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Juvenile crime is a serious problem for which no treatment approach has been found
to be reliably effective. This outcome evaluation assessed during and posttreatment effec-
tiveness of Teaching-Family group home treatment programs for juvenile offenders.
The evaluation included the original Achievement Place program, which was the proto-
type for the development of the Teaching-Family treatment approach, 12 replications
of Achievement Place, and 9 comparison group home programs. Primary dependent
measures were retrieved from court and police files and included number of alleged of-
fenses, percentage of youths involved in those alleged offenses, and percentage of youths
institutionalized. Other dependent measures were subjective ratings of effectiveness ob-
tained from the program consumers, including the group home residents. The results
showed difference during treatment favoring the Teaching-Family programs on rate of
alleged criminal offenses, percentage of youths involved in those offenses, and consumer
ratings of the programs. The consumer ratings provided by the youths and their school
teachers were found to be inversely and significantly correlated with the reduction of
criminal offenses during treatment. There were no significant differences during treat-
ment on measures of noncriminal offenses (e.g., truancy, runaway, and curfew violations).
In the posttreatment year, none of the differences between the groups was significant on
any of the outcome measures. The results are discussed in terms of measurement and de-
sign issues in the evaluation of delinquency treatment programs and in relation to the
evaluation of Teaching-Family group homes by Richard Jones and his colleagues.
DESCRIPTORS: program evaluation, group homes, adolescents, delinquents, Achieve-
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Juvenile crime is a persistent national prob-
lem. In recent years, juvenile offenders between
10 and 17 years of age have accounted for
nearly 509% of all arrests for serious offenses
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(Uniform Crime Reports, 1979). Moreover, FBI
statistics over the past several years have shown
a steady increase in juvenile arrest rates. Gib-
bons (1976) found the acceleration in juvenile
crime from 1965 to 1975 to be four times
greater than the growth rate for the youth pop-
ulation.

In response to the problem of delinquency,
President Johnson established a Commission on
Law Enforcement and Criminal Administration
to review the status of delinquency treatment.
In 1967, the commission concluded that insti-
tutionalization, the main treatment approach of
the time, had not been demonstrated to be ef-
fective at rehabilitation, was often expensive and
sometimes inhumane, and was providing secure
confinement for many youths who were not seri-
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ous threats to their communities. Therefore, the
commission recommended that a wide variety of
community-based treatment programs be devel-
oped and evaluated.

Overall, the outcomes of the commission’s
recommendations have not been encouraging.
According to a national survey by Vinter and
Sarri (1976), in most states there has been only
limited development of community-based pro-
grams as alternatives to institutional treatment.
Moreover, results have not been positive from
evaluations of some of the attempted commu-
nity-based intervention including social case
work (Betleman, Seaberg, & Steinburn, 1972),
intensive parole services (Lerman, 1975;
Palmer, 1974), community residential treatment
(Empey & Lubeck, 1971), or youth diversion
programs designed to keep youths out of the
juvenile court system (Klein & Carter, 1976).
In a review of 170 experimental studies of de-
linquency intervention programs, Romig (1978)
reported that the most consistent finding was 7o
significant difference between treated and com-
parison groups either during treatment or in
subsequent follow-up years. Of the evaluation
studies included in Romig’s review, 15 were of
behavioral intervention programs. Only four of
these studies reported some measure of delin-
quency and the findings generally supported
Romig’s no difference conclusion. In a more
recent review of program evaluations of delin-
quency treatment, Elliott (1980) concluded that,
“There is no clear evidence to support the effec-
tiveness of any specific treatment approach for
reducing involvement in criminal behavior” (p.
507). In the absence of promising solutions and
with an apparently escalating problem of ju-
venile crime, there remains a critical need for
continued program innovation and experimen-
tal evaluation.

For the past several years, the Achievement
Place project has been developing and evaluat-
ing a community-based, behavioral intervention
program for the treatment of juvenile offenders
within a group home setting. The goal has been
to develop humane, effective, and practical

treatment procedures that could be replicated
by group home programs in other communities.
Since 1967, the Achievement Place group home
in Lawrence, Kansas, has served as the prototype
program for the development of the Teaching-
Family approach (Phillips, Phillips, Fixsen, &
Wolf, 1974). The treatment approach is based
on behavioral principles and the premise that
deviant behavior might be reduced or prevented
by providing youths with relationships with
adults who have high reinforcing value, who
provide differential consequences for youth be-
havior, and who teach requisite social, academic,
and self-care skills for successful community
living (Braukmann, Kirigin, & Wolf, 1980).
The treatment program incorporates skill teach-
ing, self-government, motivation, relationship
development, and youth advocacy procedures
applied by a married couple (the teaching par-
ents) in a structured family setting (Wolf, Phil-
lips, Fixsen, Braukmann, Kirigin, Willner, &
Schumaker, 1976).

Many of the treatment elements have been
subjected to careful experimental evaluation.
These investigations have demonstrated the ef-
fectiveness of the token system (Phillips, 1968);
the self-government system (Fixsen, Phillips, &
Wolf, 1973; Phillips, Phillips, Wolf, & Fixsen,
1973); the teaching procedures used to develop
the youths' social, academic, and self-care be-
haviors (Maloney, Harper, Braukmann, Fixsen,
Phillips, & Wolf, 1976; Minkin, Braukmann,
Minkin, Timbers, Fixsen, Phillips, & Wolf,
1976; Werner, Minkin, Minkin, Fixsen, Phillips,
& Wolf, 1975); the home-based report card sys-
tem (Bailey, Wolf, & Phillips, 1970; Kirigin,
Phillips, Timbers, Fixsen, & Wolf, 1977); and
vocational training procedures (Braukmann,
Maloney, Fixsen, Phillips, & Wolf, 1974).

Since 1972, the treatment approach has been
disseminated to other community-based group
homes through the development of a year-long
training program designed to provide couples
with the necessary skills to implement the treat-
ment program (Braukmann, Fixsen, Kirigin,
Phillips, Phillips, & Wolf, 1975). The year long,
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in-service training sequence consists of two 1-wk
workshops, frequent telephone and periodic in-
home consultation session, and regular formal
evaluations (Braukmann, Kirigin, & Wolf, Note
1). The training is facilitated by training man-
uals and handbooks that present the specific
treatment procedures in great detail (Brauk-
mann & Blase, 1979; Phillips et al., 1974).
As of January, 1981, there were six regional
training sites and approximately 170 Teaching-
Family group homes operating throughout the
country. To ensure quality control of the group
home treatment provided, a national association
of Teaching-Family programs has been estab-
lished to evaluate and to certify each regional
training site and its affiliated group homes.
With the dissemination of the program, we
have attempted to evaluate the overall effective-
ness of Teaching-Family programs. This study
compared the effectiveness of the prototype pro-
gram at Achievement Place and of several repli-
cation programs with the effectiveness of pro-
grams not using the Teaching-Family model.
The study involved comparisons based on out-
come measures obtained from police and court
records and from consumer evaluations.

METHOD

Description of Sample

The group homes selected for this evaluation
consisted of the original Achievement Place pro-
gram directed by Lonnie and Elaine Phillips, 12
later replications, and nine conventional com-
munity-based residential programs in Kansas.
The selection of the sample was not random.
Because of the time and expense involved in
conducting the research, we asked those Teach-
ing-Family homes closest to the research site to
participate; all consented. The Teaching-Family
homes were located in the northeast and cen-
tral portions of Kansas. The comparison homes
were selected by two Kansas state agencies that
funded youth services. The agencies chose homes
that they considered to be representative non-
Teaching-Family residential programs. All the

selected comparison homes agreed to partici-
pate. With the exception of one home in west-
ern Kansas, comparison homes were located in
the same geographic areas as the Teaching-Fam-
ily homes.

Although the programs were not selected at
random, the Teaching-Family and the compari-
son programs appeated to be similar on several
dimensions. Each program had a majority of
youths who were from the community where
the program was located. In addition, each pro-
gram (with one exception) served six to eight
court-adjudicated youths between 12 and 16
years of age and was staffed by live-in, married,
houseparent couples. None of the programs ad-
mitted youths with histories of violence such as
murder, forcible rape, or armed robbery. All
programs were supported for the most part by
funds from the Kansas Department of Social
and Rehabilitation Services and their operation
costs were essentially the same.

Although the youths were not assigned ran-
domly, it appeared that the youths were often
assigned to programs in a haphazard way, based
on available space. Our analysis of the charac-
teristics of the youths showed the groups to be
comparable. The characteristics of the youths
in the sample are presented separately for the
boys’ programs and the girls’ programs in Ta-
ble 1. The variables include race, age at first
offense, age at entry into treatment, and age at
exit from treatment. Separate ¢-test comparisons
of the means showed the groups to be generally
comparable, with two exceptions. The boys in
the comparison group were younger at age of
first offense than Teaching-Family program
boys, ¢ (122) = 2.70, p = .01. The girls in
the Teaching-Family programs were younger
at entry into the program than compatison pro-
gram girls, £ (64) = 2.19, p = .03.

Because treatment in the group homes was
subject to change in quality as a function of staff
turnover, our focus was on the child care couple
within a given group home rather than on the
home itself. If there were successive couples
within a group home, we considered each cou-
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Table 1

Characteristics of youths in Teaching-Family and non-
Teaching-Family programs.

Teaching- Non-Teaching-
Boys Family Family
N 102 22
Race
White 78 (76%) 17 (77 %)
Non-White 24 (24%) 5(23%)
Age
At First Offense 129 yr 115 yr
At Treatment Entry 14.1 yr 14.1 yr
At Treatment Exit 150 yr 14.8 yr
Teaching- Non-Teaching-
Girls Family Family
N 38 30
Race
White 31(82%) 25 (83%)
Non-White 7 (18%) 5(17%)
Age
At First Offense 13.6 yr 13.2 yr
At Treatment Entry 14.8 yr 153 yr
At Treatment Exit 154 yr 15.8 yr

ple a separate program. Consequently, in some
cases, it was possible to have several successive
programs within a home during the period of
the evaluation. In the case of the one program
using shift work staff, it was not possible to
delineate programs on the basis of staff turn-
over. In that case all the youths (» = 6) were
considered to be in one program. The 13 Teach-
ing-Family programs in this study were imple-
mented within seven group homes, and the nine
comparison programs were implemented in four
group homes and one larger residential facility.
Of the 13 Teaching-Family programs, nine
served boys and four served girls. Of the nine
comparison programs, four served boys and five
served girls. At the time the evaluation was ini-
tiated, homes in the Teaching-Family sample
had been in operation for a median of 12 mo,
and the comparison homes had been in opera-
tion for a median of 18 mo.

Data Collection

Offenses and institutionalization. The youths’
court and police records provided the primary

sources for outcome measures. Trained evalua-
tion assistants reviewed each youth’s records and
retrieved information specific to the number and
nature of any reported alleged offenses, and any
occurrence of institutional commitment. For
those 11 youths who were 18 years of age and
older during the posttreatment year, adult crim-
inal records were also reviewed. To ensure
consistency in the data collection, the evalua-
tion assistants used the standardized and com-
prehensive recording procedures described in
An Evaluation Manudl for Collecting Follow-
Up Information on Youths in Trouble (Kirigin,
Fixsen, Phillips, & Wolf, Note 2). Only the
records of those program participants who had
been out of the treatment program for at least
1 yr (regardless of their length of stay or the
circumstances of their departure) and who re-
sided in the county where the program was lo-
cated were included. These restrictions were im-
posed for practical reasons of data collection
and to ensure comparable availability of youth
information across pre-, during, and posttreat-
ment intervals.

Reported alleged offenses included any ille-
gal behavior or act recorded in a youth’s court
or police files regardless of whether formal ac-
tion was taken. Although alleged offenses con-
tained in court and police records also repre-
sented the reporting behavior of the agencies,
there was reason to believe that use of both po-
lice and court data sources and inclusion of all
charges against the youth would provide the
most sensitive (Hawkins, Cassidy, Light, &
Miller, 1977) and least discretionary (Lerman,
1975) measures of program effects. The alleged
offenses included criminal offenses such as bur-
glary, theft, assault, and vandalism, as well as
status offenses such as truancy, curfew viola-
tions, and running away from home. To be re-
corded as an alleged offense, the date the of-
fense occurred had to appear in the police and
court files. Information on the date of the of-
fense was needed to permit assignment of the
offense to the appropriate pre-, during, and post-
treatment interval, and to preclude double re-
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cording of offenses that were reported in both
court and police files.

Average offense rates per month for the year
preceding treatment, for the period during treat-
ment, and for the first year following treatment
were computed for both Teaching-Family and
non-Teaching-Family programs. Offense rates
for the pre- and posttreatment intervals were
computed on the basis of a youth’s time # risk
in the community. A youth was considered at
risk if there was no record of institutionalization
or departure from the community.

Because time in treatment varied for each
youth, as did time at risk in the community dur-
ing the pretreatment and posttreatment years,
the offense rates were expressed as average of-
fenses per month. To compute the offense rates,
the number of offenses for the given interval
was divided by the number of months at risk.
For the during treatment interval, months in
treatment was always used as the denominator
in calculating the offense rates.

Institutional confinement was determined
from commitment documents contained in the
court records.

Reliability

Reliability assessments were obtained on the
information retrieved from the youths’ police
and court files by having a second evaluation
assistant independently review a random sample
of files. For each group home program, at least
209% of the files were reviewed to assess the
reliability of the measurement procedures. Oc-
currence reliability was obtained by comparing
the two obsetvers’ records for agreement on the
occurrence of an offense. An agreement was
scored if both evaluators recorded the same of-
fense and the recorded date of occurrence de-
viated by no greater than one day. Reliability
percentages for offenses were computed by di-
viding the number of agreements by the number
of agreements plus disagreements and multi-
plying by 100. Across all Teaching-Family and
comparison programs, occurrence reliability on
the offenses contained within a youth’s file

ranged from 73% to 87% with a mean of
82%. Agreement was not perfect because the
records of many courts were not orderly or well
maintained. Sometimes offenses were recorded
on official forms and sometimes they were
briefly described on slips of paper. Some files
contained as many as 70 items.

Consumer Satisfaction Measures

Subjective consumer evaluation measures
were obtained for each Teaching-Family pro-
gram, and for five of the nine comparison pro-
grams according to procedures described in the
Teaching-Family Handbook (Phillips et al,
1974). For both types of programs, question-
naires were sent to the relevant consumer
groups associated with each program (i.e., mem-
bers of the board of directors, juvenile court and
social welfare personnel, and the youths’ parents
and teachers) and were administered to the
youth participants during interviews. The ques-
tionnaires used a 7-point Likert (1932) scale
format to obtain ratings of consumer satisfac-
tion with various dimensions of the treatment
program including staff effectiveness, coopera-
tion, and the quality of the treatment environ-
ment provided. In addition, the youth consum-
ers rated the program staff on dimensions that
included fairness, concern, pleasantness, and ef-
fectiveness in helping the youth learn to solve
his or her problems. In all cases, raters were
assured that their anonymity would be pro-
tected. For each program, average ratings for
each consumer group were computed, and an
overall consumer rating for each program was
obtained by averaging the ratings for all con-
sumer groups.

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Several analyses were conducted to compare
Teaching-Family and non-Teaching-Family pro-
grams. Two sets of these analyses considered
boys’ and girls’ programs separately across pre-,
during, and posttreatment periods. In the first
of these analyses, the dependent measure was
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the percentage of youths with any recorded of-
fense. In the second set, the dependent measure
was average offense rate. The Teaching Family
and non-Teaching Family programs were also
compared on rate of institutionalization and on
ratings of consumer satisfaction. A final analy-
sis correlated consumer ratings with offense data
across programs to test the validity of the con-
sumer ratings.

Effect on Percentage of Youth Involved in
Offenses During and Postireatment

Figure 1 shows the percentage of youth in-
volved in any offenses pre-, during, and post-
treatment for both Teaching-Family and non-
Teaching-Family programs. The boys’ programs
were quite comparable in the pretreatment
years. However, there were marked differences
during treatment (X = 7.1, p = .008). For the
girls’ programs in the pretreatment year, there
was a slightly higher and statistically significant
percentage of Teaching-Family program youth
who had offenses reported (X = 6.1, p = .01).
However, during treatment, fewer Teaching-
Family girls were involved in offenses (X* =
7.5, p = .006). In the posttreatment year, the
Teaching-Family programs for boys and for
girls also showed lower percentages of youths
involved in offenses. The posttreatment differ-
ences, however, were not statistically significant.

Effect on Criminal Offense Rate

To determine the impact of the group homes
on criminal offense rates, boys’ programs and
girls’ programs were analyzed separately. The
boys’ and girls’ analyses involved nested designs
with subjects nested within programs (couples)
and programs nested within condition (Teach-
ing-Family or non-Teaching-Family) by time
period (during and posttreatment). A program
was defined by the tenure of each child care
couple. All youths leaving the group home dur-
ing a couple’s stay were assigned to that couple
(ie., program). The residential program with
shift work staff was treated as a single program.
Comparisons of offense rates during and post-

treatment were carried out using the MULTI-
VARIANCE computer program (Finn, 1978).
This multivariance program was selected for its
flexibility in handling a repeated measures
nested design with group home programs of un-
equal size. Thus, programs with few youths
were weighted less in the analysis than pro-
grams with many youths. In these analyses, the
during and posttreatment offense rates were
treated as separate response variables. Criminal
offense rates and noncriminal offense rates were
analyzed separately. The statistical analyses were
conducted using offense rates per month. How-
ever, for ease of understanding and for presen-
tation in the text and in the figures, the data
were prorated to offenses per year by multiply-
ing monthly rates by 12.

Exploratory analysis of the offense data indi-
cated that assumptions of normality were not
seriously violated. To adjust for pretreatment
variables that were significantly related to the
during and posttreatment outcomes, covariates
were added in subsequent analyses.

Boys. The average criminal offenses for the
pre-, during, and posttreatment years for boys in
Teaching-Family and comparison programs are
shown in Figure 2. In the pretreatment year,
Teaching-Family boys’ programs averaged 2.8
criminal offenses per youth while comparison
boys’ programs averaged 1.6 criminal offenses.
These pretreatment differences were not statis-
tically significant, #(11) = 1.46, p = .17. Dur-
ing treatment, mean criminal offense rates for
the Teaching-Family boys’ programs decreased
o 1.3 (a 54% reduction from pretreatment
levels). The pattern of decreases in criminal
offenses from pre- to during treatment was rep-
resentative of seven of the nine Teaching-Fam-
ily programs.

In contrast, mean criminal offense rates dut-
ing treatment for non-Teaching-Family boys’
programs showed an increase from 1.6 to 2.9
(an 81% increase over pretreatment levels).
These increases in criminal offense rates from
pre- to during treatment were evident in three
of the four comparison programs. In the post-
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EFFECTS OF GROUP HOME TREATMENT ON PERCENT OF YOUTHS
INVOLVED IN OFFENSES

Teaching-Family (n = 102)
Non-Teaching-Family (n = 22) (]
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Fig. 1. The percentage of youths involved in offenses one yeat pretreatment, during treatment, and one year
posttreatment.
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treatment year, criminal offense rates for Teach-
ing-Family and non-Teaching-Family boys’ pro-
grams averaged 1.5 and 1.6, respectively.

The statistical significance of observed dif-
ferences were determined using a multivariate
analysis of variance with age at first offense
and age of treatment entry as covariates and
criminal offense rates as the single response
variable. These covariates were used because
of all pretreatment variables measures (includ-
ing offense levels) only age at first offense and
age at entry showed a significant relationship
to during and posttreatment offenses. The source
table for the boys’ program analysis is shown
in Table 2. The analysis supports the display
of during treatment differences in Figure 2.
There was a significant multivariate F, F(2,8) =
12.36, p = .003) for between program com-
parisons, and a significant main effect, F(2,8) =
9.97, p = .01), for during treatment differences.
There was no significant difference for posttreat-
ment offenses.

Girls. The average criminal offense rates for
the pre-, during, and posttreatment years for
girls in Teaching-Family and comparison pro-
grams are shown in Figure 3. Rates of criminal
offenses for girls wete considerably lower than
corresponding rates for the boys’ programs. A
comparison of girls’ programs, however, showed
patterns of criminal offense rate that were simi-
lar to those of the boys. Offense rates for Teach-
ing-Family girls’ programs decreased from .65

BOYS' CRIMINAL OFFENSE RATES

H
D
;3°F
: /’\ Non-Teaching-Family
3 P ‘/ Programs (n = 4)
> / \\
S0t /
Py /
g v
S
S N
F Lo Teaching-Family
€ Programs (n = 9)
2
®
§ L i J
1 Year Pre- During- 1 Year Post-
< Treatment Treatmgnt Treatment

Fig. 2. The average criminal offenses per youth for
the one year pretreatment, the during treatment, and
the one year posttreatment periods for boys in Teach-
ing-Family programs and in non-Teaching-Family
comparison programs.

offenses in the pretreatment year to .37 during
treatment. This pattern was evident in three of
the four Teaching-Family girls’ programs. In
contrast, four of the five comparison girls’ pro-
grams showed increases from the pre- to during
treatment. In the first posttreatment year, the
criminal offense rates were similar and low
(about .10 per year) for both Teaching-Family
and comparison programs.

In the multivariate analyses for the girls’ pro-
grams, age at first offense was entered as a co-
variate due to its significant correlation with
criminal offense rates during treatment. The

Table 2

Boys' Criminal Offenses—Multivariate analysis of covariance with age at first offense
and age at entry into treatment as covariates and during treatment and posttreatment

offense rate as response variables.

Source df MS F Multivariate F
Mean (2,8) 3.42 (p = .08)
During treatment 0)) .0207 1.44 (p = .26)
Posttreatment (¢)) 0423 257 (p = .14)
Teaching-Family vs. Non-Teaching-Family  (2,8) 12.36 (p = .003)
During treatment (1) .1429 9.97 (p = .01)
Posttreatment (1) 0771 4.69 (p = .06)
Programs within Group Homes
During treatment )] .0143
Posttreatment 9) 0164
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source table for the multivariate analysis is
shown in Table 3. As can be seen, there was a
significant main effect, F(2,5) = 6.61, p = .04,
for the during treatment comparison but not
for the overall between program comparison.
Posttreatment offenses showed no difference.

Effect on Status Offense Rates

Multivariate analyses showed no significant
differences between the groups on status offenses
pre-, during, or posttreatment for either boys’
or girls’ programs.

Effect on Institutionalization

Measures of institutionalization were ob-
tained from the youths’ court records. A youth
was considered institutionalized if records
showed commitment at any time during treat-
ment or in the first year following treatment.
By the end of the first posttreatment year, 25 %
of boys in Teaching-Family programs had spent
some time in institutions compared to 27% for
comparison program boys. For girls’ programs,
12% of Teaching-Family girls spent some time
in an institution compared to 17% for the com-
parison girls. The differences were not statisti-
cally significant in either case.

Consumer Satisfaction

The average consumer satisfaction ratings for
the Teaching-Family and comparison programs
are shown in Table 4. As the table shows, with
one exception, consumer groups provided con-

GIRLS' CRIMINAL OFFENSE RATES

§

D
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5 1.0f 00N

3 / \

€ > \, _Teaching-Family
2 v Programs (n = 4)
D

& 1 i

2 1 Year Pre- During- 1 Year Post-
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Fig. 3. The average criminal offenses per year for
the one year pretreatment, the during treatment, and
the one year posttreatment periods for girls in Teach-
ing-Family programs and in non-Teaching-Family
comparison programs.

sistently higher ratings of Teaching-Family pro-
grams. A one-way ANOVA showed a signifi-
cant F for the between program comparison,
F(1,83) = 18.1, p = .05. Individual # tests were
run to compare individual consumer group rat-
ings. In the cases of ratings by the youths, ratings
by their teachers (ie., school), and the overall
average ratings, the differences were statistically
significant.

Validation of Outcome Measures

In order to assess the relationship between
the subjective consumer ratings and the offense
measures, Pearson product moment correlation

Table 3

Girls’ Criminal Offenses—Multivariate analysis of covariance with age at first offense
as the covariate and during treatment and posttreatment offenses as response variables.

Sowurce af MS F Multivariate F
Mean 2,5) 271 (p=.16)
During treatment (1) 0795 5.90 (p = .05)
Posttreatment (1) 0015 270 (p = .15)
Teaching-Family vs. Non-Teaching-Family (2,5) 340 (p =.12)
During treatment ¢} .0890 6.61 (p = .04)
Posttreatment (1) .0000 0.03 (p = .86)
Programs within Group Homes
During treatment (6) 0135
Posttreatment (6) .0005
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Table 4
Mean Ratings of Consumer Groups
Teaching-Family Non-Teaching-
Programs Family Programs
Consumer Group (n=13) (n=25)

Overall Evaluation 64 5.6 #(14.2) = 4.72,p = .01
Youth 6.5 5.0 #(12.1) = 11.99,» = .01
School 6.1 5.3 2 53)= 253,p=.05
Juvenile Court 6.7 6.6 ¢ 5.0)= .65,p=.55
Social Welfare 6.3 6.3 #(13.8) = —.88,p = .88
Parents 6.4 5.9 ¢ 5.1)= 95,p=.39
Board 6.4 6.1 (7)) = 98,p=.36

coefficients were computed. To adjust for dif- correlated with effectiveness (r = —.56, p =

ferences in pretreatment offense rates for each
program, treatment effectiveness ratios were ob-
tained for criminal offenses and for total of-
fenses by dividing offense rates during treatment
by offense rates in the pretreatment year. The
effectiveness ratios during treatment for each
Teaching-Family and comparison program were
then correlated with the ratings obtained from
each program’s consumer groups (e.g., board of
directors, juvenile court personnel, the youths’
teachers, and the youths).

Correlations for both criminal offenses and
total offenses are presented in Table 5. Of the
two effectiveness ratios used, those obtained us-
ing criminal offenses were more highly corre-
lated with consumer ratings. Of the consumer
groups surveyed, the youths’ ratings of the
group home staff were the most highly corre-
lated (r = —.66) with reduction in criminal
offenses from the pretreatment to the during
treatment interval. Specifically, the higher the
youths’ ratings of the fairness, concern, effec-
tiveness, and pleasantness of the staff, the lower
the criminal offense ratios. The ratings provided
by the youths’ teachers provided the second best
indicator of program effectiveness (r = —.56).
The correlations for other consumer groups
were not statistically significant.

The correlations obtained when total offense
rates (which included status offenses) were used
in the computations were consistently weaker
than those obtained with criminal offenses; how-
ever, the youths’ ratings were again most highly

.01). Similar analyses were done using posttreat-
ment effectiveness ratios, but no significant cor-
relations were found.

DISCUSSION

The tesults of this evaluation of Teaching-
Family programs are somewhat encouraging on
the one hand and discouraging on the other.
Teaching-Family programs for boys and for
girls were superior to non-Teaching-Family pro-
grams on during treatment measures of percent-

Table 5

Correlation of Consumer Ratings with
During/Pre Criminal Offense Ratios

Consumer Group r P
Overall Evaluation —.49 .01
Youth —.66 .001
School —.56 01
Social Welfare —.51 .01
Juvenile Court —.32 .08
Parents +.15 27
Board of Directors +.05 42

Correlation of Consumer Ratings with
During/Pre Offense Ratios for Total Offenses

Consumer Group r D
Overall Evaluation —.34 .07
Youth —.56 .01
Juvenile Court —.36 .06
School —.32 .09
Social Welfare —.31 .10
Parents —.08 .38
Board of Directors +.13 .30
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age of youths involved in alleged offenses, rates
of alleged criminal offenses, and youth and
teacher ratings of the quality of treatment. Al-
though not reported in the results, analyses were
also conducted without the original Achieve-
ment Place program. These analyses were done
to remove the effects of a program that was
unique due to extensive involvement in pro-
gram development and research activities. With-
out the original program, the group differences
remained. Thus, the differences we report in the
results were not dependent upon any unique ef-
fect of the original program. Although the data
must be considered cautiously given the limita-
tions of design and measurement to be discussed
later, it appears that the Teaching-Family pro-
grams provided a set of conditions that reduced
delinquent behavior during treatment to a
greater degree than the comparison programs,
and did so in a manner that produced more posi-
tive ratings by the youth participants. The in-
creased rates of delinquency seen during treat-
ment in a majority of the comparison programs
seem to illustrate that placement in some group
homes may exacerbate the problem it is in-
tended to solve. A similar increase in officially
recorded rates of delinquency during treatment
has also been found in an evaluation of group
homes in the state of Washington (O’Connell,
Note 3). Thus, our findings of increases in de-
linquency during group home treatment are
not unique. Increases in deviance during treat-
ment have also been reported in delinquency
programs other than group homes (e.g., Berle-
man et al., 1972).

In contrast to the during treatment differ-
ences, the posttreatment differences seen in the
percentage of youths involved in offenses were
not statistically significant nor were there sig-
nificant differences in the rates of criminal of-
fenses or in the percentage of youths institu-
tionalized. As described in the introduction, the
history of evaluation of delinquency treatment
has been one with few positive or promising
results either during or posttreatment. Findings
of no significant differences have been the rule.

Although the posttreatment results of this eval-
uation appear to be generally consistent with
this history, the during treatment effects are not.

The conclusions of this evaluation must be
stated tentatively due to limitations in the de-
sign of the study, the small sample size, and the
outcome measures. The design did not incor-
porate random selection of programs or random
selection of youths for those programs. How-
ever, the selection of comparison programs by
state agency personnel appeared to result in
comparison programs that were similar to those
Teaching-Family programs that we selected on
the basis of proximity to our research site. On
the issue of random selections of youths, we
should point out that in spite of several attempts
to achieve random selection of youths into
group homes, we were unsuccessful in gaining
the needed cooperation of the judges and social
workers making those placements. This experi-
ence is quite consistent with that reported for
many evaluators conducting field experiments
in social service (Wortman, 1975). Although
randomization was not possible in this study,
assignment of youths to homes appeared to be
on a space-available basis and our measurement
of youth characteristics indicated that youths
were generally comparable. The Teaching-Fam-
ily youths did have higher rates of offenses in
the pretreatment year and the percentage of
youths involved in those offenses was also
higher for Teaching-Family youths. During
treatment, both measures were significantly
lower than for the comparison group. This cross-
over effect has been described as one of the
more interpretable outcomes in nonequivalent
group designs (Cook & Campbell, 1979).

The analysis would have been strengthened
by the use of a no-treatment control group. Such
a group would have told us what likely would
have happened to the youths had no interven-
tion occurred. Although a no-treatment group
might have been possible if the youths had been
mild, first-time offenders (cf. Alexander & Par-
sons, 1973), the more serious histories of the
youths in the present study precluded welfare
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and court officials allowing such a control group
for practical as well as ethical reasons. Our de-
sign was therefore a “best available therapy”
comparison (O’Leary & Borkovec, 1978).

In this evaluation, our primary measures of
effectiveness were derived from official police
and court records. Officially reported delin-
quency has been the most common measure
used in evaluations of intervention programs
for juvenile offenders. However, as Elliort and
Voss (1974) have pointed out, court and police
records of offenses are of limited usefulness as
an index of actual delinquent behavior. Official
records underestimate the volume of delin-
quency because not all delinquent acts are offi-
cially recorded. Those acts that are officially re-
corded are probably not a random sample of
the acts that occur. Elliott and Voss (1974) re-
viewed the empirical research on official rec-
ords and concluded that official records are often
biased on the basis of the youth’s socioeconomic
status, ethnic background, demeanor, age, sex,
and size. However, we would expect any biases
in official measures to be equally distributed
across the groups in this study, and thus it
should still be possible to examine group con-
trasts.

Some investigators have recommended the
use of self-reported measures in delinquency
research since this should avoid many of the
biases of official records (Nye & Short, 1958).
However, self-reported delinquency measures
have their own methodological problems of re-
liability and validity (Elliott & Voss, 1974).
The best solution would seem to involve collec-
tion of both self-reported and officially recorded
offense data. Several authors have reported a
convergence between official and self-report
measures supporting the general validity of each
(Elliott & Voss, 1974; Gold, 1970). We have
recently begun to use self-report measures of
delinquency in addition to officially recorded
measures as part of a current longitudinal study
of a new sample of Teaching-Family and non-
Teaching-Family programs in Kansas. Prelimi-
nary findings indicate that Teaching-Family pro-

gram youth report significantly fewer offenses
during treatment than comparison program
youth. We do not yet have posttreatment data
on these new samples. These preliminary re-
sults add support to the findings of our present
study based on officially recorded offenses.

The official measures in this study were sup-
plemented by subjective consumer ratings of
program quality. Although consumer measures
have their limitations and may be affected by
the conditions under which they are obtained
(Wolf, 1978), we found overall consumer rat-
ings and the ratings of two consumer groups
in particular to be correlated with officially re-
ported offenses, supporting the validity of both
consumer and official measures. The validity of
the consumer measures has been further sup-
ported by two recent studies which found youth
consumer ratings to be correlated (r = —.82
and —.50, respectively) with self-reported de-
linquency (Solnick, Braukmann, Bedlington,
Kirigin, & Wolf, 1981; Bedlington, Solnick,
Braukmann, Kirigin, & Wolf, Note 4).

In looking at the rank order of correlations
for each consumer group, we found what ap-
pears to be a fairly direct relationship between
the predictiveness of the ratings and the level
of direct contact the group had with the pro-
gram. That is, the youths and their teachers
(who were in almost daily contact with the
youths) appeared to provide the best indicators
of a program’s effectiveness in reducing crimi-
nal offenses. The ratings provided by the board
of directors, who typically had little direct con-
tact with a treatment program or with the
youths, showed a near zero correlation with ef-
fectiveness. We also found that program con-
sumer ratings were mote highly correlated with
criminal offenses than with overall offenses sug-
gesting that consumers may have been more
sensitive to a treatment program’s effect on
criminal offenses than on the total volume of
offenses.

As stated earlier, the during treatment differ-
ences between groups favored the Teaching-
Family programs on measures of criminal of-
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fenses and consumer satisfaction. However,
there were variations across the Teaching-Fam-
ily programs on both measures, with some pro-
grams performing better than others. In at-
tempting to understand these during treatment
differences across Teaching-Family programs,
we have conducted several analyses. The first
analysis examined the role that amount of teach-
ing parent training played in affecting the youth
outcomes. In this analysis, we found that those
youths who left their programs at a time when
their teaching parents were further along in the
Teaching-Family training sequence had better
outcomes during treatment than did the youths
who left their programs when their couples had
less training. Experience alone accounted for
less of the outcome than did amount of formal
training. These general findings have been sup-
ported by Jones (Note S) as part of his inde-
pendent evaluation of Teaching-Family pro-
grams.

In our recent attempts to understand outcome
variations in Teaching-Family programs we
have employed self-reported delinquency mea-
sures and direct behavioral observations of treat-
ment interactions between teaching parents and
youths. Our initial findings suggest that mea-
sures of amount of teaching provided by teach-
ing parents (which includes praise, description
of appropriate behavior, rationales, skill rehear-
sal, and feedback), as well as measures presumed
to indicate the amount of teaching parent rein-
forcing value, are strongly and inversely related
to self-reported delinquency (Solnick et al,
1981; Bedlington et al., Note 4). Such findings
are helping us to identify important treatment
variables and may help us to refine further the
treatment approach. Such findings also suggest
an interpretation concerning the during treat-
ment differences in delinquency found between
Teaching-Family and comparison programs.
These differences might have been due in part
to differences between the two sets of programs
in those variables that we have found to be re-
lated to outcomes in Teaching-Family pro-
grams: namely, staff training and treatment in-

teractions. In this regard, the amount of training
provided by the staff in the comparison pro-
grams in the present study appeared less exten-
sive and systematic than training provided to
teaching parents. Furthermore, preliminary di-
rect observations of comparison and Teaching-
Family programs have found that there are in-
deed differences between the groups on directly
observed measures of staff treatment interactions
(Bedlington, Braukmann, Kirigin, & Wolf,
Note 6).

Declines from the pre- to the posttreatment
periods in percentage of youths offending and
in offense rates were seen across all groups.
Such declines are often reported in delinquency
evaluation studies and may be uncritically taken
as a sign of effective treatment (Maltz, Gordon,
McDowall, & McCleary, 1980). However, such
declines may be due to the likelihood that youths
with recent high rates of offenses will be selected
by agencies for intervention, thereby increasing
the chance of a regression artifact. Additionally,
cross-sectional and longitudinal research both
suggest that arrest rates peak at mid-adolescence
and decline thereafter (Glaser, 1975; Wolf-
gang, Figlio, & Sellin, 1972). Such declines
with age are also indicated by self-report data
that find a mid-adolescence peak in proportion
of youths admitting delinquent activity (Elliott,
Note 7). The combined problems of regression
and maturation mean that it is difficult to inter-
pret the pre-to-post decreases in offenses. One
solution to the limitations of delinquency rate
measures might be the use of additional mea-
sures, including more positive and perhaps more
sensitive measures. For example, self-reported
delinquency measures might not be as subject
to serious maturational effects as officially re-
ported delinquency.

The limitations in offense rate data described
here, as well as those limitations described ear-
lier in this discussion, suggest the need for cau-
tious interpretation of differences between the
groups posttreatment. Nevertheless, the data
show no differential lasting impact of the Teach-
ing Family programs. We might expect such a



14 KATHRYN A. KIRIGIN et 4l

tesult to the extent that the posttreatment en-
vironments of both groups of youths are likely
to have been similar. To obtain differential ef-
fects during the posttreatment period may well
require further study of and intervention within
the posttreatment environment.

A recent report by Jones, Weinrott, and
Howard (Note 8) described the results of a
national evaluation of the Teaching-Family
model that began in 1975. The evaluation in-
volved 26 community-based programs that were
using the Teaching-Family Model at the time
the study began, and 25 comparison programs.
The comparison programs were located within
the same regions and were likely alternative
placements had the Teaching-Family programs
not existed. Three-year follow-up data were re-
ported. For Teaching-Family and comparison
programs, nearly equivalent impacts were found
on measures of official offense rates, self-
reported offense rates, institutionalization, self-
esteem, and acquisition of adult roles. However,
on the positive side, the Teaching-Family pro-
grams were significantly better on measures of
school grades during treatment and on measures
of consumer ratings of effectiveness and satis-
faction. Also, the costs per youth for the Teach-
ing-Family programs were 209% less than for
the comparison programs.

The Teaching-Family group home programs
in the Jones et al. study were sponsored by three
different Teaching-Family training sites, includ-
ing ours at Kansas. Each of the sites worked ex-
clusively with community-based programs. Both
non-Kansas sites were new when the study be-
gan and, unfortunately, one of the sites never
was implemented adequately due primarily to
insufficient staff. For example, for a significant
portion of the study period, no one trained in
the model was supervising the site and its
training and quality-control activities. In their
final report, Jones and his colleagues did not
present the data analyzed by training site. How-
ever, earlier in their research efforts (at a time
when approximately 80% of the subjects were
in the study), Jones provided us with court-

record offense data that were analyzable by site
(Jones, Note 9). The court data indicated that
as of that time, the homes from the Kansas site
had during treatment levels of criminal of-
fenses that were about half the levels of their
comparison programs. (The pretreatment levels
of offenses were comparable for these groups.)
These during treatment data are consistent with
the findings we have reported here and with
those in our more recent self-report data on
Kansas homes.

Those court data (Jones, Note 9) also indi-
cated that the during treatment differences in
court data favoring the Teaching-Family homes
in the Kansas site were not evident at the other
two sites. This failure to find that Teaching-
Family programs were better (at least on court
measures) than comparisons at these first two
replication sites is reminiscent of initial difficul-
ties in replicating the original Achievement
Place group home program when we first be-
gan working with other group homes in Kansas
(Phillips, Phillips, Fixsen, & Wolf, 1973). It
should be emphasized that these replication sites
were relatively new, and involved youths who
were in treatment several years ago. The differ-
ences favoring the Kansas site may no longer
hold for current replication sites for a number
of reasons, including the quality control proce-
dures of the National Teaching-Family Associ-
ation. Those of us associated with the Teaching-
Family approach look forward to the opportu-
nity of trying to improve our effectiveness in
Kansas as well as at other sites, and are direct-
ing our current research efforts toward that end.
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