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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to evaluate street programs for juvenile 

delinquents, who were released from treatment in Pima County from 

January 1977 to October 1983, to determine if different counseling 

theories could affect recidivism rates of the delinquents before, dur

ing and up to 24 months after treatment. Programs were compared by 

gender, ethnicity, age composition, and the number and seriousness of 

acts before treatment. Those who completed the programs were compared 

with those who did not. Programs were identified by predominate 

theories and method of treatment. 

Time series regression and a test of proportions showed that 

there were no significant differences in recidivism rates between 

gender, ethnicity, age, those with more delinquent acts and those with 

more serious delinquent acts. Differences were found between those who 

completed the programs and those who did not complete them. The program 

found to be significantly better in reducing recidivism rates described 

itself as Adlerian, with the major thrust on peer group counseling. It 

concluded that delinquents who finish the programs to which they are 

assigned do significantly better than those who do not complete. 

v 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The adolescent period is a time of searching for an identity 

and developing values that presently influence and continue to influence 

that person's life (Correy & Corey, 1977). Adolescents are pressured 

to succeed and expected to perform, frequently to other's standards. 

Dependence and independence struggles peak at this time, as well as 

sexual conflict becoming an issue. 

These years can be extremely lonely if the adolescent feels 

alone in his/her conflict and self-doubt. Adolescents need to experi

ment with reality and test their limits. In testing their limits 

frequently poor behavioral choices are made, creating the self-concept 

of failure. Responding to feelings and totally ignoring behavior can 

tend to lead to continued frustration, feelings of failure, and de

linquent behavior. 

The adolescents considered or labeled juvenile delinquents are 

those whose behavior has been aggressive toward society and who have 

come before the juvenile court system. There is an extreme range of 

behaviors that are considered offenses. From those considered the 

least serious to those considered the most serious and some examples of 

those behaviors are (Cohen & Kluegal, 1979): 

1 
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Status Offenses: any chargeable offenses that apply only to 

minors. Examples of these offenses are running away, incorrigi

bility, promiscuity, smoking, curfew violations, and parental 

defiance. 

Peace Violations: any offense against the community. Charge

able offenses range from disturbing the peace, loitering, creating 

a public nuisance, to drunk and disorderly conduct. 

Technical Violations: violations of any court ordered restric

tions. Generally these offenses result from the failure to follow 

the conditions of probation. However, this need not be the sole 

cause. Juveniles currently under court supervision for reasons of 

dependency or protection may have restrictions placed on their con

duct by the court. Failure to abide by these conditions could 

result in a technical offense. 

Drug Offenses: any illegal use, sale, or possession of con

trolled substances. This category would also cover the use of 

non-controlled substances, such as glue-sniffing, or the ingestion 

of white-out. 

Violations Against Property: any offense against the property 

of others, from trespassing and vandalism to burglary. This 

category would also include shoplifting, petty theft and all forms 

of auto theft. 

Violations Against Persons: violations against another that 

range from simple assault and robbery to forcible rape and homicide 

Generally these offenses are considered violent offenses, and incor 

porate the notion of person-to-person victimization. 
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Changing the normative orientation of the delinquent's system 

requires the replacement of values, beliefs and rationalizations and 

developing a means to achieve socially approved successes, especially 

with respect to successful employment (Empey & Rabow, 1961). Essen

tially this is the goal of all counseling: incorporation of the client 

into the larger community as a fully functioning individual. However, 

given that officially labeled delinquents may be a special population 

of clientele, specialized counseling may be required to achieve these 

goals. 

The age old problem of "treatment" for delinquency is still in 

existence. Many evaluative studies have found that "nothing works" 

(Martinson, 1974; Malmquist, 1972; Gottfredson, 1972; Gold, 1974; 

Denno, 1979; Roject & Erickson, 1981-82). Those agencies concerned 

with prevention and treatment of delinquency seem to be increasingly 

more involved in searching for alternatives that will work. The costs 

of trying one innovative program after another, in hopes of making a 

significant difference in the problem, and in reality making no dif

ference in the problem, and in reality making no difference at all, 

are immense. And yet, the need is increasingly critical (Gold, 1974). 

Statement of the Problem 

Most rehabilitation efforts, when evaluated, do not show 

any significant degree of effectiveness or any appreciable effect on 

recidivism. Workable alternatives for the treatment of delinquents 

needs to be identified. These two statements highlight two essential 

issues. First, developing adequate research strategies to assess 
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alternatives is important. Second, determining if any of the alterna

tive programs were relatively better than others was the essence of 

the problem. 

Programs will continue to appear ineffectual as long as programs 

are not considered relative to each other. Without adequate research 

design, no valuable conclusions as to program effectiveness can be made. 

Many agencies are serving the adjudicated delinquent with no 

apparent or defined theory-based model of counseling available within 

the framework of the specific agency. The "eclectic" view, individualized 

treatment plan, or "what works" with no theoretical base, either is the 

reality in counseling philosophies, or if not, will appear to be the 

prevalent mode when all counseling programs are grouped together for 

analysis. 

The problem is not to determine if all theories and methods of 

counseling are effective. The problem is to determine if any theory 

and/or method is superior to others in its ability to reduce delinquent 

involvement. 

Significance of the Problem 

The diversity of the treatment programs may or may not represent 

a comparable diversity of needs. The creation of relevant services 

and/or improvement in the existing ones is becoming increasingly more 

necessary. The most problematic reasons are: 

1, the numbers of adjudicated delinquents are rising (Empey, 1982) 

and the need to locate an effective deterrent or rehabilitative 

program is necessary; 
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2. most existing treatment programs are thought to be ineffective 

(Malmquist, 1972; Gottfredson, 1972; Gold, 1974; Martinson, 

1974; Denno, 1979; Rojeck & Erickson, 1981-82); 

3. many adult offenders have juvenile records (Currie & Skolnick, 

1984); and 

4. some guidelines need to be provided to the juvenile court in 

the assignment of juvenile delinquents to programs. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to gather evidence to determine 

if there were existing treatment programs that can be theoretically 

defined that were more effective in decreasing recidivism rates. 

This study attempted to determine if differences existed and, if so, 

relate those differences to differing styles and methods of counseling. 

Research Questions 

The present study addressed several broad issues. The issues 

were stated in three categories of questions; those that dealt with 

program effectiveness, those that dealt with proper methods of evalua

tion and those that dealt with establishing the validity of the study. 

These questions were: 

1. Are counseling theories different in their ability to reduce 

recidivism rates? 

2. Does ethnicity make a difference in counseling effectiveness? 

3. Does counseling have a gender effect? 



4. Does the age of the clientele affect program ability to reduce 

recidivism? 

5. Does a more seriously involved delinquent reduce program 

effectiveness? 

6. Are there marked differences between those who successfully 

complete a counseling program and those who do not? 

7. Is group therapy more effective than individual counseling in 

reducing recidivism? 

Assumptions 

Several assumptions were made in order to proceed with the 

present study. These assumptions do not threaten the validity of the 

study, but rather suggest certain cautions which must be recalled when 

conclusions are evaluated. 

1. This study assumed that the directors of programs did indeed 

give an accurate description of their treatment program. 

2. This study assumed that the staff responsible for treatment of 

juvenile delinquents followed the philosophy of the treatment 

program. 

3. This study assumed that the delinquents assigned to a program 

did attend the scheduled sessions and received counseling. 

Limitations 

The present study had several limitations which may restrict 

its generalizability. The study was conducted in an urbanized area, 

and because of limitations determined by the research design or the 



availability of programs with identifiable philosophies, the following 

limitations are present: 

1. This study is limited to the juveniles assigned to treatment 

programs from the Pima County Juvenile Court. This may imply 

limitations of where counselors receive training, all delin

quents are from a highly urbanized populations, etc. 

2. This study is limited to the specific philosophies of the street 

programs selected. 

3. This study is limited to street programs to insure comparability. 

Definition of Terms 

Several terms are used throughout this text which may be un

familiar to those not acquainted with the specialized language associ

ated with the juvenile justice system. Additionally, several words 

are used with a specialized definition within the text. 

1. Adjudicated; the juvenile has been determined responsible for 

the commission of an offense chargeable under the Arizona State 

Criminal Code for Juveniles under the jurisdiction of the 

Juvenile Court. 

Delinquent: any juvenile referred to the Juvenile Court for a 

chargeable offense. 

3. Graduates: a juvenile who successfully completed the counseling 

process as determined by the counseling agency to which s/he 

was assigned. 

4. Non-Graduates: a juvenile who failed to successfully complete 

the counseling process for any reason. 



5. Recidivism: any subsequent referral to the Juvenile Court 

after the first referral. 

6. Recidivist: a juvenile who has been referred to Juvenile 

Court more than one time. A repeat offender. 

7. Referral: the equivalent to being arrested. Juveniles are 

"referred" to court; adults are arrested. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

There has been an absence of reliable data to support any 

claims of effectiveness of treatment programs for juvenile delinquents 

that are currently in use (Malmquist, 1972; Gottfredson, 1972; Gold, 

1974; Martinson, 1974; Denno, 1979; Rojeck & Erickson, 1981-82). Be

fore using "alternative" or "improved" programs there are several 

questions concerning the new/improved programs that must be considered 

(Gold, 1974). Has the program been subjected to careful scientific 

study, if so, what were the methods and results? What type data was 

used to determine If delinquency increased, decreased or remained the 

same? If it works, why? What process was used to deal with delinquency 

What is the theory behind the program? 

For instance, Adlerians regard delinquent behavior as unre

solved childhood conflicts expressed through frustration (Vietor, 

1967). In differentiating between the "normal" and neurotic, Adler 

states, "the neurotic strives toward personal superiority, and in doing 

so, expects a contribution from the group in which he lives, while the 

normal individual strives toward the perfection which benefits all" 

(Adler, 1956, pp. 263-270). The commonalities of dynamics in delinquent 

behavior and Adlerian neurotic symptoms are: the behavior is goal 

directed (can be understood and changed); and, the behavior is an 
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attempt to avoid responsibility (if it doesn't work, it is someone else's 

fault) (Follak, 1969). 

However, Gestalt therapy would attempt to have the juvenile 

delinquent develop more "intelligent" behavior (Fagan & Shepherd, 1970, 

p. 43). Behavior is identified as thoughts, feelings and actions at 

the given time of right here and now. One of the assumptions of Gestalt 

therapy is that survival is the mobilization of self and environment. 

Counseling theories used in the treatment of delinquents are 

unlike marriage or career counseling where quantitative measures of 

effectiveness are evident. Due to the lack of such criteria in coun

seling delinquents recidivism rates are considered as a measure of 

success. This is, after all, the reason the juvenile was assigned to 

the program. The Court anticipates positive results (Wood, 1979; 

Bartell & Winfree, 1977). 

Recidivism is a good measure against an outside criteria, the 

law, of treatment effectiveness (Fisher & Erickson, 1974). This is a 

valid and meaningful measure to the funding agency, the Juvenile Court. 

There is a definite yes or no if behavioral changes occur. "No change" 

cases may be considered in relative frequency over a period of time. 

If sociologists are even partially correct regarding the 

causes of delinquency the traditional emphasis upon "individual treat

ment" which includes the need for sympathetic understanding, the 

widespread belief that delinquency is a psychological disease and the 

offender is a "sick" person, disregards the possibility that persistent 

delinquents have a meaningful reference group with emotional support 

and normative orientation provided (Empey & Rabow, 1961). Although our 
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society says delinquent behavior is unacceptable, whether or not there 

is any stigma attached to delinquents by peer groups is highly question

able. Indeed, in some sub-cultures, it may have the exact opposite 

effect (Malmquist, 1972). The premise is that the most persistent and 

habitual offenders are active members of a delinquent social system; 

therefore, individual treatment, without regard to the persons or norms 

of the system from which he/she acquired delinquency, may be unsuccess

ful. Most delinquent behavior is a group phenomenon — a shared 

behavior which is the product of group experience (Erickson & Jensen, 

1977; Erickson, 1973). 

Rojeck and Erickson (1981-82) found the seventeen community-

based programs used in their Pima County study exhibited a high degree 

of competition with each other. Given this finding, it becomes increas

ingly more evident that the need to pinpoint whatever causes program 

effectiveness is necessary to encourage agencies to become less 

competitive and more effective in order to upgrade the existing agencies' 

impact. 

Summary 

Investigation of the wide variety of delinquency treatment 

programs raised questions concerning the goals of correctional treat

ment programs and the ability of those programs to meet the needs of 

program participants (Rojeck & Erickson, 1981-82). Most investigations 

have determined that most programs are ineffective (Martinson, 1974; 

Malmquist, 1972; Gottfredson, 1972; Gold, 1974; Denno, 1979; Rojeck & 

Erickson, 1981-82). The overall idea presented in previous research is 
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that "nothing works". Yet most research fails to identify program 

philosophies and tends to regard all counseling programs as a homo

geneous lot. Given the continuing increase in the number of delinquents 

being referred to court and the requirements for treatment of juvenile 

delinquents, the need to identify counseling programs, with clearly 

identified theoretical bases, which are to be successful as measured 

by reduced recidivism or delinquent involvement, is real and essential. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to determine if any street pro

gram for adjudicated delinquents, with an identifiable theoretical 

base, could be shown more effective in reducing recidivism. 

The Sample 

All data used in this analysis were obtained from the Pima 

County Juvenile Court record or directly from the street programs being 

evaluated. The court record supplied a list of all cases assigned to 

the programs, all individual characteristics of juveniles and the offens 

data concerning the referrals to court during those periods before, dur

ing and after the counseling process. The juvenile court record also 

provided all entry and departure dates for all cases assigned to the 

program. The programs supplied data in two forms. First, an interview 

was conducted with the director of each program in order to establish 

counseling theories and methods used in each program. Second, each 

program supplied a list of all those juveniles it showed as being 

assigned to them by the juvenile court, along with entry and departure 

dates. This provided a cross-check to determine the accuracy of records 

The programs also provided data about the reasons for termination from 

the programs. 

13 
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Three programs were selected for evaluation. In order to mini

mize differences between programs, other than counseling styles, the 

programs selected were all non-residential "street programs". Xn other 

words, none were programs where the juveniles were institutionalized. 

In all three programs, all clients were out-patients and functioning 

within the larger community. 

Program A may be described as eclectic in its basic philosophy 

of counseling. The program stresses "specialized" treatment where case 

workers are assigned to juveniles according to a needs assessment. The 

program attempts to provide individual, family and group counseling as 

well as educational, recreational and employment services. The program 

basically uses a "social work" philosophy. If it is determined that a 

juvenile requires "serious therapeutic counseling", such treatment is 

sought elsewhere. Counseling tends to be in the form of informal con

versations between the juvenile and the assigned "street workers". The 

family is involved more in the sense of establishing a support network 

than in the sense of family counseling. Some emphasis is placed upon 

behavioral change, but this tends to be generalized, rather than spe

cific. Contact between the juvenile and the program is on a daily 

basis. 

Personnel are generally trained in the social sciences, not 

specifically counseling, and "street smarts" are emphasized. Both the 

style and personnel much more closely approach a model of community-

oriented social work than counseling. However, the director did stress 

that counseling does occur — but within the guidelines previously 

described. 
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The director of Program B placed emphasis on Gestalt theory 

as the basic philosophy of this program. Terms such as "target be

haviors" and "participation on the cognitive level" are used to describe 

program goals for the clients. Emphasis is placed upon individual coun

seling with some family counseling occuring. Peer-group counseling is 

not usually employed. All counselors have master's degrees and are 

encouraged to continue improving their skills either through workshops 

or formal education. Contact between counselor and juvenile is about 

16 to 20 times during the first month, with contacts decreasing in 

frequency as progress warrants. 

Program C places a great deal of importance upon peer-group 

techniques. The program director stressed Adlerian theory. Emphasis 

is placed upon family constellation, self-concept, and self-awareness. 

Decision-making and choices are stressed as means of determining life 

directions. Staff is selected by not only their credentials, but also 

their willingness "to grow" and participate in the "community sessions". 

Contact between staff and clients is scheduled on a daily basis (five 

times per week). 

The youth included in the evaluation consisted of all cases 

which were terminated from these three programs between January 1, 1977 

and October 1, 1983. Program A provided 305 cases, Program B, 365, and 

Program C, 58. All data on the individual characteristics and official 

juvenile court records of the juveniles assigned to the programs were 

obtained from the juvenile court records. Only those juveniles who were 

assigned to the three street programs who had been officially adjudi

cated as being delinquent were included. No cases which were defined 
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as being the result of dependency or protective placements were in

cluded. All juveniles were residents of the jurisdiction ordering the 

placements. Additionally, each juvenile assigned to any of the programs 

was under the supervision of a probation officer. The extent of the 

probation officer involvement is unknown, but is assumed to have little 

systematic effect since no single probation officer was assigned to 

a program. Their effect, if any, is assumed to be randomized through

out the sample. 

Methods 

The statistical strategy used in this study to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the programs is a time-series design (Fisher & Erickson, 

1973). While this method is infrequently used in the social sciences 

it possesses several distinct advantages for this study. First, it can 

demonstrate the effects of intervention over time. Secondly, it per

mits the examination of all individuals involved in what might be called 

"standard" time. Regardless of the actual date an individual was 

released from a program, all individuals may be treated as if they were 

released at the same time (Fisher & Erickson, 1973). Also, this method 

does not require that one of the programs being evaluated be one with 

"no treatment". It is sufficient that the "treatments" are different 

from each other and that these differences are at least capable of 

being qualitatively described, in this case differing counseling 

philosophies. Additionally, the time-series design "provides a useful 

control over those aspects of history, maturation..." shared by all 

programs (Fisher & Erickson, 1973, p. 183). 
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For the purpose of this study five time periods were constructed: 

three months after release from a program, six months, twelve months, 

eighteen months, and twenty-four months after release. For each time 

period, the proportion of juveniles who had recidivated during the time 

period was measured and expressed as a proportion of the total number 

of juveniles released from each program. These measures were..aggregated 

for each program so that for any time period the measure of recidivism 

reflected the cumulative proportion of juveniles released from each 

program who had been referred to court. 

The aggregation of recidivism rates has the additional advantage 

in that is also controls for the effects of history upon individuals. 

If the events of history are to explain differential rates of recidivism, 

these events would have to affect the entire group of individuals re

leased from each program in a similar manner, and yet differently for 

each program. This seems unlikely, especially since the evaluation 

includes cases collected over a seven-year period. 

This cumulative proportion of recidivism was then used as the 

dependent variable. The time after release was employed as the inde

pendent variable. A linear regression analysis produced a formula 

predicting the expected recidivism rate for each program at any time 

after release for each program. The general formula for the linear 

regression equation is (Minium, 1978, p. 201): 

Y = a + b x, 

where Y is the predicted value of the dependent variable, a is the 
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constant value, or y-intercept, b is the slope of the regression line, 

and x is the observed value of the independent variable. 

These equations were compared to determine what, if any, 

statistical differences could be located between programs. This was 

essentially accomplished through the comparison of the slopes of each 

predictive equation. Doing so permits the determination if the programs 

do, indeed,reflect different effects on recidivism at all points in time. 

If there are no statistical differences between the slopes of the re

gression equations, there are not meaningful differences between pro

grams in their ability to prevent recidivism. The significance level, 

p < .05, was used as the criterion of statistical significance. 

A comparison of the constant value found in each equation is 

also possible, since any differences describe differences in transient 

effects, i.e., immediate short-term effectiveness. This value is not 

assumed to be enlightening since the essential issue is the long-term 

effectiveness of programs. However, any differences located will be 

evaluated. 

While this method is well suited to the data and analytical 

questions it possesses one limitation in the present study. It relies 

upon the assumption of random distribution. This is problematic when 

Program C was examined. The sample size was not large enough to permit 

this assumption when examining effectiveness according to any cross-

classification of the data. When the sample was divided into any set 

of categories, gender, ethnicity, or graduate status, at lease one 

category was too small to support this assumption. Therefore, a supple

mental method was employed where necessary. 
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The supplemental method employed to evaluate these data is the 

test of statistical differences between proportions. This method of 

analysis is not dependent upon assumptions of random distribution 

(Loether & McTavish, 1980, p. 556). While this method does not address 

the differences over time, it does allow the assessment of differences 

at specific points in time. This limitation is not a severe handicap 

since this method will be employed only to establish statistical dif

ferences between sub-sets of individuals, not the differences between 

programs. The latter, of course, is the focus of the present study. 

For each program, descriptive statistics were developed. These 

data were examined to insure that the programs did not differ too widely. 

This would have made comparison unwise and unsure. Those characteristics 

examined were age, gender, ethnicity, number of offenses prior to assign

ment to the programs, the seriousness of offenses before assignment to 

programs, and completion of the program. 

Additional data were gathered for each program on the proportions 

of juveniles who were referred to court while still assigned to the pro

grams. These data were essentially used as descriptive statistics. In 

the present study there is no measure of commitment by the individuals 

to the counseling process. Indeed, the only measure available is the 

non-completion of the process. However, as shown in Table A of Appendix 

A, only one of these reasons, no program effect, was related to the 

counseling process. Therefore, while some programs may indeed appear 

more effective during counseling, it cannot be established that the 

counseling style or method was solely responsible for these results. 

However, though made cautiously, the findings related to recidivism 

during treatment will not be omitted. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

In this chapter the findings relating to the time periods before 

assignment to the street programs, the time during treatment, and a 

twenty-four month follow-up after termination from the programs are 

discussed. 

Characteristics Before Treatment 

In order to properly compare the programs being evaluated, it 

was essential to investigate any possible differences in program 

populations prior to treatment. Indeed, if programs were too different 

in client characteristics, there would be no comparability between 

programs. Table 1 presents summary statistics for juveniles assigned 

to the programs being evaluated at the time of their assignment to the 

specific programs. 

The average age of juveniles assigned to the various programs 

was essentially the same. For all programs the average age was 15 

years old. Given this finding, age cannot be expected to be the cause 

of any differences found between programs. Age was virtually constant 

and would not be of any explanatory value in determining differences 

between programs. Similarly, any effects of "maturational reform" 

(Empey, 1982, p. 114, 287) would be acting in a uniform manner for all 

programs and cannot be assumed to advantage any particular program. 

20 
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Because the exact nature of the offenses prior to assignment 

to the various programs was unknown, and if known would have provided 

an extremely complex mosaic given the two hundred plus official 

offense codes, the average number of prior offenses and the average 

seriousness of the prior offenses were used to indicate the extent of 

involvement in delinquency for each of the programs evaluated. It was 

assumed that a program with a clientele who had a greater number of 

offenses at entry and/or whose offenses were rated higher on a serious

ness scale, would be dealing with a more delinquent population. Indeed, 

such a combination, the number of offenses and the seriousness of those 

offenses, is the common sense indicator of delinquent involvement. The 

more frequent and the more serious offender is usually thought of as 

the more delinquent individual. 

The number of prior offenses was simply the number of times a 

juvenile had been referred to juvenile court before being assigned to 

the program being evaluated. The seriousness score was somewhat more 

complex. The juvenile court employs a rough scale of seriousness 

wherein offenses are ranked in seriousness as follows: offenses 

against persons are ranked as the most serious, offenses against 

property, drug offenses, technical offenses, peace violations, and least 

serious, status offenses. Following this order, offenses against 

persons were assigned a score of six (6), and offenses against property, 

drug offenses, technical offenses, peace violations and status offenses 

were assigned scores of five (5) through one (1), respectively. Using 

this scalar rating, the most serious offender would have an average 
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score approaching six, the least serious offender's score would approach 

one. These scores were aggregated for programs and an average score 

was established for juveniles assigned to each program. 

The number of offenses prior to assignment appears to provide 

a pattern wherein Program A received juveniles with slightly more than 

six offenses prior to assignment to that program (See Table 1). Those 

juveniles assigned to Program B had an average of slightly more than 

five offenses prior to assignment. Program C received the least per

sistent offenders. Their clientele had an average of only 4.6 prior 

offenses. It is possible that the differing number of prior offenses 

will have to be considered when comparing program effectiveness. Given 

that Program A received the most persistent offenders, even if it 

should be slightly less effective in reducing recidivism, it may be 

equally effective as other programs receiving less persistent offenders. 

While this may be the case, one should not give an excess of 

attention to this distribution. Those juveniles who have managed to 

accumulate even four offenses are very persistent offenders. The court 

record of the jurisdiction involved illustrates this very well. Fully 

89.2 percent of the juveniles who appear in court have four or fewer 

offenses (Patnoe & Erickson, 1984). Having four referrals to court does 

not indicate a casual offender. Indeed, one study conducted within this 

jurisdiction found that the only statistically meaningful dividing point, 

along a continuum of the number of offenses, was between those with four 

or less offenses and those with a greater number (Renkin, 1978). All 

programs involved in the evaluation were serving a persistent offender 

population, and any real differences in clientele according to this 
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Table 1. Characteristics of Cases before Assignment to Programs 

Cases Program 
Variables Included A B C 

Number of All Cases 305 365 58 
Cases Graduates 110 154 16 

Non-Graduates 195 212 42 
% Graduating 36 42 28 

Average Age All Cases 15.1 15.0 15.1 
Graduates 15.2 15.0 15.3 
Non-Graduates 14.7 15.0 15.1 

Average Number All Cases 6.3 5.4 4.6 
of Prior Graduates 6.0 5.3 4.4 
Offenses Non-Graduates 6.5 5.4 4.7 

Average All Cases 3.9 3.9 4.0 
Seriousness Graduates 4.0 3.9 4.3 

Non-Graduates 3.9 3.9 3.9 

Percent All Cases 87 84 78 
Male Graduates 88 82 88 

Non-Graduates 85 85 74 

Percent All Cases 9 80 83 
Anglo Graduates 7 82 88 

Non-Graduates 11 85 86 

Percent All Cases 68 15 12 
Hispanic Graduates 64 14 19 

Non-Graduates 74 15 10 

Percent All Cases 20 5 3 
Black Graduates 16 5 0 

Non-Graduates 22 5 5 
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variable were probably minimal — especially since all programs had a 

clientele which averaged more than four offenses. It should be noted 

that the court record indicates the "average" offender has 1.8 offenses. 

This is considerably less than the average of any of the street programs 

evaluated. 

Each of the programs served a population, which on the average, 

was equally serious in the offense histories. As shown in Table 1, 

all programs had a population which had a seriousness score of approxi

mately 4.0, which while being equivalent to a drug offense, should not 

be taken to indicate a large representation of drug offenders, but rather, 

an over-all representation of all types of offenders. Once again, 

little or no difference was expected in program effectiveness because 

of programs being assigned juveniles who are more or less serious in 

offense histories. Indeed, the data suggest that the clientele served 

are identical in terms of this dimension. 

It should be noted that the court record indicates that the 

average seriousness score for all cases which are referred to court 

is 3.0 (Patnoe & Erickson, 1984). As with the number of prior offenses, 

the population being served by these programs is much more involved in 

delinquency than is the average juvenile appearing on the court record. 

All programs involved in the evaluation serve both males and 

females. Program C treats relatively more females than do Programs A 

and B (Table 1). For all programs, females did better than males, but 

these differences were not statistically significant. A test of pro

portions was used to assess the differences (Table 2). Therefore, it 

is possible to conclude that any differences between program recidivism 
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Table 2. Tests of Differences According to Gender and Ethnicity* 

Proportion 
Program Variable Recidivating Z-Score Significance 

Ethnicity 
Anglo .53 .95 p.> .05 

. Minority .64 
Gender 
Male .64 .37 p > .05 
Female .61 

Ethnicity 
Anglo .49 1.79 p > .05 

B Minority .61 
Gender 
Male .58 .69 p > .05 
Female .53 

Ethnicity 
Anglo .36 .40 p > .05 
Minority .42 

Gender 
Male .40 .28 p > .05 
Female . .36 

*See Appendix B for formulas used for these tests. 
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rates were not the result of gender distribution within programs, nor 

differential effectiveness of counseling styles according to gender. 

Two of the programs were essentially identical in ethnic compo

sition of their clientele. Programs B and C served a group of juveniles 

who were basically white, with about a 20 percent minority representa

tion (See Table 1). Program A Berved a population which was essentially 

comprised of minoritiy members. It is necessary to account for these 

differing ethnic compositions. The juvenile court, which is responsible 

for the assignment of the juveniles to the programs, attempts to assign 

juveniles to a program which is geographically accessible to the juve

niles involved. The distribution of the client population, thus, 

reflects the demographic composition of the general area where the 

programs are located. While Anglos were found to be marginally more, 

successful than minorities in all programs, these differences were not 

statistically significant. A test of proportions was employed to arrive 

at these findings (See Table 2). Thus, differences found between pro

grams will not be attributable to either differential effectiveness of 

counseling styles with various ethnic or culture groups or differing 

ethnic composition of the programs. 

A last item must be noted. As shown in Table 1, the clients in 

all programs were divided into two groups, those who completed the 

program (graduates) and those who failed to complete the program (non-

graduates) . This was done for two reasons. First, the distinction 

between those who have completed a program and those who haven't is 

essential in terms of the evaluation design. Using a medical analogy, 
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it would be unwise to evaluate the effectiveness of the "medicine" 

unless a "full dose" had been received. Similarly, with counseling 

styles, any comparison between programs must draw the distinction be

tween those who have completed treatment and those who exited with less 

than full program exposure. Secondly, this distinction highlights a 

possible reason why many programs are termed unsuccessful or ineffective. 

Many, in fact most, juveniles do not finish the program to which they 

are assigned (Table 1). In many evaluations this distinction is lack

ing. Those who complete the program are grouped with those who exit 

prematurely and both groups are evaluated as a single unit. This hardly 

seems to be competent research methodology. The importance of this 

classification will be demonstrated in later analyses directly concern

ing recidivism. It should be noted that there were no great differences 

between graduates and non-graduates at the time of their entry into the 

specific programs. This indicates that the completion of a program is 

not predictable at the time of entry using the present set of variables, 

but rather is a result of events which occur during treatment, or of 

conditions which are not assessed in the present study. 

The above discussion presents the basic agrument for the validity 

of the present study as an evaluation of counseling styles. Given 

that there were no considerable differences according to the age 

composition and the average seriousness score of the juveniles assigned 

to the programs and that the differences in the average number of prior 

offenses were minimal, these variables will not likely account for 

differences between programs. The lack of significant differences 

between programs were attributable to these variables. The distinction 
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between graduates and non-graduates will likely clarify any differences 

located, but only by establishing separate recidivism patterns for the 

two groups. Thus, the focus upon the counseling style predominately 

used in each program is warranted. Those variables generally thought 

to contribute to or reduce counseling effectiveness have been assessed 

and found lacking in explanatory ability in the present study. The 

only measured variable which could account for differences between pro

grams which has not been eliminated is the style of counseling. 

Effectiveness During Treatment 

There were three ways in which programs were evaluated when 

considering their effectiveness in curbing delinquency while the coun

seling process was on-going. Table 3 illustrates these methods. First, 

was a comparison between programs and the proportion of their clients 

who were referred to court for an offense during the time the juvenile 

was in the program. The first section of Table 3, Proportion of In-

Program Failures, demonstrates the differences between programs. Of 

all the cases assigned to Program C, only 37 percent were referred to 

court during this time. For Programs A and B, the percentages were 62 

percent and 58 percent, respectively. At this point it appears that 

Program C was the most effective in preventing on-going delinquency 

during the counseling process. However, when these proportions were 

re-examined according to the graduate/non-graduate classification, these 

results were somewhat modified. For Program C, graduates had a very 

low proportion of recidivists (25 percent), non-graduates had a higher 

rate (43 percent). A similar examination of the proportions for Pro

grams A and B also produced modified findings. Program A, which 
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Table 3. Proportion Committing Offenses during Counseling Process 

Cases P r o g r a m  
Variables Included A B C 

Proportion All Cases .62 .58 .37 
of In-Program Graduates .45 .54- .25 
Failures Non-Graduates .72 .60 .43 

Average Number All Cases 1.33 1.25 .64 
of Referrals Graduates .87 1.05 .69 
Per Case Non-Graduates 1.58 1.37 .62 

Average Number All Cases 2.13 2.18 1.68 
of Referrals Graduates 1.92 1.95 1.83 
per Offender Non-Graduates 2.21 2.32 1.63 

initially appeared to be the least successful, had a lower proportion 

of recidivists for graduates than did Program B. Program A maintained 

the highest rate of recidivism for those who failed to complete the 

program. 

A second method was to incorporate the number of offenses 

committed by those juveniles assigned to a specific program while they 

are still in the program. Such a statistic is shown in Table 3 in the 

section pertaining to the average number of referrals per case assigned 

to each program. Once again Program C appears to be superior with an 

average of .64 offenses per case, followed by Program A and B, in that 

order. Once again the graduate/non-graduate distinction was enlighten

ing. While the graduates of Program C continued to have the lowest 

number of offenses (.69), Program A's graduates were shown to have a 

relatively low number of offenses (.87) when compared to Program B 
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(1.05). This finding, while it does not challenge the superiority of 

Program C, does demonstrate that it would be erroneous to conclude 

that Program B was more effective than Program A, as would have been 

the case without the completion distinction. 

A third method of evaluation was the examination of the average 

number of referrals for only those who have offenses while in the pro

grams. This statistic is shown in Table 3 as the average number of 

referrals per offender for each of the programs. While this statistic 

does little to highlight differences between Programs A a B, it does 

present an interesting finding for Program C. Those offenders who failed 

to complete Program C had a lower average number of referrals while in 

the program than did those who completed the program. This was not 

easily explained with the data at hand. An investigation of the reasons 

why juveniles failed to complete programs showed that Program C had 

the highest proportions of juveniles who were terminated from that pro

gram and committed to the Department of Corrections, i.e., a secured 

facility, or to other programs involving institutionalization of the 

three programs. This would suggest why recidivism rates were lower for 

those who failed to complete the program. They committed fewer 

offenses because those they did commit resulted in their being institu

tionalized. This phenomenon, which occurs to some extent for all 

programs, also affects the results when considering the time after 

release from a program. Those juveniles who exit a program, are re

ferred to court, and are subsequently institutionalized, appear as 

successes for the time that they are not within the community. For 

the purpose of the present study this limitation is acknowledged, but 
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assumed to be present for all programs In such a manner as to randomly 

benefit all programs. 

The foregoing discussion presents the data which justify se

lecting Program C as the most effective in preventing delinquent 

involvement while the juvenile was undergoing the counseling process. 

It should also be noted that the advantage was obtained by the number 

of juveniles who are deterred from involvement in delinquent activity. 

For those who do offend, there was little difference to be found between 

programs concerning the average number of referrals per offender. The 

difference was found in the proportion of juveniles who recidivate, not 

in the number of offenses they commit while undergoing treatment. 

Recidivism after Treatment 

An examination of the proportion of juveniles assigned to each 

program who recidivated after they have been terminated from the pro

grams demonstrated differences between programs, not only in overall 

porportions of juveniles who were referred to court subsequent to pro

gram termination, but differences according to the time elapsed since 

termination and according to completion status, i.e., graduate/non-

graduate. Table 4 presents a summary of these data. During the first 

time period all three programs had essentially identical proportions 

of juveniles who recidivate. During the first three months after 

release from the specific programs, Program A had .27 of its clients 

referred to court, Program B, .30, and Program C, .29. Clearly, there 

were no considerable differences between programs at this time. 

However, this is not trivial. All programs appear to suffer from what 



Table 4. Accumulated Recidivism Rates of Programs by Time Periods. 
(Proportion Committing Offenses after Termination from 
Counseling) 

Time Period Cases Program 
After Release Included A B C 

Up to 3 months All Cases .27 .30 .29 
Graduates .18 .22 .13 
Non-Graduates .33 .36 .29 

Up to 6 Months All Cases .40 .38 .34 
Graduates .33 .29 .25 
Non-Graduates .44 .45 .38 

Up to 12 Months All Cases .53 .48 .34 
Graduates .48 .41 .25 
Non-Graduates .55 .54 .38 

Up to 18 Months All Cases .57 .52 .37 
Graduates .51 .46 .25 
Non-Graduates .60 .56 .43 

Up to 24 Months All Cases .62 
Graduates .59 
Non-Graduates .63 

.56 

.56 

.60 

.37 

.25 

.43 
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might be termed "a short-term celebration effect" (Erickson & Patnoe, 

1984). For all programs, a large proportion of those who would recidi

vate did so in the first three months after release from the program. 

For Program A, of the total proportion of recidivists, 43.5 percent 

(.27/.62) did so in the first three months, for Program B, 53.6 percent 

did so in the same time period, for Program C, the percentage was 78.4. 

These are considerable proportions, and will be discussed later in this 

chapter. 

During the second time period, up to six months, there were 

still only slight differences in the proportion of juveniles recidivating 

between programs when considering all cases assigned to the specific 

programs. At this point in time, Program C was marginally more effec

tive than the other two programs. However, beyond this short-term 

equality, at 12 months after release, Program C was clearly differenti

ated from Programs A and B. Only .34 of the juveniles in this program 

had recidivated as compared to .53 and .48 for Programs A and B 

respectively. During the next year after release, from 12 to 24 months 

after release, Program C maintained and extended the differences between 

it and the other programs. At the end of 24 months, Program C had only 

.37 of its clients who had recidivated. Programs A and B had propor

tions of .62 and .56 respectively. When considering all cases assigned 

to and terminated from programs, the recidivism rate for Program C were 

considerably lower at the end of long-term evaluation. 

These results were slightly modified by an examination of the 

same proportions according to the graduate/non-graduate classification. 

While the proportions of recidivists were still roughly equal for 
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Programs A and B, Program C had a noticeably lower proportion for 

graduates than did the other programs at the end of the initial three 

month period. It should be noted that for the graduates, the "cele

bration effect" presented a somewhat different picture for two of the 

programs. For Program A's graduates, only 30.5 percent (.18/.59) of 

all recidivism occurred in the first three months; for Program B the 

initial recidivism accounted for only 39.3 percent of the total re

cidivism. These percentages were considerably lower than the rates 

found when examining all cases. Program C, while still maintaining 

the lowest rates for graduates at the end of the three month period, 

did not posses the same reduction as did the other programs. Its 

graduates accumulated 52.0 percent of their total recidivism during the 

first three months after release from the program. This draws our 

attention to two points. For graduates from all programs, the disad

vantage accrued by the programs occurred over time. Initially, 

immediately after termination, they were roughly equal. The distinct 

differences between programs were apparently differences in long-term 

effectiveness. Indeed, it must be noted that the distinct advantage 

of Program C was apparent at the end of the first six months after re

lease from the program, at which point its clientele ceased to 

accumulate additional offenses. 

For Program C, undoubtedly, a small part of this phenomenon 

may be accounted for by the small number of cases. It may just be 

that a considerable portion of its clients were indeed committing acts 

which could be referred to juvenile court, but were not coming to 

police attention. While possible, this seems unlikely to be the entire 
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cause. These were juveniles who had been referred to court repeatedly 

and, thus, were probably well known to the police. Additionally, they 

were under the supervision of a probation officer. It must also be 

recalled that during the first three months after termination, the re

ferral rates of Program C's clients were very similar to those of the 

other programs. None of the conditions implies an increased ability to 

escape detection. A great proportion of the explanation must be program 

effectiveness. 

An investigation of these proportions for non-graduates presented 

little new information. Rather it highlighted the necessity of complet

ing the counseling process. For all programs, for all time periods, 

non-graduates were more likely to be referred to court than are graduates. 

The accumulated proportions of offenders at the end of the 24 

month period illustrates an important finding. For Programs A and B, 

the graduates and non-graduates are virtually indistinguishable. For 

all practical purposes, graduates and non-graduates were re-appearing in 

court at the same rate. This hardly points to an effective, long-term 

intervention. All benefits from these programs, in terms of reducing 

recidivism, were short-term. 

These findings, when statistically evaluated, were found to be 

valid. Table 5 presents the summarized data for the linear regression 

evaluation of the three programs. The predictive equations developed 

for each program are listed below: 

Program A: Y = .28 + .016 x (Time in months) 

Program B: Y = .30 + .012 x (Time in months) 

Program C: Y = .30 + .001 x (Time in months). 
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Table 5. Summary Results of the Time-series Regression Analysis* 

Signifi-
Program Constant b R S.E. p Comparison Z cance 

A .28 .016 .87 .0034 <.01 A to B 1.02 p <.05 

B .30 .012 .89 .0019 <.01 B to C 3.21 p <.05 

C .30 .003 .77 .0011 <.01 A to C 3.61 p <.05 

*See Appendix B for an explanation of the statistical formulas used in 
these analyses. 

Initially, it should be noted that, as previously described, 

the immediate short-term effect as shown by the constant value in each 

formula, is virtually identical for all programs. This firmly estab

lishes that those differences located between programs were not the 

result of a transient or short-term effect. 

Also, in support of the findings thus far, all equations ex

plained considerable variance, R ranging from .77 to .89, and all 

equations themselves are statistically significant, p <.01. Addition

ally, the standard errors (S.E.) for all equations are extremely small; 

thus instilling additional confidence. 

In order to compare all three programs it was necessary to 

determine statistical difference between three pairs of equations:' 

Program A to B, Program B to C, and Program A to C. The results of 

these comparisons are shown in Table 5. The only program which was 

found to be statistically different was Program C. Programs A and B 

were not statistically different in their recidivism patterns. This 
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finding is the essence of the present investigation. One program was 

decidedly superior in its ability to reduce recidivism when compared 

to other similar organizations. 

The findings concerning graduates and non-graduates did not 

present any unique findings. Rather, as shown in Table 6, they only 

establish more firmly the previous findings. Using a test of differ

ences between proportions, for reasons previously discussed, the pro

grams were compared to determine if there were any differences to be 

discovered using this completion distinction. The only differences 

which were statistically significant were those between Program C and 

the other two programs. There were no statistically significant dif

ferences between either the graduates or non-graduates of Programs A 

and B. Even when considering only graduates, Program C must be con

sidered the better program. 

Table 6. Tests of Significant Differences Between Graduates and 
Non-graduates* 

Proportion 
Program Variable Recidivating Comparison Z Significance 

A Graduates .59 A to B .49 P >.05 
B Graduates .56 A to C 2.54 P <.05 
C Graduates .25 B to C 2.37 P <.05 

A Non-Grads .63 A to B .20 P >.05 
B Non-Grads .60 A to C 2.38 P <.05 
C Non-Grads .43 B to C 2.02 P <.05 

ASee Appendix B for the formulas used for these tests. 
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The results shown in Table 6 are strengthened when examining 

the programs in terms of the number of offenses as well as the number 

of offenders (Table 7). The first section of Table 7 presents the pro

portion of program failures at the end of 24 months as previously pre

sented. The second section, the average number of referrals per case 

assigned to the program after release from the program, accents the 

considerable differences between Program C and the other two programs. 

The average juvenile, after release from Program C had less than one 

offense (.66), whereas Programs A and B both had averages of over two 

offenses per case (2.39 and 2.12, respectively). This is a considerable 

difference. Program C not only deterred juveniles from offenses, but 

also appears to have had a propholactic effect on the number of offenses 

the juveniles committed once released from the program. 

When comparing the average number of offenses for graduates 

and non-graduates for each program, we find similar results. For each 

program the graduates had fewer offenses than did the non-graduates. 

Of graduates, those of Program A had, on the average, almost seven 

times as many offenses as did those of Program C. The graduates of 

Program B had five times as many offenses as do those of Program C. 

These differences were not trivial. 

The last section of Table 7 presents data for the offender from 

each program after release. These data showed the considerable long-

term effectiveness of Program C. Of those who did offend, they 

averaged 1.72 offenses for Program C. Both Programs A and B averaged 

almost four offenses once released from the program. This was an 

average of a new offense every six months. These findings 
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were confinned when examining the same statistic for graduates and non-

graduates. Those juveniles who went through Program C emerged to commit 

fewer offenses than did those from the other programs. 

Table 7. Referral of Cases After Release from Program 

Cases P r o g r a m  
Variables Included A B C 

After Program All Cases .62 .56 .37 
Failures Graduates .59 .56 .25 

Non-Graduates .63 .60 .43 

Average Number All Cases 2.39 2.12 . 66 
of Referrals Graduates 2.04 1.50 .31 
Per Case Non-Graduates 2.59 2.56 .79 

Average Number All Cases 3.90 3.76 1.72 
of Referrals Graduates 3.45 3.01 1.25 
per Offender Non-Graduates 4.15 4.21 2.06 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

The most important conclusion which can be drawn from the 

findings of this study is quite simply "Something worksI". When 

considering the relative rates of recidivism for the three programs, 

each with a different theoretical counseling base, one program was 

found to be significantly better in reducing delinquent involvement 

subsequent to release from treatment. Given the vast body of litera

ture which finds most interventions unsuccessful, this finding is not 

innocuous. If nothing else were found in this study, the location of 

an effective program is itself a welcomed finding for those who seek to 

rehabilitate delinquents. 

Other findings warrant discussion. First, there were no sig

nificant differences found between males and females for any program. 

This indicates that counseling methods and philosophies need not be 

selected specifically for males or females. Given the limitations 

presented by the sample chosen, i.e., highly involved delinquents 

assigned to street programs, it appeals that programs need not be same-

sex. 

Second, no significant differences in effectiveness were 

found for Anglos and minorities. This results was not unexpected. The 

40 
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urban area which is the site of the present study has a strong Hispanic 

influence (approximately 20 percent of the population) and a small 

Black population (about 5 percent of the population). None of the pro

grams were recently established. Thus, it is assumed that each program 

has incorporated into its methods whatever emphasis that might be 

necessary to serve a minority group. However, it is enlightening to 

find that there are no differences in effectiveness when dealing with 

an interracial clientele. 

Recalling the previous discussion in Chapter 4 of the number of 

offenses prior to assignment to the programs, it is interesting to 

note that the program with the lowest proportion of post-release recidi

vism dealt with those clients who averaged the least number of prior 

offenses. This brings forth a question. Does the slight difference 

between programs in the number of prior offenses account for all the 

differences located? Probably not. First, the differences between 

program are small. Secondly, while the difference in the number of 

offenses between Programs C and the others may predict it being the more 

successful, the lack of difference between programs A and B is not 

explained. Thus,in order to be accepted as the explanation of program 

differences, the number of offenses would have to advantage Program B 

over Program A. It does not. If anything, the number of priors 

suggest a need for early intervention with a certain type of counseling. 

Program C, which has been identified as Adlerian and using 

peer-group techniques, was better than the other programs in control

ling recidivism while the juveniles were undergoing counseling. This 

advantage was obtained not only in the number of juveniles who did 
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recidivate but also in the number of offenses they did commit. For all 

programs, those who completed programs were less involved in delinquency 

than those who failed to complete the programs. This highlights a need 

in current rehabilitative programs. The clientele must somehow com

plete the program. Given the large percentage of those who do not 

complete programs, it is little wonder that most programs are found to 

be ineffective. Most of the clients assigned to them manage to escape 

completion of the program. 

When examining the findings related to after-program recidivism, 

Program C was found to be significantly better than the other programs. 

However, this advantage was accumulated over time. During the initial 

three month period after release, its clients were referred to court at 

a rate very similar to the other two programs. Yet, in the next time 

periods — through 18 months after release — its clients accumulated 

few offenses. Whatever advantage is offered by Adlerian, peer-group 

counseling, it is effective over time. Initially, it appeared to be 

no more effective than the other two philosophies. 

Especially disturbing is the lack of differences in accumulated 

recidivism between the graduates and the non-graduates of Programs A 

and B at the end of the two year follow-up period. It does not speak 

highly of any program where, after two years, one cannot distinguish 

its graduates from those who failed to complete the program. Yet, one 

must acknowledge that for some portion of this time they did offend less. 

The solution may rest with some form of follow-up intervention. 
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An additional issue strengthens the position of Program C. 

When considering the average amount of time spent in its program, its 

graduates spend less time in the program. Program C is not only more 

effective, it appears to be more efficient. As shown in Table B, 

Appendix A, the graduates of Program C averaged 6.5 months in counsel

ing. Those in Programs A and B averaged 7.5 and 10.8 months, respec

tively. These data enhance the superiority of Program C. While cost 

data are not available in this study, certainly the more efficient use 

of time speaks highly of Program C. 

Recommendations 

The present study permits several recommendations. These recom

mendations fall into three broad categories: those pertaining to 

policy, especially that of the Juvenile Court, those pertaining to 

future research, and those pertaining to the field of counseling. 

Policy recommendations include the primary-recommendation that some 

process insuring the completion of programs be adopted. While this 

may not be possible in many cases because of the seriousness of offenses, 

it does appear that many juveniles manipulate their way out of pro

grams. If juveniles are assigned to programs according to some needs 

assessment, that placement should not change unless needs change. It 

appears that juveniles, through their behavior, describe their needs 

in such a manner as to escape completion of a program. The court 

either through changing placements, or the program, by dismissing the 

individual because of his/her behavior, permits the juvenile to deter

mine his/her placement according to some criteria other than needs. 
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Additionally, the court should assess programs carefully. Pro

grams cannot be selected or evaluated as a homogeneous group. There 

are differences between street programs. Not all are equally effective 

or efficient. Programs should be selected according to well specified 

goals, methods, philosophies, and time-tables of treatment. The re

sults of well-constructed research should be employed as guides for 

court decisions. 

Recommendations for future research are many. The need for re

search comparing not only street programs but other types of programs 

is clear. The need for carefully constructed research methodologies 

is also clear. The present research has been limited by small size 

which did not permit investigation of program effectiveness for differ

ent age groups. This is a particularly necessary research area given 

the suggestion that early intervention may be effective. The present 

study cannot adequately address this issue. Additionally, comparative 

analyses between programs with theoretical bases other than those 

examined here should be made. The present study is not an analysis of 

all possible theories of counseling delinquents. It is but a prelimi

nary effort. Research which examines the effect of prior offenses on 

effectiveness is suggested by the present study. A last recommendation 

would be that continuing studies be made with the same programs. Re

search involving longitudinal data would be a valuable asset, 

The present study presents several recommendations to the 

counseling disicpline. First, the effectiveness of Adlerian theory 

coupled with peer-group methods should be investigated. The differences 
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between this combination and those methods used by the other two pro

grams, essentially eclectic and Gestalt individualized counseling, 

are of such a magnitude as to be impossible to ignore. This strongly 

suggests that while clinical assessments of "what works" may make eclec

ticism and individualization more attractive to the counselor, it does 

not appear to be effective. Programs and counselors must clearly 

specify their techniques which are chosen for their demonstrated 

effectiveness in reducing recidivism, if this is indeed the goal of 

counseling the delinquent. It must be recalled that the juvenile 

justice system does not evaluate improvement in self-esteem when it 

determines the relative effectiveness of the counseling process. 

This presents the recommendation that counseling programs 

identify goals which coincided with the gqals of the court and the 

community when considering methods. The essential goal is the reduc

tion of offenses, this is also the measure of success. Programs which 

do not focus upon this aspect risk being evaluated as ineffective. 

The last recommendation to counselors is that they attempt to 

keep juveniles in the counseling process. It is highly doubtful that 

programs dealing with family and career counseling experience such a 

dismal lack of completion. While the counselor is not the only 

possible source of non-completion, undoubtedly an improvement in 

efforts to keep juveniles in programs would benefit not only the 

juvenile, but also the program. 

Peer-group techniques appear particularly attractive, es

pecially since research in other fields suggests that delinquency is 

a group phenomenon. Adlerian theory, with its emphasis on the family 
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and social interest, also finds support in other disciplines. The 

ability of the family atmosphere and construction has long been recog

nized for its ability to predispose youth to delinquent behavior 

(Jensen & Rojeck, 1980). The present study finds that this combination 

is indeed effective in reducing delinquent involvement. 
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Table A. Distribution of Reasons for Non-Completion of Programs 

Reason for P r o g r a m  
Non-Completion A B C 

Family moved 12% 11% 11% 
Ran away 18% 7% 15% 
Technical violation 1% 7% 7% 
Legal violation 27% 23% — 

Dept. of Corrections 6% 5% 19% 
Other placement 19% 12% 26% 
No program effect 18% 17% 22% 

Source: Erickson and Patnoe,.1984, Pima County Juvenile Court (un
published report) 

Table B. Average Time in Program Before Termination (in months) 

Program All Cases Graduates Non-Graduates 

A 5.5 7.5 5.8 
B 8.3 10.8 3.9 
C 4.4 6.5 3.0 

Source: Erickson and Patnoe, 1984, Pima County Juvenile Court (un
published report) 
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Standard errors were computed for each regression equation 

using the formula: 

^(Y - Y2/(N-2) 
sb = 

Z( X - X)2 

where Y is the observed proportion of recidivists, Y is the predicted 

value of this proportion, N is the number of time periods, X is the 

actual time period at which the proportion was measured, and X is the 

average time the juveniles were out of the program (in this case one 

year)(Source: Lewis-Beck, 1980, p. 31). 

The slope of each regression equation was tested for signifi

cance using the following formula: 

t - b^/s.e. 

(Source: Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973, pp. 68-69). 

The separate equations were tested for statistically signifi

cant differences using the following formula to develop Z-scores: 

Z -  b l - b 2  

/ 2 , 2 
sbl + sb2 

following the general formula: 

Z o  X 1 " X 2  

SX1 - X2 

where b^ is the slope in the regression equation for Program 1, b2 is 

the slope of the regression equation for Program 2, is the standard 
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error for the regression equation for Program 1, and is the stan

dard error for the regression equation for Program 2 (Source: Loether 

& McTavish, 1980, pp. 538-540). 

Tests of significant differences between proportions were 

performed through the use of a standard Z-score analysis, wherein a 

Z-score greater than 1.96 is statistically significant at the .05 

significance level. The Z-scores used to test the proportions were 

derived from the following formulas: 

i N,P., + N0P0 . , 1. p = 11 2 2 and q = 1 - p, 

N]_ + N2 

where is the observed number in sample one and P^ is the observed 

proportion in sample 1, ̂  is the observed number in sample two, P2 is 

the observed proportion in sample 2. The pooled proportion for the 

two samples is p. The complementary proportion, q is the pooled pro

portion of null cases. 

2- SP1 - P2 = pq (1/^ + 1/N2) 

where Sp-^ _ p2 is the standard error of the pooled sample. 

P - P 3. Z = 1 2 

SP1 - P2 

(Source: Loether and McTavish, 1980, pp. 473; 556-559) 
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