to achieve a goal.’ Objectives (intermediary out-
comes) are stated in measurable terms. Ideally, a state-
ment of an objective will specify when an objective will
be -achieved and how much improvement should occur as well
as specifying how it is to be measured.

I

Forces which hold ‘the project back, impede the progress of
a plan, or move the organization or individual in a direc-
tion opposite the intended direction. Obstacles may be

‘perceived when none exist, or obstacles may exist where

none are perceived.

Activity designed to assess 'the current

status of an organization and the relations among its ele-
ments. Organizational diagnosis may include any of the
following activities: (a) climate assessment,

(b) assedsment of goal confluence, (c) assessment of

authority and decision structures, (d) assessment of com—
munication and interpersonal relations, and (e) assessment
Diagnosis
attempts t& interpret the interaction among the above ele-
ments at a point in time. ' '

An evaluation with sufficiently sensitive measures, .
adequate sample size, and with a design making the detec--
tion of intervention effects likely. Evaluations differ
in power, and an evaluation lacking in power has a low

probability of demonstrating anything conclusively.

-
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Program
Development
Evaluation

Resource

Rigorous
evaluation

Risk factor

las _spt
Significance

" Site-specific.

data

Social learning

-

Standard deviation .

H

Randomization
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Strategiesléa' »\

Glossary

A theory-ridden method of action research involving

goal specification, theory elaboration, objective
development, intervention.definition, forcefield analysis,
the development of management plans, and evaluation
research. PDE is intended to result in an upward spiral
of act1v1ty leading to greater organ1zat1ona1 ef fective-
ness in accomplishing its goals.

Any tool or force that furthers.the adoption of an innova-

'tlon, 1mp1ementat10n of an 1ntervent10n, or the achxeve—

ment of a goal or objective. A resource may be a person,
institution, physical or psychological force, information, '
money, or expertise. Both perceived and unperceived
resources may exist.

’
]

An evaluation in which one may have confidence in the
1nferen¢es drawn about the consequences of a demonstrably
igmplemented and well- described set of 1nterventions. _
R orous.evaluation is a major goal o) School Actlon
Effectiveness Study. '

_ A characteristic known to be associated with an vutcome

(e.g., delinquent behavior). Poor school performance is
one of the risk factors for delinquent behavior.

A technical term meaning that the outcome was un11ke1y to
have arisen by.chance.

Information about goals, objectives, and interventions

in each prevention project, whether or not these results
or interventions are suggested by the OJJDPaprogram
announcement or delinquency theory. It includes informa-
t1on about needs, goals, forceflelds, strategies, .inter-
ventlons, and ‘outcomes.

.

A tHeory that assumes people behave as they do because

they have learned about the consequences of behavior

through their own experiences and observatlons of others.

A measure of the extent to wh1ch 1n®1v1dua1s, schools, or
other units are dispersed around the mean. A measure of
dispersion useful-in statistical analyses.

.

Plans. Strategies are developed from a forcef1e1d analy—
sis. An executable strategy will appear workable to those

_who must execute 1L, and will make use of an organiza-—
;tlon 8 resources to overcome the obstacles to adoption and
1mp1ementat1on. Strategiés.are composed of two kinds of

elements. critical benchmarks and tasks.’

,A procedure employed to ensure that treatment and control

groups are equivalent except insofar -as differences arise

by chance. Randomization serves to rule out rival

147 , -
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Glossary

Regression

Task(s)

- Theory

True experiment

t-test

Victimization .

i

’

hypotheses about the sources of differences observed
between treatment and control groups, and so leads to more
rigorous evaluations. Because the technical meaning of
randomization is not wldely understood, randomization is
pest accompllahed by experienced research personnel.

|
(a) A statistical technique useful in the analysis of
experimental and quasi- experimental data. (b) Getting
worse. (c) Movement from an extreme pcsition in a distri-
bution to a more central position.

The part of a strategy that specifies who will do what by

when.

A statement of wﬁy a problem exists or of how an organiza-
tion may achieve a goal. A project”s theory of action
serves as a template for choos1ng and assessing interven-
tions.

An experiment involving the random assignment of units
(people, ‘schools, classrooms, etc. ) to two or more treat-
ments (one of which is often a non-intervention treatment,

or control condition).
B %

A test for the significance of differences in means (see

means, significance).

Suf fering personal harm, threat, or loss as a result of a
crime.
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